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Towards the building of a new anthropology 
 

1. Man, an open question 
 
Understanding who man is is an important and magnificent challenge, above all in our age 
when there is ever more uncertainty about the identity of humanity. In fact, experience seems 
to constantly confirm the enigmatic nature of the human condition, man’s uncertainty in 
defining the destiny to which he is travelling. It is not by chance that the twentieth century 
scenario was set around a project for the deconstruction of man or, at least, of some of his 
typologies, almost as if it wanted to sanction, after the death of God, the pointlessness of the 
anthropological question(1)1. Clearly there is a progressive marginality of the concept of man 
in a world that explores new ways of computerised intelligence, the robot, «that does not 
need any memory because it is not threatened by any forgetfulness, nor does it need a 
personal language because its functioning is ‘soft’ and without contradictions, therefore an 
intelligence without history, without the anguish of suffering and without morals, an 
intelligence that feels safe from every crisis, in short, rhapsody, set in the machine of 
innocence»(2)2. 
Therefore does it not seem contradictory today to say that man is the supreme value and has 
inalienable rights, that his dignity must be defended and promoted at any cost? Why insist on 
words such a liberty, solidarity, responsibility, love, if man is often seen as a more developed 
animal, admittedly capable of a better organisation but with a ‘nature’ and a ‘destiny’ no 
different to those of the other animals? Consequently man not only feels the conflict of his 
own questioning, but at the same time he cannot abandon the idea of understanding himself, 
the reason for his life and the direction in which it is going, the penalty being his slow and 
inexorable self-destruction. Now, albeit in the multiplicity of attempts to explain the essence 
and destiny of man, it is necessary to choose either the dissolution of the idea of man or 
affirmation of his unchanged actuality, knowing that suspicious cultures have weakened 
naive and optimistic conceptions of man’s position in the world. It is likewise true, however, 
that the human person experiences the fragility of his being: in his relationship with the 
stranger who is within him; in the encounter with others who often upset our certainties and 
perspectives; in the relationship with God, who disrupts the project we have built to justify 
our choices and life-styles. Instead the biblical-Christian tradition does not allow any 
reduction of the human being, marked by a fundamental liberty and responsibility that puts 
him in a permanent situation of searching. If man does not prepare to live the encounter-clash 
with the mystery that characterises him, he will find it very difficult to accept life as a project 
to be discovered and created constantly. To do this, he must have the courage to ask 
fundamental questions about existence and to follow the Gospel which, in history, indicates a 
method: know how to go beyond things, aim at the horizon of meanings rather than at 
immediately obvious goals. In fact, for an understanding of the way with which Christianity 
interprets man, the interpretative perspective is the surprising mystery of God who 
communicates and makes himself known through His tireless searching. The Jewish 
philosopher A. J. Heschel explains this: «Most religious theories begin by defining the 
religious situation as a search for God on man’s part and they affirm the axiom that God is 
silent, hidden and indifferent to man’s search for him. Well, if one accepts this axiom, one 
has the answer even before the question is asked. From the point of view of biblical thought 
the definition is incomplete and the axiom false. The Bible speaks not only of man’s search 
for God, but also of God’s search for man» (3)3. 
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2. A being on a journey 
 
Therefore one fact is essential for reading the human condition: if God speaks to man and 
invites him to a unique dialogical experience, it is because he has made him capable of this 
encounter. Free hearer of the Word, man knows he is a being for transcendence, called to 
overcome the barriers of his own view of life, to set out along the paths of a different, new, 
albeit risky existence. «It is in the conversation with God that man sees himself doubted, that 
the need for reflection about himself emerges; he sees himself not as a definite fact, as a 
closed reality, but as someone called to accomplish new things» (4)4. There is no doubt: man 
can discover his destiny, the meaning of existence, the meaning of happiness, only in his 
essential relationship with God. This means: if he decides freely to discover the value of the 
creatural state (5)5 as the criterion for a satisfactory interpretation of his existence and action. 
In this perspective, the insistence with which the biblical discourse points out that man is 
essentially a being-in-relation (6)6 that, starting from God, extends to the sum total of cosmic 
and social relations, may seem exaggerated. The words themselves express this structure (7)7: 
man is nephesh (cf. Gen 2:7; Wis 8:35¸ Job 11:20; Is 5:14) in that he is a living being and 
able to reveal himself; he is called basar (cf. Gen 17:11-14; Is 44:16; Ez 11:19b; Ps 13:26), 
which expresses all man’s concreteness in his fragility and transience, in his dependence on 
and need for the other; he is ruah (cf. Deut 32:11; Ex 10:13; 1 Sam 30: 12), in the sense of 
openness to God, in the particularity of the breath that gives life and on which he depends; he 
is leb (cf. 1 Sam 25:37; Prov 16:23; Ps 25:17; Jer 31:31) which determines the human being 
in his capacity to think, reflect and decide, since the heart is the seat in which man decides on 
his most authentic identity. In short, the anthropological terminology merely indicates the 
horizon that gives meaning to man’s being, whose original truth is contained in the event of 
creation. If God who creates is at the origin of things and of life there is neither chance nor 
necessity, but a free subject, who does not deliver the world to anonymity, making it 
incomprehensible, but entrusts it to a partner, to a friend, inviting him to assume joint 
responsibility for the project. Not only does creation mean that the universe is not enclosed in 
an undifferentiated process, but that within it man has the task of bringing to completion the 
desire that God expressed in the act of creation. Before this indication, the idea that man’s 
identity is directly proportional to his relationship with God as the basis of his identity and 
specificity within the world and history may seem paradoxical. Consequently, according to 
the Bible, not acknowledging the meaning and importance of this relationship puts existence 
at risk, it compromises the maturation of autonomy, it causes a breakdown in interpersonal 
relations, even to very negation of humanity. Exemplary in this regard is the substitute of the 
human condition that emerges from the experience of original sin (8)8, where the breakdown 
of solidarity and friendship with God leads man to the threshold of an isolation that becomes 
progressively opposition, aggression and violence that does not even spare his brother. It is 
evidence that living according to the logic of self-sufficiency without relationships deforms 
human autonomy, defined by the event of the encounter and of solidarity. But, even more so, 
it indicates the limit of a liberty that is unable to create the conditions for an open existence, 
appealing to an unconditioned right to organise one’s own life, relations and choices. The 
biblical discourse, however, points out that man is characterised by being the image of God 
and that this sign will never be debased, but always ready to indicate the place where the 
human condition can find its face. This means experiencing the horizon of God’s otherness as 
a condition for identity (9)9, which can be nourished in awareness that the human being has 
been given the ability to be with others. From this perspective, the human constitution as the 
image of God not only portrays a genuine, original, unconditional state but at the same time it 
contains a dramatic and inexhaustible dynamics, because it invites man to become-man in the 
way that God indicates. Therefore the biblical recommendation not to let the meaning of 
one’s humanity depend of the whims of the gods does not seem inappropriate. Achieving 
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one’s own maturity is contrasted with being forbidden to make images of God. The reason is 
obvious: man is his only image, the place of relationships that speak of created liberty and of 
freedom to create in the upheavals of existence. «In this way the notion of ‘image’ indicates 
not only that man is a being-in-relation, but that the relationship establishes liberty-in-being 
(creatural nature) and allows man gratuitously to be able to exist freely (liberty). The creation 
of man (male and female) as an image is the fundamental form of gratuitousness that 
establishes liberty in being and makes it possible for liberty to be itself» (10)10. 
If a provisional solution can be hypothesised, it is this: man’s identity relates to his creatural 
nature and it is played out in his ability to correspond to God’s image. In virtue of this, man is 
not a being thrown into the complexity of life, crushed by the weight of an unbearable 
destiny, but he is born within a well-organised project, one that is to be shared, whose 
meaning coincides with the beauty and goodness of existence. This does not exclude the 
experience of fragility and finiteness, but it inserts it into the relationship with the other, in 
the discovery of the world as a condition for the possibility of existence, in a reciprocity 
favourably disposed to the encounter, to friendship, to recognition. In this sphere, one 
perceives the newness of Jesus Christ (11)11 who reveals a new face of man, open to the 
future (12)12 as a possibility ever ready to become reality, whose historical motive is the 
dynamics of love and the order of hope. In this sense, in order to understand the human 
condition, it is interesting to note the particularity of Christian anthropology, which is not a 
repetition of what man and history already know, although disappointed by the unfeasibility 
of this project. Nor is it «something absolutely extraneous to the world, something that the 
world does not know at all and therefore is not interested in. The world knows in the form of 
the law what Christianity announces in the form of the gospel» (13)13. Christianity in the 
person category proposes a meaningful horizon to man and his questions regarding the 
possibility of a happy life, indicating that the way to his identity is open and unforeseeable, 
but not impossible. One merely needs to have the courage to return to the original project and 
bring into play an existence built on egocentric logics, incapable of free responses. 
 
3. Becoming men according to the Gospel 
 
The key idea that Christology represents the authentic meaning of anthropology follows a 
Rahnerian intuition that «Christology is the beginning and end of anthropology and this 
anthropology in its most radical realisation, namely Christology, is forever theology» (14)14. 
This intuition is re-proposed in the conciliar constitution Gaudium et Spes, whose main thesis 
is that «whoever follows Christ the perfect man becomes himself more a man» (GS 41) 
(15)15. Consequently the paradigm Jesus Christ shows that man’s existence goes beyond the 
biological-cultural fact of birth and is a response to a call that comes to him from Another. 
Here lies the most important intentionality of the proposal of a Christian humanism (16)16. It 
is not a project that removes man from the task and responsibility of maturing, from the risk 
of an interpretative adventure which, conscious of the passions of the finite, may formulate an 
anthropological model safe from doubts, uncertainties and expectations regarding his journey 
and destiny.  Christian humanism, in virtue of the meaning expressed in the person of Jesus, 
increases the opportunity for a transformation of man, due to the fact that it delineates a 
particular existence within the perspective of God’s Kingdom. Man, however, is invited to a 
constitutive passage in order discover his vocation, finding in the event of Jesus’ becoming a 
man (kenosí) not only his horizon of reference but also an indication of a new way of shaping 
his own subjectivity. D. Bonhoeffer affirms this with great intensity: «The encounter with 
Jesus Christ. Realise that here every human being has been radically changed, that Jesus 
exists only for others. Jesus’ existence for others is consciousness of transcendence. From 
freedom from oneself, from existing for others unto death come omnipotence, omniscience, 
omnipresence. Faith is participation in this existence of Jesus» (17)17. Jesus Christ’s existence 
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reveals the centrality of the relationship for life, revealing both God’s being and man’s being. 
This means that the relationship with the other and with God is fundamental in the process of 
humanisation and cannot be considered a temporary variable. Nonetheless it is not easy for 
the ego to reckon with the essentiality of otherness: the other surprises, displaces, since he 
leads the subject to a horizon that is not decided by the ego, but by the relationship that 
constitutes and carries out the laborious experiment of life to which one is constantly 
directed. 
 
4. The anthropological paradox of poverty 
 
Now, one of the particular meanings of the human becoming according to the Gospel horizon 
can be found in the category of poverty, whose beatitude expresses the threshold of 
authenticity of the human condition. A strange paradox, which once again seems to dampen 
any affirmation about man’s importance and his being the master of history. All the more so 
if the individuation of poverty as an essential blessing for man belongs to the programme of 
evangelical humanism. «So this poverty is not an optional virtue among others, but the 
necessary element of any authentic behaviour of Christian life […]. It is the threshold of 
man’s authentic human becoming. In this alone man reaches God, just as in this alone God 
comes close to men. It is the point where heaven and earth are reversed, the mysterious 
meeting place between God and man, the point of the infinite mystery closest to our 
contingency» (18)18. 
The Gospel is an invitation to poverty as a rediscovery of oneself and as a discovery of the 
new person, so much so that self-love is fundamentally unconditional acceptance of one’s 
own being: being a human person is a task that has been given, whose first condition is being 
able to accept oneself, since each one of us is characterised by a relationship that goes back to 
an original bond. Man is infinite need and the possibility of his humanisation lies in this 
poverty, but also the temptation to hide it with a finiteness closed to the other’s horizon. In 
fact what some philosophical currents of thought emphasise gives food for thought; these, 
although underlining the ego’s openness to the other, declare that the ego tends to withdraw 
from openness, almost as if it were necessary for it not to expose itself to the risk of an 
apparent impoverishment of its own subjectivity. «Starting from the ego means seeing an 
absolute need within the ego. But this need does not lead beyond the ego: it leads back to the 
ego but to an ego that it recognises as its own, not as a curse but as a possibility, that split, 
that sore that runs through it, that non-identity that it is towards itself and towards others» 
(19)19. It is not enough to be a sign of the infinite and a call to otherness if the relationship is 
then broken in order to turn back to the ego as the only resource for protecting the need-
desire for the absolute. The revolution of the beatitude of poverty lies in the fact that it 
indicates that the significance of identity is revealed in the difference between the ego and the 
other, not as extraneousness, but as creative and absorbing proximity. 
From this angle the anthropology of poverty interprets the meaning of a person’s identity and 
mastery of life, at least on three levels. 
 
Firstly, the poverty of ordinary life. It is the sign that life does not find its consistency in itself 
and that every person is marked structurally by need, by desire, by expectation of a different 
future. Although it may seen strange, the affirmation of poverty as a condition of existence 
contains the sense of reality as a gift to be perceived and put into practice. It is in the code of 
the gift that the truth of existence takes shape not according to the logic of usefulness or 
necessity but in the unforeseeable sign of gratuitousness that comes from freedom. On this 
level, one is also ready for active resistance to a society that increases non-necessary objects, 
which often contaminate the need to nourish life. According to evangelical poverty man does 
not have his centre in a subjectivity disconnected from any relationship, but he discovers he 
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has been given to himself by a generosity that has meaning if perceived as the gift of a greater 
good. It is not exaggerated to say that the gift creates bonds and identities, and this is why it 
can be dangerous, because it leads to recognition and exposes you to the other, furthermore if 
unknown. Therefore the power of the gift and its greatest challenge lies in introducing the 
principle of reciprocity and in the importance of the bond. With one particularity: that in the 
gift there is neither equilibrium nor symmetry, since it goes beyond the law of the market and 
indicates the way of interdependence. «The human gift, when it appears, already of itself 
changes life: it introduces a level of existence in which the difference between knowledge 
and recognition, between enjoyment and happiness becomes meaningful and opens the 
definite. It is impossible to go back to being simply what one was before. The bond that the 
gift establishes, for good or evil, is indissoluble: it goes on working even when it is 
interrupted» (20)20. Only on these conditions does the finiteness that torments and, at times, 
depresses humanity not end in suffocating tragedy or, on the contrary, in the narcissistic self-
affirmation of desire. The biblical experience of the ego’s finiteness indicates a way of self-
perception called to cross the threshold of its own horizon, beyond which the encounter with 
God shows that the limit is vital and not destructive. Finiteness indicates that man lacks 
something within him, above all with regard to good and evil, which relates to a place of trust 
in which real knowledge is alone possible: of oneself, of the other, of reality, of God. «In this 
sense, the divine order expresses a “law” of the human being, which organises his desire 
through the gift of limit, opening for him a way of authentic growth in his relationship with 
otherness from this, the following: since Adam is governed by this law, “it is not good that 
the man should be alone” (Gen 2:18)» (21)21 
 
Secondly, the poverty of the logic of love. Every authentic gesture of love makes one poor, 
because it involves the whole person and its consequence is a decrease of security and 
objective protection. Those who love are always exposed. This is why one can love only if 
one is in the spirit of poverty, that is, capable of not crushing the other, of leaving him free in 
his singularity, which often wrenches us from ourselves and our pre-established views of life. 
Those who are not poor remain closed within themselves, incapable of a future, since they are 
not open to the other’s arrival. Love, according to the intention of the New Testament, 
implies an inversion of the connatural movement of ego towards ego and the establishment of 
existence made up of relations based not on the logic of ownership and self-sufficiency,. Just 
as Jesus Christ lived, who, in his experience of decentralisation and in his gift to others, 
communicated the importance of the logic of love which knows no bounds. «The alternative 
between desire as an autonomous expression of love and divine law as its heteronomy 
removes once more the tertium of the biblical experience: a word-law as participation in the 
divine benevolence, as solidarity towards the “other” in his otherness, beyond the subject’s 
finite world. Here, in repetition of the divine gesture, the creatural state becomes a non-
creative act: giving the good world to everybody who is waiting for it before me» (22)22. 
So one can understand the paradox of the commandment of love (agape) accomplished by 
Jesus Christ. It is not superfluous to indicate in the word agape an extension of the semantic 
field of the word love, to be read as the indication of an anthropologically significant 
description. As we read in Benedict XVI’s encyclical Deus Caritas Est, n. 6: «By contrast 
with an indeterminate, “searching” love, this word expresses the experience of a love which 
involves a real discovery of the other, moving beyond the selfish character that prevailed 
earlier». It is in this opening that one sees the complementarity and difference between eros 
and agape, which indicate two ways of loving that interpret a single intentionality. To say 
that eros is centripetal and agape centrifugal is to recognise a difference in the direction of 
love, not in its intensity and, perhaps, not even in its quality. The reason lies in the fact that 
both eros and agape will always seek the other’s happiness. And yet, the agape dimension of 
love seems to have an extra meaning. It draws a new ontological axis, because it introduces 
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otherness and proximity as structural for authentic ability to love (23)23. This not only means 
giving love the possibility of being achieved beyond the provisional impulses of eros and 
relational attraction, but it shows that loving involves a historical and cultural responsibility, 
in which those who have no rights are privileged, those who are marginalised, those who do 
not count in classifications of approval. So agape becomes a condition for the possibility of 
eros, because it frees it from the perspective of competition and class-based ideology. It is not 
by chance that the paradigm of the good Samaritan (cf. Lk 10:25-37) reformulates the 
meaning of love as being neighbourly and therefore it increases our understanding of an 
identity that does not exist unless it leaves room for the other, in acceptance and readiness for 
hospitality. Everything is put on a different horizon, whose final motivation lies in creating an 
ethics of solidarity, also in the economy of the common good. How can we fail to see in the 
Samaritan’s simple and symbolically meaningful gestures freedom in the use of money, in the 
sharing of his goods, in his concern for the other’s healing? Love, in the New Testament 
intention (24)24, implies the inversion of a natural movement of ego towards ego and the 
establishment of existence as a choice of love which can change human relations based on the 
logic of possession, of violence and self-sufficiency. Therefore is it not a revolutionary 
anthropological truth? (25)25 
 
Finally, poverty as a condition of communion. The anthropological secret of Christianity lies 
precisely in being a person, namely, in the transformation of the individual into a relational 
subject and of the general public into a community. Man is called to overcome individualism 
and the expedient of anonymous collectivism, giving shape to a life that is a meeting of 
subjects in free reciprocity and sharing. 
 
5. The newness of the person being: 
 
If the anthropology of poverty, according to the paradigm of the incarnation, cannot be 
considered a situation of retreat from life and struggle for meaning, it is because it concerns 
the logic of the encounter with others, understood as the place in which one can shape the 
inexhaustible gift of self. Here lies Jesus Christ’s exemplarity in becoming a neighbour, in a 
process of reconciliation that exceeds the dynamics of an assimilative love. Christian love 
goes beyond the fusional logic of eros, because it leads one to find one’s meaning by 
identifying with the Other to the point of forgetting oneself in assuming his fate. Here lies the 
importance and meaning of the person category, whose profound Trinitarian intentionality 
reveals man’s being, indicating his original vocation and the unrepeatable nature of his 
journey. 
 
a) The horizon of responsibility. In this perspective the encounter with one’s neighbour 
assumes a pedagogical and humanising centrality. It is an experience in which one perceives, 
paradoxically, a distance, a diversity to be interpreted and questioned, which destroys the 
illusion of thinking of an immediate closeness between persons. The discovery that I is not 
you, and that the encounter alone can provide the opportunity for re-writing one’s own 
biography in dialogue and in the discovery of solidarity is extremely surprising. The same 
logic underlies the encounter with the original thee of Jesus Christ’s God, with the difference 
that in this relationship every person re-discovers the principle of proximity in an original 
gratuitousness, where giving oneself means doing-being, allowing the you to live by 
withdrawing it from the neutrality of passing side-by-side. The other who comes to meet me, 
whom I cannot decide, either in a paternalistic acceptance, or out of pure utilitarian 
reckoning, is the person for whom I am responsible, called, in other words, to a response 
which I cannot avoid. «The archetype of every responsibility is that of man for man» (26)26. 
In the gospel perspective, the principle-responsibility summons me always before someone, 
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before the other who allows me to discover the meaning of freedom. The other’s appearance 
not only puts an end to the monologue of the ego and its exclusive rights, but it removes 
awareness of a temporary solidarity or affective voluntary service. In other words, it makes a 
subtle criticism of the way of assimilation, in virtue of which the other is like me, and of the 
way of objectification, in which the other is only the recipient of my time, of my resources, of 
my availability. Instead it is important to realise that responsibility comes from the quality of 
how one listens, at whose school one learns the ethical lesson of the dialogical principle that 
awakens and converts one to the other and his face. Responsibility does not offer many 
alternatives. While it leads one to be less attached to oneself, it also makes us realise that the 
other cannot be captured, since he is unwilling to adapt to the ego that meets him in with 
incalculable gratuitousness. It is the excess of a relationship that should take into account the 
fact that only proximity that remains such can find a real way to the other, without 
imperialistic objectives. 
 
b) The event of liberty. For Christian humanism in order to be a person the experience of 
liberty as a search for what is good becomes decisive. The Christian concept of liberty is part 
of the process of liberation, in which that surfeit of hope that nourishes the tension of history 
is expressed in the one sign of the resurrection. «If this is the meaning of hope on a level of 
the discourse that is peculiar to it, that of a hermeneutics of the resurrection, what can be said 
of liberty if this too should be turned to hope? What is liberty according to hope?  Briefly I 
would say: it is the meaning of my existence in the light of the resurrection, that is to say, 
inserted in the movement we have called the future of Christ’s resurrection. In this sense a 
hermeneutics of religious liberty is an interpretation of liberty in keeping with the 
interpretation of the resurrection in terms of promise and hope» (27)27. Reading the event of 
the resurrection for the progress of humanity means looking at it within the problem of the 
meaning of human life and its truth. At least, with regard to the desire for the denial of death 
and hope in an existence marked by happiness and shared well-being. 
 
c) An anthropology of hope. Now, if Christian faith proposes a new form of life, it is 
because it brings passion for the possible that liberty inaugurates as an ethics of change, since 
the fact that it belongs to the order of the resurrection allows it to leave room for the economy 
of superabundance in day-to-day life. The resistance that the signs of death exercise in the 
effort of the surfeit to be sought is merely the turning point of a liberty that often prefers 
already known territories, even if these are full of nonsense. Certainly, the prospect of this 
liberty seems unlikely, just as the emergence of hope seems impossible because of an excess 
of meaning that it promises, moving away from the logic of repetition. And yet, might it not 
be hope of sharing a supreme, qualitatively different good that shakes liberty from the 
illusion of being sufficient to itself? Therefore, that process for the liberation of the world and 
of history, which establishes liberty as responsibility and reconciliation able to resist the 
enticements of denial, of evil and of resignation, belongs to an anthropology of hope. Thus if 
the resurrection is a foundational passage in the history of human liberty, it is because it 
emerges as a condition for the possibility of a different life. But the question is whether we 
are equal to the task that this liberty-for demands, whose unconditional nature comes from 
human dignity and man’s desire to exist. Consequently it is not a private undertaking, but a 
choice inspired by the logic of gratuitousness and reciprocity that allows us to exist. We 
cannot escape liberty, at least in the sense that the resurrection proposes. «In the problem that 
concerns us, the foundation and content of our hope, in the problem of the world and our 
history, we find those conditions and presuppositions that allow us to perceive the message of 
the resurrection as a word, a response, an invitation, but also as the beginning of our 
existence» (28)28. 
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The human person has within him this longing for liberty which is expressed in any 
encounter with an otherness that can produce fellowship, love, desire and the need to share, 
even where there is a real possibility that the opposite may occur. Being free is, admittedly, 
deciding for oneself, but only in order to be open to responsibility for the gift of life, for the 
good of the other as such. It is what the evangelical figure of liberty reveals. This indicates a 
consequence or, at least, an important warning: the idea of liberty and emancipation as an 
autonomous process seems improbable, as well as unattainable. Liberation is always in view 
of a relationship that decentralises the ego, of a love that is stronger than death in that it 
destructures any form of destructiveness or narcissism. In other words: liberty-for leads love 
to the most authentic expression of the truth about man, who becomes capable of passion for 
the transformation of history, in view of a greater and more reliable good in the effort of 
solidarity. If the event of the resurrection relativises the power of death, if it is said that evil 
can be overcome, if the desire for power can leave room for caring, it is impossible not to 
spend one’s life in order to struggle against any ideology. Above all, against those cultural 
theories or political projects that are incapable of a critical reservation again the hesitations of 
indifference and the logics of relativism: «The Son, with his incarnation, did not put our 
history into cold storage, nor did he halt it with his resurrection. The bond that relates him to 
God does not absolutise his age, it does not lay down eternal laws and structures, but it opens 
to the future. Jesus’ mystery is promise; his victory over death is hope. The resurrection lets 
history be our history, the fruit of our liberty and our responsibility […]. Jesus’ uniqueness, 
far from hindering our responsibility, urges us to creativity and liberty» (29)29. 
 
6. For an intercultural Christian humanism 
The image of man as a person is the particular intuition of the Christian proposal. An image 
which, within the dimension of Jesus’ revelation of God’s face finds its meaning in the fact 
that the resurrection is structural for life. This turning point is important for understanding the 
world, because it broadens the horizons of religious experience and its existential quality. 
Christianity announces God not as a necessary support, functional for man, in a sterile and 
immature dependence, nor as a necessary temporary substitute for the insufficiencies and 
absenteeisms of history. God is the author of a creative project that calls for responsibility in 
the complex game of human liberty, involved, in a certain sense, in shaping every creature’s 
search for happiness and peace. As A. Paoli writes: «God does not manufacture dolls, or 
marionettes, or phantoms, he does not make useless things, he does not make trinkets to put 
them on heaven’s furniture. No, God makes people, images of the tragic, grandiose and 
complete Person that is Christ […]. Therefore no one should be allowed to live as a 
marionette or as a shadow, or as a person who can be or not be in the world without anything 
changing. No, God created only people with a duty, with a position, with a mission in the 
world, which is in a permanent state of liberation. And when there are people or sectors that 
flee this responsibility, the world languishes, it becomes troubled, it falls back on us like a 
prison» (30)30. The gratuitousness of the Trinity-God brings recognition of a presence and not 
evidence of a principle; it challenges the self-sufficiency of man who tends to compare, if not 
to divide, sacred-profane, culture-faith; it manifests an Otherness not protected by its infinity, 
but struggling with the encounter, solidarity, friendship, namely, with everything that 
concerns everyday life. In other words, the proposal of a Christian humanism takes shape in 
man’s way of being in the world according to a perspective that reinterprets religious 
experience within the logic of a process of liberation and humanisation. 
But in history the Christian knows that the end of existence is filled with expectation of a 
future (éschaton), the coming of a time that does not repeat the past. It is true. The present 
has its struggles and uncertainties, but the end that approaches in Jesus Christ surprises life 
and entrusts it to the eschatological verification of the new creation of the world. For this 
reason knowledge of the end of history, inaugurating the time of liberty, does not suggest any 
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flight from day-to-day responsibility, nor does it encourage projections in an afterlife. 
Christian humanism knows that the Gospel teaches a concrete commitment because, if time 
has already been saved, nonetheless it is marked by indifference and by the resignation of a 
culture that is no longer capable of hoping in a qualitatively different world and life. Thus the 
new thing is the expression of an existence that must be discovered and sought by building an 
ethics that cares for man and his expectations, in view of a more human and convivial 
existence. This is why an intercultural dialogical anthropology is important, one that can 
encourage recognition and re-appropriation of identity in interaction with other identities 
(31)31. Many people object that intercultural dialogue runs the risk of a certain cultural 
relativism, bordering on the loss of systems of values and meaning. As can be understood it is 
a process that needs to be activated, that has the courage to leave aside standardised 
interpretative schemes or the good will of a changeless encounter. Interculturality should be 
understood as a movement for the re-interpretation of different cultures that produces a new 
cognitive experience with unforeseeable results. «In fact it is clear that intercultural education 
understood as a relationship, as an attitude of encounter with the other involves going beyond 
a mere ‘description’ and knowledge in order to build common values in the universal 
perspective of human rights. In this sense education involves relationships, creating empathy, 
and individuating what makes people similar rather than what makes them different» (32)32. 
Meeting another culture is an event that shows the subject a thought different to his own, at 
times, if not often, diverging from his own, a thought which he cannot ignore if he wants to 
dialogue in a responsible way about life’s problems. This is why we speak about a 
relationship of exchange and of fruitful reciprocity, whose interpretative circularity is really a 
factor of enrichment. Intercultural dialogue does not leave the subject unchanged (33)33, 
because it urges him to grow in such a way that he cannot be content with the superficiality of 
interpretations of socio-cultural reality. The reason lies in the complexity of phenomena that 
manifest more complicated views of life than one can imagine and that require a meta-
cultural interpretative horizon. «If we speak of interculturality we need a criterion that allows 
us to proceed with a certain order in the study of different cultures. This criterion cannot 
belong to one culture alone, but it must be super-cultural. In this sense, one can consider a 
meta-cultural value as regards different cultures» (34)34. Therefore it should not be any 
surprise that interculturality is both acceptance of the other and conflict in understanding him 
since it leads to an anthropological increase and to the building of a new civil coexistence. 
Often, it is prejudices or attitudes to a merely functional relationship that hinder confrontation 
between interlocutors, in the conviction that dedicating time to the other and listening to him 
is a choice that does not lead to any real change. Consequently intercultural dialogue is a 
movement of reciprocity that impels a person to change, towards a project whose objective is 
a common civil ethos (35)35. If one has no wish to change what prevents the construction of a 
more just and respectful society, there can be no intercultural encounter. Within these 
coordinates, the contribution of Christianity is seen as a cultural service to man in his 
uniqueness and unicity, which demands an ethical initiative: paying attention to the problem 
of fundamental values in their virtual ability to be examined in ever different contexts. 
Interculturality goes to the roots of many cultural processes, placing their interrogatives on 
the relationship with the essential conditions of hope and of the possible; that is to say, on the 
building of a different humanity that emphasises dignity and rights, above all of those who 
because of imperialistic policies are excluded and marginalised. Creative recognition of 
cultural plurality pertains to Christianity and its history. An essential aspect of the Christian 
message is that it is «a religion that, in the name of its mission, seeks freedom and justice for 
all» understanding itself as «a religion that develops within it a particular culture, namely, the 
culture of the recognition of others in that they are others» (36)36. In this perspective, the 
process of announcing the Gospel must move along the terrain of interculturality, rather than 
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that of inculturation (37)37 which upholds «the potential universality of all cultures and their 
reciprocal openness» (38)38, since it is tension between faith and culture that proves fruitful. 
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