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Egypt, in the aftermath of its revolution, is in urgent need of dialogue. In order for this
dialogue to be fruitful and productive, it must be open dialogue, conducted in such a
manner—by different elements of society—that the worldviews and concepts of everyone
who participates are mutually enriched. One thing we certainly do not need is for everyone to
rigidly adhere to their own opinions, and seek to impose these upon others, or society as a
whole—expecting people to accept or reject said views in the absence of any solid
intellectual or factual evidence to support them.
The dialogue that Egypt so urgently needs is one in which concepts and opinions are
presented, not for blind adoption by members of a specific group, irrespective of the
convictions of others, but rather, with the aim of establishing a solid foundation for the future
of our nation—which strengthens and enlarges the capacity of all Egyptian citizens, without
any form of exclusion. That is to say, a dialogue for the sake of our nation’s future, rather
than for the benefit of any specific group or party.
The prerequisite of any productive dialogue is to refine the concepts used in said dialogue, by
dispassionately analyzing these concepts and their foundational principles. We must shift
from a politicized approach to concepts—whereby they are employed as tools to mobilize
and/or control people—to an epistemological approach, in which said concepts are
analytically studied and critically understood. Needless to say, a politicized approach not only
impoverishes concepts, but—most dangerously—gives rise to upheaval and conflict.
Because Egyptian and Arab elites have, for many centuries, been unfamiliar with any
approach to intellectual concepts that was not highly politicized, it is unsurprising that such
an approach remains dominant in our societies. It is necessary, in fact, to plainly state that the
root cause of the current structural crisis afflicting Egyptian and Arab elites is rooted in this
kind of politicized approach [to concepts, including those associated with religion]. Egypt,
and the Arab world at large, will succeed in overcoming the problems they face, only if
Egyptian and Arab elites can successfully shift from a political approach—whose objective is
to mobilize and/or control people—to an epistemological one, whose objective is to enlighten
people.

“I don’t believe that any [true] Muslim opposes applying the Qur’an and the legal
punishments (hudud) dictated by God. If any Muslim rejects God’s speech [i.e., the Qur’an],
then he’s the one with a problem, not the Muslim Brotherhood. And anyone who doesn’t like
the Qur’an should frankly admit this to the public, without blaming his discomfiture on the
Muslim Brotherhood.” This public statement by a prominent Muslim Brotherhood leader can
be easily classified—through its great simplicity—as mobilizing people to serve the political
objectives of the group to which he belongs.
His statement is nothing more than a pragmatic slogan, intended to discredit opponents and
popularize his religious group’s political narrative, by claiming that their worldly objectives
are not mundane at all, but rather, a “noble project” that merely seeks to apply God’s speech
[the Qur’an] to the governance of society.
An epistemological analysis of his statement paves the way to a more general discussion of
how people structure their relationship with sacred scriptures in general, and the Qur’an in
particular. Whereas a politicized approach completely impoverishes the Qur’an—due to its
being employed as a mask for coercive authority—an epistemological approach necessarily
positions the Qur’an as an arena for interaction and dialogue. This, in turn, compels one to
investigate the many ways in which Muslims construct their relationships with the Qur’an. In
doing so, it is necessary that we trace these relationships back to the most central moment in
the entire history of Islam as a formal institution, i.e., the time of fitna [the civil war that
followed the death of the third Caliph, Usman].
When the Prophet Muhammad’s (saw.) great companion, A’mmar bin Yasser, addressed the
Umayyads during the battle of Shifeen, he declared: “We waged war upon you [i.e., your
family, the former polytheists of Mecca, led by Muhammad’s great enemy Abu Sufyan]
following the revelation of the Qur’an, and today we battle over its interpretation.”
With these words, A’mmar expressed his clear recognition that the bloody civil war that
engulfed early Muslims—which served as a hinge for the entire subsequent political and
cultural history of Islam—was, in essence, a conflict about interpretation of the Qur’an.
Interpretation is, in essence, an enquiry regarding the correct and appropriate way to structure
human beings’ relationship with any given text. Thus, we may conclude that the dramatic
first [but by no means last] civil war in the history of Islam was waged, by and between
Muslims, to determine how they would construct their relationships with the Qur’an.
If we analyze the public pronouncements, and practices, of the two warring parties, we may
clearly identify two distinct ways of structuring relationships with the sacred text. The first
was that of the Umayyads, who insisted upon employing the Qur’an to support, and mask,
their own political authority. This was dramatically illustrated when, facing defeat by ‘Ali’s
forces, the Umayyads lifted masahif (copies of the Qur’an) upon their swords and lances, and
called for a truce in the name of Islam. Binding the mushaf (Qur’an) to swords—which, in the
Arab imagination, represent the instrument for establishing and securing political authority—
reveals the fact that for the Umayyads, the mushaf played much the same role as the sword
(namely, to serve and support their political ambitions).
When the role of the text is demoted from that of Divine communication/interaction with
humanity, and Scripture harnessed to legitimize and support a specific political authority, it is
logical to expect that the temporal authorities in question will tend to pronounce the text (and
specifically, their interpretation of it) as authoritative, and thus beyond human questioning,

interaction or debate. The political authority thus seeks to conceal its true nature—as a selfinterested, unjust and oppressive tyrant, whose absolute power must not be challenged—
behind its depiction of the text as a similarly unquestionable and unchallengeable authority.
Which is to say, that in such an authoritarian context, the distinction between political and
scriptural authority is completely dissolved, and the two merged into one.
Needless to say, positioning the text as a rigidly defined authority constrains its ability to
produce new meanings, through interaction with a constantly changing and evolving human
condition and understanding of the text. This, in turn, relegates the text to the status of an
artifact, divorced from interaction with the contemporary world, and its role in society is thus
confined to a process of repetition [reciting its “authoritative” interpretation] and stagnation.
This positions the text in such a way that anyone who wishes to be regarded as a true and
faithful Muslim can only “adore” the Qur’an, but not engage in a fruitful process of human
interaction with the text, in order to produce new knowledge of value in a changing world.
It is clear that this inflexible way of dealing with the text has dominated over the long history
of Islam. In his response to the Umayyads, ‘Ali bin Abi Talib [son-in-law of the Prophet
Muhammad, and the fourth Caliph] affirmed the central role of human beings in dealing with
the text. According to ‘Ali, the mushaf (text, or Qur’an) has no tongue with which to speak,
and thus it is inevitably humans who express their understanding of the Qur’an, and interpret
its meaning. In other words, ‘Ali viewed the text as an arena for interaction with human
beings—through their attempts to understand the Divine Message—rather than as a tool to
subjugate humanity. This view is based upon the fact that both the human mind, and
objective reality, are components of the revelation, which in turn leads to the necessity of
taking these into consideration when interpreting the Qur’an.
Following the decisive shift in the course of Islamic politics, from the early Caliphate to the
Umayyads’ despotic rule—heralded by the assassination of ‘Ali, and the triumph of
Mu’awiyah bin Abu-Sufyan—it became politically expedient to exclude Imam ‘Ali’s
interactive way of dealing with the Qur’an and replace it with the Umayyad approach, which
continues to enjoy hegemony until our present day.
To further cement their authority, the Umayyads cleverly positioned any questioning or
rejection of their highly politicized approach as a blasphemous rejection of the Qur’an itself,
rather than as the pious refutation of a specific human relationship with the Qur’an, derived
from an authoritarian mindset. It must be noted that rejection of this politicized approach is
not at all synonymous with a rejection of the Qur’an itself. Rather, it constitutes rejection of a
specific, highly-instrumentalized way of positioning the Qur’an as an “unquestionable
authority” to subjugate and enslave the human mind, rather than approaching the Qur’an as a
“starting point” to obtain a solid [spiritual and religious] foundation that will enable the
human mind to understand, and develop, a meaningful and appropriate relationship with the
world.
Paradoxically, positioning the Qur’an as an unquestionable authority results not only in the
impoverishment of human awareness—which is left with no occupation other than to repeat
what it is told [by those who claim to speak with divine authority]— but also to the
impoverishment of the Qur’an itself. That is because blind repetition renders it difficult for
the Qur’an’s manifest subtle nuances and connotations to flow.

In other words, how we interpret and structure human beings’ relationship with the Qur’an
significantly impacts the manner and degree to which the Qur’an can mold our lives, and
society at large. While one approach positions the Qur’an as an indispensible foundation for
human creativity and striving to improve our world, a politicized approach positions it as an
“unquestionable authority” that subjugates and enslaves the human mind.
When a prominent figure in the Muslim Brotherhood cites the Qur’an, in order to immunize
his group’s political agenda from any and all criticism, he is behaving in the precise manner
employed by the Umayyads. He should be honest enough to admit that those who oppose his
agenda do not reject the Qur’an, but merely his own heavily politicized exploitation of it for
worldly purposes. Ironically, the Qur’an itself explicitly condemns such behavior.
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إذا آﺎن أﺣﺪ ﻻ ﻳﺠﺎدل ﻓﻰ أن ﻣﺼﺮ هﻰ أﺣﻮج ﻣﺎﺗﻜﻮن ،ﻓﻰ وﺿﻌﻬﺎ اﻟﺮاهﻦ ،اﻟﻰ اﻟﺤﻮار ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻳﻠﺰم أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﺣﻮارًا
ﻣﻨﺘﺠًﺎ ﻳﻨﻔﺘﺢ ﻓﻴﻪ آﻞ ﻓﺮﻳﻖ ﻣﻦ أﻃﺮاف ﻧﺨﺒﺘﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻵﺧﺮ ،وذﻟﻚ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺤﻮ اﻟﺬى ﺗﺘﺴﻊ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺗﺼﻮرات اﻟﻮاﺣﺪ ﻣﻨﻬﻢ
ﻟﻶﺧﺮ .وﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻟﻴﺲ ﻣﻄﻠﻮﺑًﺎ أﺑﺪًا أن ﻳﺘﻤﺘﺮس آﻞ ﻓﺮﻳﻖ وراء ﺗﺼﻮراﺗﻪ ﺳﺎﻋﻴًﺎ اﻟﻰ ﻓﺮﺿﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ ،أو
ﻣﺼﺮًا ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺗﺎرآًﺎ ﻟﻬﺆﻻء اﻵﺧﺮﻳﻦ ـ ﺣﻴﻦ ﺗﻌﻮزﻩ اﻟﺤﺠﺔ ـ ﺣﻖ ﻗﺒﻮﻟﻬﺎ أو رﻓﻀﻬﺎ؛ ﺣﻴﺚ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻻ ﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺘﺼﻮرات
ﺗﺨﺺ ﻓﺮدًا أو ﺟﻤﺎﻋﺔ ﻳﺘﺪاوﻟﻮﻧﻬﺎ داﺧﻞ داﺋﺮﺗﻬﻢ اﻟﺨﺎﺻﺔ ،ﺑﻞ ﺑﺘﺼﻮرات ﻳﺮاد ﻟﻬﺎ أن ﺗﺼﻮغ ﻣﺴﺘﻘﺒﻞ وﻃﻦ ﻻﺑﺪ أن
ﻳﺘﺴﻊ ﻟﺠﻤﻴﻊ اﻟﻔﺮﻗﺎء ﻣﻦ ﻏﻴﺮ إزاﺣﺔ أو إﻗﺼﺎء.
وﻟﻌﻞ اﻟﺸﺮط اﻟﻼزم ﻹﻧﺘﺎﺟﻴﺔ اﻟﺤﻮار ﻳﺘﻤﺜﻞ ﻓﻰ ﺿﺮورة ﺿﺒﻂ اﻟﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ اﻟﺘﻰ ﻳﺪور ﺣﻮﻟﻬﺎ اﻟﺤﻮار ،وذﻟﻚ ﻋﺒﺮ
اﻟﻤﺴﺎءﻟﺔ واﻟﻮﻋﻰ اﻟﻨﻘﺪى ﺑﻤﺎ ﺗﺒﻨﻰ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ وﻳﺆﺳﺲ ﻟﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ أﺻﻮل ،ﻗﺪ ﻻ ﺗﻜﻮن ﺣﺎﺿﺮة ﻓﻰ أذهﺎن اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺎورﻳﻦ .وإذن
ﻻ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻰ ﻣﻌﻬﺎ اﻟﺬى ﻳﺤﻴﻠﻬﺎ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺎت
ﻓﺎﻷﻣﺮ ﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﻀﺮورة اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﻰ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ ،ﺑﺪ ً
ﻟﻠﺪرس واﻟﻔﻬﻢ اﻟﻰ ﻣﺤﺾ أدوات ﻟﻠﺘﻌﺒﺌﺔ واﻟﺤﺸﺪ ،وهﻮ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﺬى ﻻﻳﻨﺘﻬﻲ ،ﻓﺤﺴﺐ ،اﻟﻰ إﻓﻘﺎر اﻟﻤﻔﺎهﻴﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ
آﺎﻣﻞ ،ﺑﻞ وﻳﻘﻮد اﻟﻤﺘﺤﺎورﻳﻦ اﻟﻰ اﻟﺘﻘﺎذف واﻟﺼﺪام.
واﻧﻄﻼﻗًﺎ ﻣﻤﺎ ﺳﺒﻖ ﻓﺈن ﻣﺎ ﻣﻀﻰ إﻟﻴﻪ أﺣﺪ أﻗﻄﺎب ﺟﻤﺎﻋﺔ اﻹﺧﻮان اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﻮل» :ﻻ أﻋﺘﻘﺪ أن أى ﺷﺨﺺ
ﻣﺴﻠﻢ ﻳﻌﺘﺮض ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ،واﻟﺤﺪود اﻟﺘﻰ ﺷﺮﻋﻬﺎ اﷲ ﺑﻨﺺ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ،وأى ﻣﺴﻠﻢ ﻻ ﻳﻌﺠﺒﻪ آﻼم رﺑﻨﺎ) ،ﻓﺈن
اﻟﻤﺸﻜﻠﺔ ﺗﻜﻮن( ﻣﺸﻜﻠﺘﻪ هﻮ .وإن ﻣﻦ ﻋﻨﺪﻩ ﺣﺴﺎﺳﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن أو دﻳﻨﻪ ،ﻓﻠﻴﻌﻠﻦ هﺬا ﺻﺮاﺣﺔ دون اﻟﺘﻤﺴﺢ ﻓﻰ
اﻹﺧﻮان« إﻧﻤﺎ ﻳﻨﺪرج ـ ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻨﻄﻮى ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺒﺴﻴﻄﻴﺔ هﺎﺋﻠﺔ ـ ﻓﻰ إﻃﺎر اﻟﺴﻌﻰ اﻟﻰ ﺣﺸﺪ اﻟﻨﺎس وراء اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع
اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻰ ﻟﻠﺠﻤﺎﻋﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ ﻳﻨﺘﻤﻰ إﻟﻴﻬﺎ اﻟﺮﺟﻞ ،ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﺘﺮوﻳﺞ ﻟﻬﺬا اﻟﻤﺸﺮوع ﻋﻠﻰ أﻧﻪ »ﺗﻄﺒﻴﻖ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن واﻟﺤﺪود
اﻟﻤﻨﺼﻮص ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﻓﻴﻪ.
وﻟﻜﻦ اﻟﻘﻮل ،ﻓﻰ ﺣﺎل اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﻰ ﻣﻌﻪ ،ﻳﻔﺘﺢ اﻟﺒﺎب ﻟﻠﻨﻘﺎش ﺣﻮل ﻣﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﻐﺔ اﻟﺠﻮهﺮﻳﺔ ﺗﺘﻌﻠﻖ ﺑﺎﻟﻜﻴﻔﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ
ﻳﺆﺳﺲ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻨﺎس ﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن واﻟﻨﺼﻮص اﻟﻤﻘﺪﺳﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻌﻤﻮم .وﻏﻨﻰ ﻋﻦ اﻟﺒﻴﺎن أﻧﻪ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﻳﺆول اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ
اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻰ اﻟﻰ إﻓﻘﺎر اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ آﺎﻣﻞ ،وذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻳﺠﺮى ﺗﻮﻇﻴﻔﻪ ،ﻓﻰ اﻷﻏﻠﺐ ،آﻘﻨﺎع ﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ ﺗﻤﺎرس اﻟﻘﻬﺮ
واﻹﺟﺒﺎر ،ﻓﺈن اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻣﻞ اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﻰ ﻣﻌﻪ ﻳﻔﺘﺢ اﻟﺒﺎب أﻣﺎم إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ ﺗﺼﻮرﻩ آﺴﺎﺣﺔ ﺗﻔﺎﻋﻞ وﺣﻮار.
وﻟﻌﻞ ذﻟﻚ ﻳﺤﻴﻞ اﻟﻰ ﺿﺮورة اﻟﺒﺤﺚ ﻓﻰ اﻟﻄﺮاﺋﻖ اﻟﺘﻰ ﺳﻌﻰ اﻟﻤﺴﻠﻤﻮن ﻋﺒﺮهﺎ اﻟﻰ ﺗﺄﺳﻴﺲ ﻋﻼﻗﺘﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن .وهﻨﺎ
ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻳﻠﺰم اﻟﻌﻮدة اﻟﻰ اﻟﻠﺤﻈﺔ اﻷآﺜﺮ ﻣﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻓﻰ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻹﺳﻼم ﺑﺄﺳﺮﻩ ،وأﻋﻨﻰ ﺑﻬﺎ ﻟﺤﻈﺔ »اﻟﻔﺘﻨﺔ« اﻟﺸﻬﻴﺮة.
ﻼ» :ﻧﺤﻦ ﺿﺮﺑﻨﺎآﻢ
ﻓﻌﻨﺪﻣﺎ إﺗﺠﻪ اﻟﺼﺤﺎﺑﻰ اﻟﺠﻠﻴﻞ »ﻋﻤﺎر ﺑﻦ ﻳﺎﺳﺮ« ـ إﺑﺎن ﻣﻮﻗﻌﺔ ﺻﻔﻴﻦ ـ ﺑﺨﻄﺎﺑﻪ اﻟﻰ ﺑﻨﻰ أﻣﻴﺔ ﻗﺎﺋ ً
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﻨﺰﻳﻠﻪ ،واﻟﻴﻮم ﻧﻀﺮﺑﻜﻢ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺄوﻳﻠﻪ« ﻓﺈﻧﻪ آﺎن ﻳﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ وﻋﻰ ﻻﻓﺖ ﺑﺤﻘﻴﻘﺔ أن اﻟﺼﺮاع اﻟﺬى ﺗﻔﺠﺮ ﻓﻰ ﺗﻠﻚ
اﻟﻮﻗﻌﺔ اﻷﺳﻴﻔﺔ ـ اﻟﺘﻰ ﻟﻌﺒﺖ اﻟﺪور اﻷﺑﺮز ﻓﻰ ﺗﻮﺟﻴﻪ ﻣﺎ ﺟﺮى ﻻﺣﻘًﺎ ﻓﻰ ﺗﺎرﻳﺦ اﻹﺳﻼم اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻰ واﻟﺜﻘﺎﻓﻰ هﻮ ﺻﺮاع
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻬﻢ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن وﺗﺄوﻳﻠﻪ ،ﻓﻰ اﻟﺠﻮهﺮ .وإذا آﺎن ﺳﺆال اﻟﻔﻬﻢ واﻟﺘﺄوﻳﻞ هﻮ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻣﺎ ،ﺳﺆال ﻋﻦ اﻟﻜﻴﻔﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ
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ﻳﺆﺳﺲ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻨﺎس ﻋﻼﻗﺎﺗﻬﻢ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺼﻮص ،ﻓﺈن ذﻟﻚ ﻳﻌﻨﻰ أن ﻣﺎﺟﺮى ﺁﻧﺬاك آﺎن ،ﻓﻰ أﺣﺪ وﺟﻮهﻪ ،ﺻﺮاﻋًﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ
آﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﺗﺄﺳﻴﺲ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺺ )اﻟﺬى هﻮ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ( .وﻟﻠﻤﻔﺎرﻗﺔ ﻓﺈن اﻟﺘﺄﻣﻞ ﻓﻰ ﻣﻮاﻗﻒ اﻟﻔﺮﻳﻘﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺘﻘﺎﺗﻠﻴﻦ ،ﻓﻰ
ﺻﻔﻴﻦ ﻳﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ آﻴﻔﻴﺘﻴﻦ ﻣﺘﺒﺎﻳﻨﺘﻴﻦ ﻓﻰ ﺗﺄﺳﻴﺲ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺺ /اﻟﻘﺮﺁن.
ﻓﺈﻧﻪ إذا آﺎﻧﺖ واﻗﻌﺔ رﻓﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﺣﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺁﺳﻨﺔ اﻟﺮﻣﺎح ﺗﻤﺜﻞ إﺳﺘﺪﻋﺎء ﺻﺮﻳﺤًﺎ ﻟﻠﻨﺺ ﻟﻴﻠﻌﺐ دورًا ﻓﻰ اﻟﺼﺮاع
اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻰ اﻟﻤﺤﺘﺪم ،ﻓﺈن ﻣﺎ ﺗﻨﻄﻮى ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻮاﻗﻌﺔ ﻣﻦ دﻻﻟﺔ اﻟﺮﺑﻂ ﺑﻴﻦ اﻟﻤﺼﺤﻒ واﻟﺮﻣﺢ أو اﻟﺴﻴﻒ ،ﻳﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ
ﺗﺼﻮر »ﺑﻨﻰ أﻣﻴﺔ« ﻟﻠﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺺ ﺑﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻗﻮة إﺧﻀﺎع ،ﺗﺤﻘﻘﻮا ﻣﻦ أﻧﻬﺎ أآﺜﺮ ﻧﺠﺎﻋﺔ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺴﻴﻒ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،وذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ
ﺣﻴﺚ ﻣﺎ ﺗﺂدت إﻟﻴﻪ ﺣﻴﻠﺔ رﻓﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﺣﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﺮﻣﺎح ﻣﻦ إﻳﻘﺎف ﺣﺮب ﻟﻢ ﻳﻔﻠﺢ اﻟﺴﻴﻒ وﺣﺪﻩ ﻓﻰ وﺿﻊ ﺣﺪ ﻟﻬﺎ.
وهﻜﺬا ﻓﺈن ﻟﻠﻤﺮء أن ﻳﺘﻮﻗﻊ ﺗﺤﻮل اﻟﻨﺺ ـ ﻣﻊ ﺑﻨﻰ أﻣﻴﺔ ﺑﺎﻟﺬات ـ إﻟﻰ ﺳﻠﻄﺔ ،أو ـ ﺑﺎﻷﺣﺮى إﻟﻰ ﻗﻨﺎع ﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ ﺗﺤﺘﺠﺐ
ﺧﻠﻔﻪ وﺗﻤﺎرس ﺗﺤﺖ راﻳﺘﻪ اﻗﺴﻰ ﺿﺮوب اﻟﺘﺴﻠﻂ واﻟﻘﻤﻊ.
وﻳﺮﺟﻊ اﻟﺴﺒﺐ ﻓﻰ ذﻟﻚ إﻟﻰ أﻧﻪ إذا آﺎن اﻟﺴﻴﻒ هﻮ أداة ﺑﻨﺎء اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ وﺣﺮاﺳﺘﻬﺎ ،ﻓﺈن ﻣﺎ ﺣﺪث ﻣﻦ ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻖ اﻟﻨﺺ /
اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ،ﺳﻮف ﻳﺠﻌﻞ ﻣﻨﻪ
)أى اﻟﻘﺮﺁن( ﻣﺤﺾ اﻣﺘﺪاد ﻟﻠﺴﻴﻒ ﻓﻰ ﺗﺜﺒﻴﺖ ﻧﻔﺲ اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ ﺳﻮف ﺗﻜﻮن هﻰ اﻷﺣﺮص ـ ﺣﻤﺎﻳﺔ ﻟﻨﻔﺴﻬﺎ ـ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺗﺤﻮﻳﻠﻪ،
هﻮ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ،اﻟﻰ ﺳﻠﻄﺔ ،وﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﻌﻨﻴﻪ ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻟﻰ ﺑﻪ ﻋﻦ إﻣﻜﺎﻧﻴﺔ أن ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﻮﺿﻮﻋﺎ ﻟﻠﻘﺮاءة وﻃﺮح اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ ،ﺣﻴﺚ
ﺳﺘﺼﺒﺢ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﻃﺮح اﻷﺳﺌﻠﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺺ ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ ﻣﺴﺎءﻟﺔ ﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ ﺗﺤﺘﺠﺐ ﺧﻠﻔﻪ ،وهﻜﺬا ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻳﺘﻢ ـ ﺿﻤﻦ
هﺬا اﻟﺴﻴﺎق ـ إﻟﻐﺎء اﻟﺘﻤﻴﻴﺰ ﺑﻴﻦ «ﺳﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ »وﺑﻴﻦ «ﺳﻠﻄﺔ اﻟﻨﺺ« ،وﻋﻠﻰ اﻟﻨﺤﻮ اﻟﺬى ﺟﻌﻞ ﻣﻌﺎوﻳﺔ ﻳﻌﺘﺒﺮ ـ ﻓﻰ
ﺳﻴﺎق ﺁﺧﺮ ـ ﻣﺎ ﻗﻀﻰ ﺑﻪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﻮرﻳﺚ ﺳﻠﻄﺘﻪ ﻻﺑﻨﻪ ﻳﺰﻳﺪ ،ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ اﻟﻘﻀﺎء اﻟﻨﺎزل ﻣﻦ اﷲ ،واﻟﺬى ﻻ راد ﻟﻪ أﺑﺪا .وﻟﻴﺲ
ﻣﻦ ﺷﻚ ﻓﻰ أن ﺗﺤﻮل اﻟﻨﺺ اﻟﻰ ﺳﻠﻄﺔ ﻻﺑﺪ أن ﻳﺪﺧﻞ ﺑﻪ اﻟﻰ داﺋﺮة اﻟﺘﻜﺮار واﻟﺠﻤﻮد ،وذﻟﻚ ﻻﺳﺘﺤﺎﻟﺔ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻃﻰ ﻣﻌﻪ،
ﺑﻤﺎ هﻮ ﺳﻠﻄﺔ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﻧﺤﻮ ﻳﺴﻤﺢ ﺑﺘﻔﺠﻴﺮ دﻻﻻﺗﻪ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻨﺔ اﻟﺨﺼﺒﺔ .وﻓﻘﻂ ﺳﻴﺼﺒﺢ اﻟﻨﺺ »أﻳﻘﻮﻧﺔ« ﻳﺘﺒﺮك ﺑﻬﺎ اﻟﻨﺎس
وﻳﺘﻤﺴﺤﻮن ﺑﻬﺎ وﻳﺘﻤﺘﻤﻮن ﺑﻤﻔﺮادﺗﻬﺎ ،وﻟﻜﻨﻪ ﺳﻴﻔﻘﺪ آﻞ ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻪ ودﻳﻨﺎﻣﻴﺘﻪ.
وإذا آﺎﻧﺖ ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﻜﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﻓﻰ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺼﻮص هﻰ اﻟﺘﻰ ﺗﺤﻘﻘﺖ ﻟﻬﺎ اﻟﻬﻴﻤﻨﺔ واﻟﺴﻴﺎدة آﺎﻣﻠﺔ ﻓﻰ اﻹﺳﻼم ،ﻓﺈن ﻣﺎ
ﺻﺎر إﻟﻴﻪ اﻹﻣﺎم ﻋﻠﻰ ﻓﻰ ﺗﻌﻠﻴﻘﻪ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺎﻗﺎم ﺑﻪ ﺑﻨﻮ أﻣﻴﺔ ﻣﻦ رﻓﻊ اﻟﻤﺼﺎﺣﻒ ﻋﻠﻰ أﺳﻨﺔ اﻟﺮﻣﺎح ـ ﻣﻦ »إن اﻟﻘﺮﺁن
آﺘﺎب ﻣﺴﻄﻮر ﺑﻴﻦ دﻓﺘﻴﻦ ،ﻻﻳﻨﻄﻖ ﺑﻠﺴﺎﻧﻪ ،وإﻧﻤﺎ ﻳﻨﻄﻖ ﻋﻨﻪ اﻟﺮﺟﺎل « إﻧﻤﺎ ﻳﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ آﻴﻔﻴﺔ أﺧﺮى ﻓﻰ ﺗﺄﺳﻴﺲ
اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻨﺼﻮص ،ﺗﻨﺒﻨﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ اﻹﻗﺮار ﺑﺪور ﺑﺎﻟﻎ اﻟﻤﺮآﺰﻳﺔ ﻟﻺﻧﺴﺎن ﻓﻰ إﻧﺘﺎج دﻻﻟﺔ اﻟﻨﺺ ،وﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺘﺮﺗﺐ ﻋﻠﻰ
ذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺿﺮورة ﺗﺼﻮر اﻟﻨﺺ ،ﻻ ﺑﻤﺎ هﻮ ﻗﻮة إﺧﻀﺎع وإﺟﺒﺎر ،ﺑﻞ ﺑﻤﺎ هﻮ ﺳﺎﺣﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻔﺎﻋﻞ واﻟﺴﺆال واﻟﺤﻮار .وﻟﻌﻞ
ذﻟﻚ ﻳﻨﺒﻨﻰ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ أﻧﻪ إذا آﺎن اﻻﻧﺴﺎن ﻳﺪﺧﻞ )وﻋﻴﺎ وواﻗﻌﺎ( ﻓﻰ ﺗﺮآﻴﺐ وﺣﻰ اﻟﺘﻨﺰﻳﻞ )وهﻮ ﻣﺎ ﻳﺴﺘﻔﺎد ،ﻣﻦ
ﺟﻬﺔ ،وﻣﻦ ﺗﻌﺪد وﺗﺒﺎﻳﻦ ﻟﺤﻈﺎت هﺬا اﻟﺘﻨﺰﻳﻞ ﺑﺤﺴﺐ ﺣﺎﺟﺎت اﻟﻮاﻗﻊ وﻣﺴﺘﻮى ﺗﻄﻮر اﻟﻮﻋﻲ ،آﻤﺎ ﻳﺴﺘﻘﺎد ،ﻣﻦ ﺟﻬﺔ
أﺧﺮي ،ﻣﻦ ﺣﻘﻴﻘﺔ أن اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ﻧﻔﺴﻪ ﻗﺪ ﻇﻞ ﻳﺘﻨﺰل وﺣﻴﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻣﺪى ﻳﻘﺘﺮب ﻣﻦ رﺑﻊ اﻟﻘﺮن ﻣﺘﺠﺎوﺑﺎ ﻣﻊ أﺳﺌﻠﺔ اﻟﻮﻋﻰ
واﻟﻮاﻗﻊ( ،ﻓﺈﻧﻪ ﻳﺴﺘﺤﻴﻞ ﺗﺼﻮر هﺬا اﻹﻧﺴﺎﻧﻰ ﻣﻌﺰوﻻ ﻋﻦ ﻓﻌﻞ اﻟﻔﻬﻢ واﻟﺘﺄوﻳﻞ.
وﺑﺎﻟﻄﺒﻊ ﻓﺈﻧﻪ آﺎن ﻻﺑﺪ ﻣﻦ ﺗﺤﻮل ﻣﺴﺎر اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﺔ ﻓﻰ اﻹﺳﻼم ،ﻣﻊ ﻣﻌﺎوﻳﺔ ،ﻣﻦ اﻟﺨﻼﻓﺔ اﻟﻰ اﻟﻤﻠﻚ اﻟﻌﻀﻮض اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺒﺪ
)ﺑﻤﺎ ﻳﺴﺘﻠﺰﻣﻪ هﺬا اﻟﻤﻠﻚ اﻟﻤﺴﺘﺒﺪ ﻣﻦ اﻹﻗﺼﺎء اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﻟﻠﻔﺎﻋﻞ اﻻﻧﺴﺎﻧﻰ( ،ﻣﻦ إزاﺣﺔ اﻟﻜﻴﻔﻴﺔ اﻟﺘﻰ أﺳﺲ ﺑﻬﺎ اﻹﻣﺎم ﻋﻠﻰ
ﻟﻠﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ﺗﻔﺎﻋﻼ وﺣﻮارا ،وﺑﺤﻴﺚ ﻟﻢ ﺗﺴﺘﻤﺮ إﻻ اﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺔ اﻷﻣﻮﻳﺔ ﻓﻰ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻌﻪ ﺗﻠﻘﻴﺎ وﺗﻜﺮارا .وﻷن
ﺗﺤﺼﻴﻦ ﺳﻠﻄﺘﻬﻢ اﻟﺴﻴﺎﺳﻴﺔ آﺎن ﻳﻘﺘﻀﻰ ﺗﺜﺒﻴﺖ ﻃﺮﻳﻘﺘﻬﻢ ﻓﻰ اﻟﺘﻌﺎﻃﻰ ﻣﻊ اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ﺗﻠﻘﻴﺎ وﺗﻜﺮارا ،ﻓﺈﻧﻬﻢ ﻗﺪ راﺣﻮا
ﻳﺮاوﻏﻮن ﻣﻌﺘﺒﺮﻳﻦ اﻟﺘﻨﻜﺮ ﻟﻄﺮﻳﻘﺘﻬﻢ ﺗﻠﻚ ،ﺑﻤﺜﺎﺑﺔ ﻧﻮع ﻣﻦ اﻹﻧﻜﺎر ﻟﻠﻘﺮﺁن ﻧﻔﺴﻪ .وهﻨﺎ ﻳﻠﺰم ﺗﺄآﻴﺪ ،ﻣﺮة أﺧﺮي ،أن
اﻷﻣﺮ ﻻﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ أﺑﺪا ﺑﺈﻧﻜﺎر اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ،ﺑﻞ اﻷﻣﺮ ﻳﺘﻌﻠﻖ ،ﺑﺎﻷﺳﺎس ،ﺑﺈﻧﻜﺎر ﺿﺮب ﻣﻦ اﻟﻌﻼﻗﺔ ﻣﻌﻪ ﻳﻜﻮن ﻓﻴﻬﺎ "ﺳﻠﻄﺔ"
ﻻﺗﻘﺒﻞ إﻻ ﻣﺤﺾ اﻟﺘﺮدﻳﺪ واﻟﺘﻜﺮار ،وﻟﻴﺴﺖ »ﻧﻘﻄﺔ ﺑﺪء« ﻳﻨﻄﻠﻖ ﻣﻨﻬﺎ اﻻﻧﺴﺎن ،ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﺴﺆال واﻟﺤﻮار ،اﻟﻰ ﺑﻨﺎء
وﻋﻰ ﻣﻄﺎﺑﻖ ﺑﻌﺎﻟﻤﻪ .وﻟﻠﻤﻔﺎرﻗﺔ ﻓﺈن ﺗﺼﻮر اﻟﻘﺮﺁن ،ﻋﻠﻰ هﺬا اﻟﻨﺤﻮ ،آﺴﻠﻄﺔ ﻻﻳﺆول ﻓﻘﻂ اﻟﻰ إهﺪار اﻟﻮﻋﻰ اﻟﺬى ﻟﻦ
ﻳﻜﻮن ﻣﺴﻤﻮﺣﺎ ﻟﻪ ،ﺑﺈزاء ﺗﻠﻚ اﻟﺴﻠﻄﺔ ،إﻻ أن ﻳﻜﺮر وﻳﺮدد ،ﺑﻞ وﻳﻨﺘﻬﻰ اﻟﻰ اﻹﻓﻘﺎر اﻟﻤﻌﺮﻓﻰ اﻟﻜﺎﻣﻞ ﻟﻠﻨﺺ ﻧﻔﺴﻪ،
وذﻟﻚ ﻣﻦ ﺣﻴﺚ ﻳﺴﺘﺤﻴﻞ ﻋﺒﺮ اﻟﺘﺮدﻳﺪ واﻟﺘﻜﺮار اﻟﻜﺸﻒ ﻋﻦ آﻞ ﻣﺎ ﻳﻜﺘﻨﺰﻩ اﻟﻨﺺ ﻣﻦ ﻣﻤﻜﻨﺎت ﺧﻼﻗﺔ هﻰ أﺳﺎس
ﺣﻴﺎﺗﻪ اﻟﺤﻘﺔ .وإذن ﻓﺈﻧﻪ اﻟﺘﺒﺎﻳﻦ ﺑﻴﻦ ﻣﻮﻗﻔﻴﻦ ﻣﻦ اﻟﻨﺺ ،أﺣﺪهﻤﺎ ﻳﺠﻌﻠﻪ ﻗﻮة إﺑﺪاع ،واﻵﺧﺮ ﻳﺠﻌﻞ ﻣﻨﻪ ﻗﻮة اﺗﺒﺎع
وإﺧﻀﺎع.
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