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We are very pleased to present in thisissue a unique array of papers from a
recent conferencethat wasitself aunique, groundbreaking event— aninitial
dialogue between Shi’ ah Muslim and Mennonite scholars that took placein
Torontoin Fall 2002. The conference animator, Professor Jim Reimer, outlines
the character and context of the event in the Foreword which follows. There
he also offers a helpful overview of the papers presented and the responses
and discussion they engendered. We thank Jim for shepherding materias
from the first phase of this illuminating conversation into our production
process. (A second phaseis scheduled for Iranin 2004.) Alsoincluded in this
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contributors. Enjoy!

C. Arnold Shyder, Academic Editor  Sephen A. Jones, Managing Editor



FOREWORD

Shi’i Muslims and Mennonite Christians in Dialogue:
Two Religious Minority Groups Face the
Challenges of Modernity

A. James Reimer

Iranian Shi’ ah Muslimsand North American Mennonite Christians met in Toronto
on 24 -27 October 2002 for a dialogue on the challenges of modernity for their
respective religious communities The assumption that the two groups have no
affinities with each other was quickly laid to rest during three days of intense
interchange of ideas, joint worship in amosgue and aMennonite church, common
meals, foraysinto Old Order country, and sightseeing in the Niagara peninsula.

Toronto Mennonite Theological Centre (TMTC) hosted four Muslims
from Iran, two Iranian students (Muhammad Farimani and Yousef Daneshvar)
now completing doctoral studiesin Christian theology and philosophy of religion
at the Toronto School of Theology (TST), and a number of Muslim clerics
from the Toronto area. The two Toronto clerics were Dr. Kazem Mesbah
Moosavi, Director and Imam of the Islamic Iranian Centre of Imam Ali, and
Imam Rizvi, head of the largest Shi’ ah Mosquein Toronto. Moosavi isagraduate
of McGill University, and Rizvi received his masters degree from Simon Fraser
University. Both have studied for many years in Qom, Iran.

The four Muslims who flew in from Iran specifically for the occasion
represented the Imam Khomeini Education and Research Institute of Qom, the
most important Shi’ah seminary for training Muslim clerics in the Arab world.
Thisgroup comprised Prof. Hamid Parsania, currently President of the University
of Qom; Prof. Hassan Rahimpour, presently teaching at the University of Tehran;
Aboulhassan Haghani, director of international relationsfor the Imam Khomeini
Institute; and Shuja Ali Mirza, originally from Toronto, now a student of
mysticism under Parsania in Qom,who acted as trandator.

Also participating were senior Mennonite administrators, scholars, and
doctoral students: Jon Hoover, now teaching at Dar Comboni for Arabic Studies,
Cairo, Egypt; David Shenk, for many yearsdirector of US missionsand overseas
ministries for Eastern Mennonite Missions, and author of books on Christians
and Muslims; Ed Martin, director of the Mennonite Central Committee (MCC)
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Central and Southern Asia Program, who initiated the exchange program noted
below; Roy Hange, who spent ten yearsin the Middle East working with Muslims
and Christians, and was the first Mennonite exchange representative in Iran;
Bob Herr, co-director of the M CC international peace office; LydiaHarder, adjunct
professor and student affairs advisor for TMTC; Jeremy Bergen, TST doctoral
student and TMTC administrative assistant; doctoral student Phil Enns and
advanced degree student Susan Harrison; and myself as professor and director
of TMTC.

The dialogue was restricted to a small group of participants, presenting
and responding to papers, with a few additional guests. It was not meant to be
a general discussion between Islam and Christianity but focused on issues
emerging out of unique and particular circumstances, namely an exchange
program between two ingtitutions (TMTC and the Khomeini Institute) and two
traditions (Mennonites and Shi’ites).

An exchange program between MCC and the Khomeini I nstitute emerged
out of MCC’s work in Iran following a 1990 earthquake. Ed Martin observed
that while MCC's work around the world relates primarily to relief and
devel opment, it also places priority on peacemaking, and sees* thekind of exchange
program between people of different religious and different countries whose
governments are not on the most friendly basis as an effort in peacemaking.”
“When we first had the idea of this kind of student exchange,” Martin said, “I
could not even in my dreams have thought that we would be able to have this
kind of conference.”

Wheat followsin thisissue of The Conrad Grebel Review are most of the
major presentations given at the dialogue. Not included are the responses to the
papers, with the exception of the discussion around the Rahimpour paper. In this
Foreword | draw on the responses and discussions, as transcribed by Thomas
Reimer, in order to give a sense of the richness of the conversation.

From the opening remarks by Prof. Rahimpour, a well-known media
figurein Iran, it was evident that this would be an encounter between friendly
conversation partners. | came away from the conference with a deepened
impression that Mennonites and Shi’ ah Muslims have one common trait: strong
moral-ethical convictions. Theological assumptions may differ (e.g., Muslims
reject the Christian doctrine of the Trinity, and the substitutionary death of
Christ) but both groups put a high premium on a virtuous life.

Rahimpour made the astonishing claim that on 80 percent of theissuesin
which Mennonites distinguish themselves from other Christian denominations,
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they and Shi’ah Muslims agree. He gave specific examples. opposition to the
buying and selling of heaven; rejection of celibacy and ahigh view of marriage;
no need for mediation to receive forgiveness of sins; primacy of Scripture;
avoidance of aluxurious and ostentatious life; hel ping the poor and needy, and a
sense of responsibility to humanity at large; a high value placed on free choice
of theindividual after reaching maturity; and holding faith and reason together.

What quickly emerged as a dominant theme was the different conception
of the relation of faith to reason held by the modern Western and Arab world. In
the west, modernity (variously understood as beginning in the late medieval
Renaissance, the Reformation, or the eighteenth-century Enlightenment) has
brought with it the separation of faith and reason, and religion and science, in a
way foreign to Muslim cultures. For this reason, the Islamic stance toward
modernity isambiguous: neither total rejection nor full acceptance. They say no
to modern secularism and rejection of God, and the accompanying moral
decadence, but yes to modern science, reason, and technology.

Hewho does not have acorrect rationality doesnot have acorrect religion,
said Rahimpour. This high view of reason presupposes a positive anthropology
and high view of the natural world generally. In Western humanism, according
to Rahimpour, God and humanity are at war with each other. Thisisnot so in
Islam: “In Islam the fire is not stolen from Zeus, but is given directly to man by
God.” Therights of human beings are not opposed to God but are acorollary of
divinerights. Islamic religion came not to undermine but to safeguard and nurture
the growth of humanity. Humanity is not sacrificed in order to please God, but
God's pleasure consists in honoring humanity.

Although Islam has an optimistic view of humanity, it does not separate
rightsfrom responsibility, morality from economics, theworld from the afterlife,
or religion from government. It isthrough earthly government and law that religious
mordlity isestablished. Perhapsthe most drameati ¢ difference between the Mennonite
understanding of the Christian mandate and the Islamic vision of moral and social
responsihility surfaced at this point. Both may agree that we need to work for a
future world of peace and social justice, but disagree on how to get there.

Mennonites have had a historical suspicion of government and civil
authorities as ameans of achieving such an ideal society, and have opted for the
“messianic community” (the Believers Church) or, at theleast, non-governmental
agencies. Rahimpour reiterated the importance of religious governments for
Islam. This does not mean religion should be in the hands of the politicians or
should be enforced by violence. Nevertheless, religion is concerned with
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establishing civil justice and civil rights. Power, wealth, and politics must be
subordinated to morality. Islam does not support secularismin society, and religious
and spiritual matters are not separated from material affairs. Islamic mysticism
startsindividually and then quickly becomes social: Livefor theworld asif you
will live for ever; live for the next world asif you will die tomorrow.

In “Keeping Pace with Modernity: Fifty Years of Iranian Intellectual
Encounter with Modernity,” Yousef Daneshvar outlined major phasesand factors
inlranian-Mudlim responseto modernity: classical, scholastic |lamic phil osophy
and metaphysics, which trandated Plato and Aristotle into Arabic in the ninth
century; the 1920s and ' 30s, when clerics first came into direct contact with
anti-lslamic aspects of Western culture; the capitulation to western modernity
under the Shah; and the Iranian Revolution of 1979 up to the present. M ost recently
Iranian Ilamic thought has become preoccupied with hermeneutical rationality,
influenced by the “ Kantian distinction between thereligionitself, . . . the meaning
of which we have no direct access to, and our understanding of religion, whichis
all wehaveat our disposal. Theformer iseternally stable but thelatter isconstantly
changing.” Although Daneshvar was positively disposed toward this recent
development, he criticized it for confusing hermeneutics and epistemol ogy.

Although the Islamic scholars may not have adequately accounted for
small currents or eddies of Western thought which also have a high view of
reason compatiblewith religiousfaith (Princeton Fundamentalism and Mennonites
areexamples), on thewholethey accurately depi cted the dominant developments
in western intellectual and religious history.

Susan Kennel Harrison, in a paper not included here, responded to
Daneshvar by outlining the shifting stances of North American Mennonites to
modernity, with special reference to hermeneutics. Before the twentieth century,
Mennonites operated with pre-critical notions of the Bible—an idiosyncratic and
non-systematic biblicism, characterized by an ethical common sense, and a
principled reading of the text. In the early twentieth century, with the abrupt
shift to historical consciousness and a critical hermeneutics, Mennonites
scrambled to find alternative approaches, ranging from Princeton inerrancy to
Dispensationalism to higher criticism. By mid-century very few pre-modern
interpreters were left. While Mennonites have not devel oped a systematic way
of holding propositional and existential readings together, their approach could
be described asethical or instrumental, oneinwhich all believersare enfranchised
to participate in the hermeneutical process. Harrison lamented the implicit anti-
intellectualism in the Mennonite hermeneutical tradition, which disenfranchises
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the Mennonite intellectual dedicated to “obtaining a more systematic or
comprehensive grasp of a body of knowledge.”

Although most Mennonites have, according to Harrison, acculturated
themselves to modern North American society, they have continued to advocate
aternative ways of living an obedient life to Christ that resists the priorities of
dominant culture: “How we, as Mennonites, have resisted west-toxication, is
quite diverse, [from] refusing to drive an automobile, to driving an automobile
whose shiny chrome bumper has been painted black, to an outward conformity
whilemaintaining distinct ecclesiological dternatives, particularly anon-sacramental
approach to Christian worship. | would liketo think . . . that the Mennonites and
Amish have proven so far that it'spossibleto livein the West and still have control
over the pace of change, athough the verdict is probably still out on that.”

In*“TheLimitsof Modernity” Phil Ennsmost directly addressed theissue
of rationality so important for the Muslims. He traced the rise and cul-de-sac of
the modern intellectual tradition beginning with the nominalism and empiricism
of Ockham and Hume; continuing in the reduction of the concept of God to a
postulate necessary for ethics, not an actual existing reality, in Kant; and ending
with the rejection of God as even a postulate by Marx, Nietzsche, and Freud.
Modern attempts by Marcel Gauchet and James Edwards to retain religion asa
“residue” necessary for our poetic understanding of the unity of the world fall
far short of making any religious truth claims.

Modernity’s fundamental problem is that it has rejected the possibility
“that in religion we find a set of practices and beliefs which has traditionally
provided answers to the kinds of questions that modernity has found
problematic.” Modernity claims that the empirical world provides disconnected
sense data, yet requires a way of organizing that data for knowledge to be
possible. Traditionally, religion has provided thisunifying functionin the everyday
lives and practices of people. We in the West cannot escape our modernity, with
its commitment to liberal democracy and the progress of science, but we need
not reject the notion that religion is a“world we might inhabit” that addresses
“our deepest questions about the world.”

Response to Enns's paper by Muhammad Farimani and others was
vigorous. Farimani disputed Enns's attempt to hold modernity and religion
together, especidly if the scientific worldview, individualism, and the denial of
all transcendent authority are seen as modernity’s dominant assumptions.
Attempting to answer the challenges of modernity from within modernity —i.e.,
a pragmatic view of religion as a set of beliefs and practices — is unworkable.
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Commitment to modernity’s assumptions leaves no room for religion: “If many
people in the West are both religious and modern, that is not because modernity
cantoleratereligion; rather, it isbecausethey are not modernist initsfull sense.”

Hamid Parsania, in “From Instrumental Reason to Sacred Intellect,”
pursued a similar theme. Identifying 18 different types of reason, he named
“intuitive” and “ sacred” reason as standing at the pinnacle of human rationality.
I ntuitive reason apprehends universal realities directly without the mediation of
mental concepts. Muslim mystics believe such “supra-intellectua intuition” is
obtained through a vision of the beautiful divine names and attributes. It is the
existential root of conceptual reason. The highest form of intuitive reason is
sacred intellect, which enables its holder to directly apprehend essences and
realities that others only approach. “In religious texts, the teacher or medium
for ‘teaching’ and conveying the sacred intellect isthe Holy Spirit — Gabriel, the
divine archangel.” “ So if metaphysical reason can prove the immateriality and
eternality of the human soul, then the sacred intellect can provide the details of
man’s ascent and final felicity.” The sacred intellect, “enlightened directly by
Divine Grace and inspired by the Holy Spirit, reveal s the Divine Word to man.”

The problem with Western metaphysical and rational thought is that
“Modernity starts with the denial of the authority of revelation and the sacred
intellect.” This denial has its roots in the historic suspicion by the Church of
conceptual human reason, |eading to an opposition between revel ation and reason,
what Parsania calls “two levels of rational cognition.” While this opposition
once worked in favor of the church, now it benefits secular reason divorced
from revelation and sacred intellect. “In its turn, conceptual reason, by turning
its back on intuitive and sacred intellect, has severed its existential roots and has
in effect dried up and become lifeless.”

In her response to Parsania, Lydia Harder lamented the historic lack of
philosophical studies by Mennonites. “We live in a pre-modern world as
Mennonites, in our thinking aswell asin our life together in communities; what
Ricoeur callsfirst naivete was very much a part of where we were, | think, and
yet we are living in a modern world, and are affected by [it]. . . .” Harder was
particularly concerned with the relation of power and reason. Parsania replied
that in thissense Muslimsand Mennonitesare similar, in coming late to modernity
and in taking for granted the validity and correctness of the sacred text. He
warned Mennonites to be wise when they enter into this new stage, and not to
argue only from within the dialectic of modernity and modern rationality: “[A]s
long as there is consideration of the metaphysical or sacred intellect in any
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discourse, thisintellect can make judgements on how power isto be used. The
prophets and Jesus made [such] judgements, and knew [them] to be the truth.”
“Jesus himself is the manifestation of knowledge and awareness and is the
Word, the logos. We know Jesus to be the Word of God. His presence in the
natural world is the presence of God and is the message of God. Wherever the
Word is present, that place becomes sacred, and it is with his presence that
even instrumental reason becomes sacred. . . "

In “Pluralist Culture and Truth,” David Shenk argued that Muslims and
Christians can both be committed to truth and affirm modern pluralist culture.
The problem is disagreement about what the truth is. Muslims believe the final
authority isthe revealed Qur’ an, Christians hold that Jesus Christ asrevealed in
the Bible is the fullest revelation of truth. Since no one has the right to impose
their view of truth on another, respect for human life, freedom, and dignity
requires a pluralistic, democratic context in which different views of truth can
co-exist peacefully. In Shenk’s analysis, Anabaptists of the sixteenth century
led theway in envisioning moderninternational pluralism and democratic societies
inwhich personal freedom and choice are respected. TheAnabaptist understanding
of the truth of Christ rests in this commitment to redemptive, suffering lovein
which all imperialistic and coercive measures are rejected. The church is a
pluralistic movement without linguistic, cultural, or geographical barriers.

A highly interesting discussion ensued on the nature of freedom and
democracy. Parsania argued strongly that, while freedom of choice isimportant
(without it a person is not a human being), yet to be religious and to have
absolute freedom are incompatible. There is a religious or ontological
understanding of personal freedom (personal faith cannot be forced), but there
is also a public freedom which must be limited. Just as law enforces traffic
rules, so in certain areas of public life (e.g., abortion, murder, homosexuality)
rights and freedom must be restricted. This holds aso for democracy; certain
actions that democratic societies engage in areinvalid. Here | observed that the
democratic experiment in North Americais quite ambiguous. Stanley Hauerwas,
for example, maintains that modern democracy cannot sustain itself without
reliance on violenceto secureitscapital, property, and resources. Thus, if Shenk’s
thesisistrue, then Anabaptistsfind face astrange dilemma: they have historically
contributed toliberal, democratic, and pluralistic societieswhich rely on violence
to sustain themselves.

The problem of evil was the theme of Jon Hoover’s presentation. While
not directly connected with the theme of the dialogue, the problem of evil is



10 The Conrad Grebel Review

surely pressing in the modern period. Hoover presented a typology of three
models. divine voluntarism, in which God has exclusive freedom and power
over good and evil: to inquire into God's purpose is invalid; best-of-all-worlds
theodicies, in which God has reasons for creating a world where there is evil:
evil is an instrument in making the best possible world; free-will theodicies,
where God voluntarily limits his own freedom in order to alow for human
freedom. All three have Muslim and Christian versions. Hoover optsfor afourth
view, in which evil has a destabilizing function, jolting us out of complacency
and propelling us to greater truth. Only God can ultimately overcome and
transform horrendous evils.

Parsania, the respondent to the paper, complained that Hoover had located
the Shi’ah view primarily within the third model, because he was approaching
the subject from an Egyptian perspective, where the mystical -philosophical way
of Idlamic thinking isweak. The understanding of evil combinesall three models.
To deal adequately with the problem of evil would take one deeply into philosophy
and mysticism. For instance, as far as divine voluntarism is concerned, it istrue
that one cannot question God about his matives, because God gives himself his
own purpose: God is absolute perfection, love, goodness, light, and beauty.

My own paper dealt with the challenges of modern law for religious
minority groups like Mennonites in North America and Shi’ah Mudlims in the
Arab world. Shi'ites in Iran are the mgjority and function within an Islamic
nation state, while Mennonites emphasize the separation of church and state.
One magjor difference between Muslims and Mennonites—atheme that surfaced
at anumber of points—is that, although they may have similar visions of what
a future kingdom of justice might look like, they disagree on how to get there.
For Mudimsthe modern nation state appearsto be alegitimate means of achieving
such a new order (although historically alwaysin only a preliminary way); for
Mennonites the church and small alternative communities are the way.

| argued that the liberal pluralism of North American democratic society,
including itsconcept of tolerance, isreally anillusion except in amost superficial
sense. Every society, including our own, is governed by a dominant public
orthodoxy. In our case this hegemonous orthodoxy, manifested in modern
technological culture, is rooted in white, liberal Protestant values with very
clear rules of exclusion and inclusion. Public law gives structure to these val ues,
and religion playsasignificant rolein legitimating this cohesive, legal structure.
What isoften not acknowledged is, in Hauerwas sanalysis, theviolenceintrinsic
to aliberal, democratic society in its attempt to sustain itself. | suggested that it
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is not “toleration” but “forbearance” that needs to be exercised toward groups
diverging from thisorthodoxy. Forbearanceregjectsall useof coercioninreligious
matters, but presupposes an orthodoxy (truth claims) and desires the conversion
of all through peaceful persuasion. Sixteenth-century Anabaptistsdid not espouse
tolerance in the modern sense but advocated forbearance of those disagreeing
with one's own understanding of the truth.

In his response, Imam Rizvi said, “| was delighted because | really get
very irritated with the politically correct mantra of religious pluralism . . .,
because | have seen some Muslim scholars are chanting that slogan, and they
try to read religious pluralism even into the Qur'an . . . .” Asserting that | had
successfully argued that pluralismisanillusion, Rizvi still wished | had elaborated
on the relation of forbearance and concord, and suggested that the modern
notions of tolerance and forbearance might not be as distinct as | made them
out to be. He also proposed that the concepts of mercy and justice are relevant
as a basis for the co-existence of the mgjority with the minority.

Kezam Mesbah Moosavi presented a paper on “Modernity and
Contextualism,” not included in this collection. He criticized the modern concept
of contextual theology and with it the notion of the suffering God as devel oped
especialy by Canadian theologian Douglas Hall and German theol ogian Jirgen
Moltmann, claiming that such a theology leads to “arbitrary historicism” and
“capricious relativism.” “| believe that my fellow Christian Mennonites cannot
agree with [the] contextualization of God. None of us are ready to buy this
product of Modernity; none of us [can accept the description] of God as . . .
poor, weak, and suffering.” He proceeded to show why such contextualization
of God isunacceptableto Muslims. Although admitting that theol ogy does change
and is partially contextual, he maintained that it “ contains some fixed principles
.. .. Whether it challenges the attributes of God or his immutability, theology
cannot and must not deny, for example, the existence of God.”

Roy Hangeidentified in hisresponse asignificant difference between the
Christian and the Muslim view of God. Christians, while holding to the
transcendence of God, neverthelessthink of God in Jesus as entering the human
situation of suffering and oppression, thereby transforming them toward a new
kind of relationship among humans and between humans and God. In the cross,
“where the logos and the Word and the will of Jesus were present, there was a
power for the healing of nations, social systems, and family systems, where the
abuse of power is aways present because we are all human.” Hange went on to
say, “I readily acknowledge and affirm Islam’s hesitance to associate anything
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with God, but | struggle as a Christian in knowing and affirming that the way of
the cross was an attempt to associate God with human suffering and passion,
[oneg] that forced us to see our own abusive power and sinfulness, and | think
that is how Christians can see the glory of God in the cross as a way to break
cycles of violence that happen because of the abuse of power.” “ Any revolution
— whether American or Communist or even Islamic — can get caught in a
dialectical trap [of] needing to present an antithesis and sometimes needing to
use violent means to do that. | say this al as the descendent of the last person
killed by the Christian authorities in Switzerland for his religious beliefs, when
they thought they were giving glory to God for doing so.”

Parsania’s retort was perhaps the clearest articulation of the differences
between Mennonites and the Shi’ ah Muslims present. God, he said, can manifest
himself in numerous ways in the created world, as he has done in Jesus, the
prophets, Muhammad. But God's essence can never thus be associated with
anything human and finite. The human being can only manifest the divine when
the human personistotally annihilated. God can “ sometimes manifest himself in
the sword of the fighter, and sometimes he manifests himself in the blood of the
martyrs. He manifests himself in Christ when he was crucified, and also in the
sword of Muhammad the prophet when he fought to uphold justice. God loves
al who fight for his cause. What's important is that we become servants, and
we must not impose our will on God, we must open ourselves so that the will of
God can be seen in us.” | made the point that “the cross is one moment in the
life of God, but you can’t talk about the doctrine of the cross, in our theology,
without a doctrine of resurrection, which is the glorification of Christ and of
God.”

* k * % %

There may have been too much “forbearance” in this first encounter, since the
tough issues were never addressed (e.g., violation of human rights in western
and Arab countries, the role of women, missions and conversion, terrorism and
war, and serious theological differences between Islam and Christianity on
“missionizing and conversion,” and on the means of achieving a kingdom of
peace and social justice. Some of these difficult topics were alluded to in the
general wrap-up session on Saturday afternoon, as issues to be addressed in
future phases of the dialogue. On Friday evening, a panel discussion, Shi’ah-
Muslims and Mennonite-Christians: How Do Our Religious Convictions
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Contribute to Peace-building?, with few exceptions dwelt on joint concerns for
peace and justice, not on conflictual matters.Later, a number of us addressed
the Islamic congregation at a celebration of the birth of the twelfth Imam, at the
Toronto mosgue of which Moosavi isthe head. Muslims believe that the twelfth
Imam will return with Jesus at some future time to set up an earthly kingdom of
justice.

Sunday morning we al travelled to the Tavistock, Ontario Mennonite
Church, where Rick Cober Bauman wastheworship leader. Thearray of Muslim
clerics (somewearing white turbans), MCCers, and other Muslim and Mennonite
dialogue partners, sitting in a single row on the platform facing this rural
congregation for the adult Sunday School hour, was a sight to behold. It was a
guestion-and-answer situation, and to the question, Why such a dialogue?, my
answer was. “Both traditions believe in one God, and truth is truth no matter
where it is found; both traditions are in search of thistruth.” Sunday afternoon
we visited an Old Order Mennonite farm north of Waterloo, arranged by Cober
Bauman. The photographs we took, including the one gracing the cover of this
issue, revea the Muslimsintheir more casual, informal, and unguarded moments,
enjoying the horse and buggy — and surprised that in the middle of modern,
decadent North American society there is a people not unlike Muslimsin Iran,
trying to live out asimple, faithful, and pious life.

Invited inside the farmer’s modest home, and sitting in a circle around
the Mennonite couplewith their two small children, the Muslims asked questions
like: Why do you not have modern technology? Why do you not have electric
lights? The Old Order family’s answer was “Because that is what our church
teaches.” This surprised and delighted the visitors. Here in the midst of North
American culture, known for its individualism, was an example of objective
authority and beliefs taking precedence over individua beliefs. “When these
people die they will go straight to paradise,” commented one Muslim.

Thevisit ended with thefarmer taking usto thelocal one-room Mennonite
school house, where the Muslims left their names in Arabic on the blackboard.
| would like to have seen the surprise of the teacher and pupils on Monday
morning! The official Iranian visit concluded with atrip to Niagara Fallsand a
well-to-do, middle-class Niagara Mennonite home, a stark contrast to the Old
Order home of the previous day. | tried to explain the wide range of groups
making up the Mennonite spectrum. (I have since heard that Professor Rahimpour
has been seen on Iranian TV, lecturing on Canadian “Amish” Mennonites).
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Part 11 of this Shi’ah Muslim — Mennonite Christian dialogue will occur
(“God willing” or “Insha Allah,” as Mudlims say) in Qom, Iran, in February
2004. A fitting conclusion to this account of Part | of the dialogue isthis remark
by the Khomeini Institute’s director of international relations: “During the past
five years since our student exchange program was initiated between the MCC
and the Imam Khomeini Education and Research Institute, a sincere fraterna
affection has taken root in our hearts for our Mennonite friends, coupled with
respect and admiration for the virtue we see them display in our interactions
with them; and so it iswith great satisfaction that we see our friendship deepening
and expanding on the firm basis of our common faith in God.”

Rationality, Humanity, and M oder nism
Dr. Hassan Rahimpour

Dr. Rahimpour’s paper, as written, comprised four parts. At the conference, he
gave his audience this outline: “ The first part concerns the definition of
modernity. . . . In the second part | will discuss the [dual] approach that we
have, or that Muslims have, to the problem and the fact that it’s not a case with
regard to modernity of [our] saying yes or no, but rather a case of saying yes
and no. The third part will discuss issues of epistemology, modernity, and
rationalism. The fourth part will concern man and God in modernity, and in
this part there will be talk of humanism and human rights, and the second sub-
topic will be the [ Protestant] Reformation. [Also] the similarities between the
Shi’ah Muslims and the Mennonites, with regard to the Reformation, will be
discussed. . . .” In the paper as actually delivered, Dr. Rahimpour used the
services of a trandator, and in the reduced time available had to limit himself to
discussing only some of the topics examined at greater length in his manuscript.
What follows below is an edited version of the paper as delivered.

— Editor

Dr. Hassan Rahimpour, an expert in Islamic literature, philosophy, theology, and
jurisprudence, teaches at the University of Tehran, Iran.



