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Face to-face wıth Levınas: (Ev)angelic
hospitalıty and (de)CONStructıve ethıcs?

Ronald Michener

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Als Botschafter Wort und Jat die das Evangelium der
rlösung und Gerechtigkeit SCHIHHHETIN dieser Gering-

Der jüdische Philosoph FEmmanuel| evınas 1NUSS auf dem sten tragen gibt s viel Was Evangelikale VvVon | evinas
Hintergrund des furc  aren Flends des Holocausts und lernen Kkönnen (‚enau „SCHICHNE dieser Geringsten lässt
/welılten Weltkriegs verstanden werden evınas erklärt sich es Spur verfolgen DISI andere (seine Person) IST
sich die Vorherrschaft der Ontologie der WEeSst- Von transzendenter Art nichtsdestoweniger veranlasst Er
lichen Philosophie welche die moderne gepragt ich Beziehung. Darüber hinaus wirbt | evinas’
hat Fthik und nicht Ontologie macht 7zuallererst ilo- Werk für CiIHE asymmetrische Agapeliebe S58 anderen
sophie Aaus | evinas spricht sich für CHIE Verpflichtung UrC| verbale Ausserungen un er der Ciastfreund-
gegenüber dem „Antlitz des anderen“ dUus angesichts schaft, und dies innerhalb und ausserhalb hestimmter

postmodernen Auflösung VOo VWertesystemen Glaubensgemeinschaften

RKRESUME
Les evangeliques UUl SONT Darole et actes

®} DENSCC du ohilosophe Juif Emmanuel | evinas doit de |/Evangile de Ia redemption et de Ia Justice VOUT < le
efre consideree SUr ’arriere ond de Ia seconde SUCITE plus petit ESuUuxX » Deuvent apprendre beaucoup de
mondiale et de Ia Oa | eviınas OPDDOSC Ia Drı  u | evinas est dans < CEes plusl EUX » YUC
de l’ontologie dans Ia philosophie occidentale, UUl maniteste Ia ra| de Ieu i alitre eEst rans-
oriente |’6ethique moderne. ethique, et MNON\N |/ontologie, cendante ei appelle Merne m 1a relation En
doit former Ia hase de Ia philosophie. evinas ffirme |’ceuvre de L evinas recommande dSy-
UNe obligation ENIVeTS autrul regard de Ia deconstruc- rn  u DOUT autrul Dar Ia proclamation et UNe attitude
Vlon Dostmoderne des OTraux On peut hospitalite interieur et delä des om  utes de
reduire AaUTrUul notre comprehension SdaVOIT I9 fO] Darticulieres

UMMARY he contained Or educed OUur comprehension (Jr

knowledge As MNECSSASEC hbearers word and deed of the
The Jewish philosopher FEmmanue|l Levinas mMmust He gospel of redemption and ustice the least of these
uınderstood agalnst the aC  rop of the Orrific despair there 15 much that Evangelicals Call learn from | evinas It
of the Holocaust and the Second orl War Levınas IS the “16a6f of these that the of God IS revealed

The other (person IS transcendent yet compelsspeaks Out agalnst the DIITMAaCY of ontology estern
philosophy that characterized modern ethics Fthics noTt relationship Oreover evinas’s work
Ontology, IS first ohilosophy | evinas ffirms obligation asymmetrical dSdPCIC love for the other proclamation

the “raca of other VICECW of the postmodern decon- and hospitable C within and beyond particular al
STiruction of moral systems The face of the other Cannot ©  es

Introduction 1145$5 offers TESOUTCECS pertment the development
ofpersonal aM socı1al ethıcs iM OUrTr postmodern ClaIhe Jewısh relıg10Us phiılosopher bEmmanuel ] ev1-

114s 15 perhaps the MOSLT1Continental eth- MaTte It wıll rst consıder I1 evınas POSt founda-
tional call the oblıgatıon the “face ofotherıcal thınker of the last Unfortunately, he 15

seldom consıdered Dy Evangelıcals 'Thıs wıll 1CW of the postmodern deconstruction of moral
SUSSCSLT that kvangelıcal engagemen wıth 1Lev1i- systerns Secondly, 1T wıll reflect hıs proposal of
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ethıcs N “Airst phılosophy” in 1e6W of Evangelı- where they had remaıned safe an under PrOtEC-
cal cOommMıtment be MCSSALZC bearers of .Od’s t10N in monasterYy.“ Levınas vowed Set

redemption and Justice in both proclamatıon and toot 1n GermanYy agaın ath he kept for the
hospitable actıon wıthın an beyond partıcular emaınder of hıs lıfe.* In spıte of thıs promıise, he
taıth cOommMUNLItIES. would, ıronıcally, forever be intellectually ındebted

these Germans under whom he studıed iın
of hıs phılosophiıcal phenomenological method.Brief biography Phenomenologists such AS Levınas attempt

Bıographical detaıls ATC ften brushed asıde when awaken uSs the shared features that ATC part of
consıdering the ıdeas of VAarıo0us hılosophers AN! OUTLr everyday EXpefeNCcEe, but that An nevertheless
theologıians. However, It would be unthınkable commonly ıgnored in OUrLr everyday lıfe.> Phenom:-

do thıs wıth Emmanuel Levınas (1906-1995). enology ıtself wıth OUr descr1ptions an
Levınas MUST be understood agaınst the backdrop experiences of APPCATANCCS in COQUT CONSCIOUSNESS,
of the horrific despaır of the Holocaust an the H1IS- DYy observing the realıty before usS rather than wıth
FtOr1C It eft Europe after the Second World predetermined ratiıonal theorı.es that proJect
War These traumatıc EVENTS deeply touched thıs realıty. Of,how ONC constıitutes phenomena
man’s lıfe an perspectives. 15 always relatıve 1i s  2 horızon an Varıo0us COMN-

Levınas W d Orn Jewısh par' CNTS in Lithua- dıtıons of perception.®
nıa 1n 1906, educated ın both the Bıhle anı the Although Levınas became ımportant spokes-
Talmud, AN! experienced the riıch Jegacy of Rus- INan tor Husserl’s phılosophy in France,: he W as
sS1an culture aM lıterature. Hıs YTSt readıng lan- MOST notably ımpacted DYy Martın Heıidegger’s fun-
ZUASC WAaSs Hebrew but hıs mother W as damental ontology 1ın the groundbreakıng work,
uss1an. Durıng the Hırst World War, Levınas’s INg and tıme / However, he swıtched the priorıity
famıly moved 4S refugees the Ukraine As of Heıidegger’s ontology that of ethıcs LMOVC

VOUNS LeCR,; ] evınas wıtnessed the Bolshevık Rev- which 15 Paramount for understandıng Levınas.
olutıon in February an (October of 1917 Several

later, he moved France Al studıed ar the
Universıity of Strasbourg, where he W d 1Intro- Ethics rst philosophy
duced the phenomenologıcal method of Hus-

Deconstructing modern ethıcsser]| an Heıidegger. Levınas then studıed under
both Husser!| AN! Heıidegger 1ın Freiburg, before Before further, allow offer couple of
finally settlıng 1ın Parıs, hıs OmMme for the remaınder introductory about “deconstruction”,
of hıs lıte He became Fbrench cCıtızen 1n 1930 due ItSs ımportance for understandıng Levınas’s

posıtıon. Deconstructionism 15 ften unfortunatelyHe began workıng book Heıdegger, but
stopped wıth 1t when Heidegger joined the Nazı SCCI1 AS the ONSsTter of postmodernıty the nıhıl-
party. hıs W 4S obvıously devastatıng for Levınas, 1SmM of Jacques Derrida. But deconstruction 15 NOLT
AS Heıidegger had deeply impacted hıs phılosophı- ultımately about destruction annıhıilation of

meanıng. Rather, 1t 1S primarıly about what hap-cal formatıon. he ould wriıte later (ın 1965
“One Cal fOrg1ve IHNalıy Germans, but there PCDS > ıdeas aAN! iıntellectual SYSIICITIS when
SOI1LIC Germans ıt 15 dıfhcult fOrg1Vve. It 15 dıfAcult they AL examıned wıth detaıled SCrut1iny, UNCOVCTI-

forg1ve Heıidegger. 5” ıng that which has eecn lost, neglected fOrgOt-
ten 1n ordınary dıscourse socı1al practice. It 15 NOTLTIhe wounds of World War Iwo ran deep wıth
about the negatıon of realıty but about reconstıitut-Levınas, whıi W dS$ haunted Dy the atrocıtıes one

hıs people, hıs famıly and hımself. French CIt1- ing the realıty in hıch lıve and speakıng 1n
ZCIL, he W as drafted Into the French amnı V 1n 1939, the aIlllc of Justice. Stated posıtıvely, James
but shortly afterwards he W as taken prisoner Oof war Smuith DULS It thıs WAY.
A PUut Into work CAaMpD 1n Northern Germany. Deconstruction 15 deeply afırmatıve mode
Durıng thıs per10d, Ian y of Levınas’s extended of crıtique attentive the WaYy in hıch,
famıly members WEeEIC apparently murdered Dy the an instıtutions margınalıze AaN!
Nazıs ın Lauthuanıa. Levınas’s lıze. however, W as xclude °*the Other:. wıth VICW FECONSTIrUCL-
protected 4S French prisoner of WATr. In 1945, ıng AN! reconstitutıng INsSt1tutions AN! practices
after five the work CaMıD, he W as finally be MOTre Just (1C£ respond the call of
able hıs wıfe anı daughter in Parıs, the other).®
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It 15 thıs of deconstruction wıth whıch It dısarms the forces of moral resistance
cshould seek understand Levınas. ımmoral commands VC nearly the only

In the wake of the deconstruction of modern- protection the moral self might aVeE agaınst
1ST ethıcs, Levınas declared the “essent1al problem” being inhumanıty.
in the torm of question: “"(Caß SpCa of Ihe abstract totalızıng AN! rational unıversalıty of
absolute command after Auschwitz? Can speak Enlıghtenmen ethıcs tended TEINOVC the rules
of moralıty after the aılure of moralıty?”” It 15 4S of moralıty from the PCISONS whom they chould
ıf SaV, “reason had Its heyday, what now>?” be attached.
hıs W 45 the9 accordıng Levınas, when Levınas spoke 1818 agalnst thıs primacy of ontol-
“suffering AaN! evıl AdTIC delıberately ımposed, yeL 1n estern phılosophy that characterızed
LCasSsOIl SCTS Iımıts the exasperatiıon of LTCasOIl modern ethıcs. UOntology forces pre-determinedbecome polıtıcal AN! detached from all ethıcs.” categorI1es, It unıfy AL the CXDCNSC of
Modernıist systems of totalıty resulted 1ın WAar AN! dıfference. Realıty MUST be CI AS ONC rather than
genocıde. The Holocaust W as the “paradıgm of multıtarıous. Everything 15 understood 4S entıire
gratultous human suffering, where ev1] aDDCATS 1ın comprehensıble realıty, “reducıng the other DYy the
Ifs diabolical horror”.  » 10 hıs hauntıng 15 AI  ” 16 In fäCt, Levınas Sa thıs PENICIOUS ınfu-
what motivated the Intensıty of Levınas’s wrıtings. CLE of Hellenistıic ontology AS layıng the tounda-
What 15 { after Auschwitz, that 111 transcend t10N for the entire Nazı agenda AN! the Holocaust.
the 11NCSS5 made of modernıty's ıdolatry of LTCasSOlN Since Jewısh people WEeIC “outsıide” the classıfica-
an the totalızıng schemes of estern thought?* t10NSs of the determıned iıdentıity markers of the
At TSt 1T WOU SCCI1I1 that the IM1asSsSacCcIcCcs of VCS- powerful, they would NOLT be iıncluded. In Levı1-
terday would provıde faıl safe protection agalnst nas  D VIeEW, ontology aSS1gNS place for everything,such atrocıtıes today, but unfortunately historıical makıng everything equal, Jeavıng LOOTNN tor the
memOTIES dIC ıke Cards: accordıng, Zygmunt er hat which 15 dıfferent MUST be 2SS1M1-
Bauman, “reshuffHed Sunt HE  S hands”.!? For lated and comprehended. ere MUST be control.
example, Bauman pomnts OUurT, people Can L10 be hıs LYPC of absolutist thınkıng 15 devastatıngHed from afar DYy usıng electronıc surveıllance ethıcs Western phılosophy's preoccupatıon wıth
equıpment and mıiıssıles. Ihe kıller eMa1nNs the understandıng AaN! classıficatıon of being an
dıstant an the Vvictims remaın taceless. NOow, the realıty, then organısıng that realıty Dy of
Vvictiıms themselves MaYy NOL be morally super10r; technology AN! CCONOIN Y 15 fundamentally egologt-
thev sımply dıd NOTLT ave the opportunıty be YTST cal (thınk “@Ü })) suppressing the UNIqUENESS of

push the button. Bauman claıms that the SUDC- the other, aM hence excludıng the VO1lCE of God
r1o0r moralıty 1S the “moralıty of the super10r” the bıddıng us love COUrTr ne1ighbour. */guardıans of moralıty.““ So the startıng pomt tor phılosophy for Levınas

Ihe rational ftoundatıons of moralıty CONVECI- 15 NOT ftound 1ın ontology (LE the question ofBeing,iently entered the the Enlıghtenment DACE Heıidegger) 1n epistemology (the questioncoattaıls of Kant ustiıfıed moral act1ons MUST be of knowledge) but 1in ethıcs Ethıcs 15 rst phıloso-expressed through the unıversal qualıty of human phy. Although the TONOMOU self had assumed
LTCASON moral iımperatıve NOT through the the CENTITE wıth Descartes; wıth Heıdegger,whıimsıcal of eMOoOtI0ons. Kant’s rule-guided the self, Daseıin became subsumed under the grandeontological ethıc and ItSs miıstrust of feelıngs umbrella of TJIas Man the Öne: the (CTh Y7) col-
developed Into moralıty that became detached lective, ontology which ultımately ( {
“proceduralısm”. It W as assumed that rational tyranny. ““ Levınas expels thıs full-Aedged centred
modern ethıcs, ıf r gorously applıed AN| tfreed from self of the Enlıghtenment an beyond the
the ımpulses Ar subjectıve desıres, cshould be able ımpersonal collective 1114S5 of Heıidegger DYy plac-settle the moral dılemmas face iın the world. 5 ıng the “Orther” AT the In  - NOT 4S SOMMIC ımper-
Agaln, Bauman aptly STAaLes sonal, anomalous horde, but 4S personal face wıth

De-substantiation of the moral argumcecnt 1ın whom MUST So he the dırection
favor of proceduralısm Ces lot for the sub- of philosophical thınkıng from the “metaphysıcal
ordınatıon of the moral the external the commonplace”, from the OPAQUC question
legislatıng AYCNCY, yet lıttle nothıng Ar al for of Being, the question of human Being.
the increase of the SUIL total ofg00d; 1n the final Levınas’s LMMOVE 15 NOLT sımply SOTILIC theoretical
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CI1CaMls in what be obvıous L[OTFr-phılosophiıcal ıdeal Fkor hım It W3AS TrSt AaN! fore-
MOSET experiential. As he wriıtes: ‘CMY crıtique of the MCNt ımmediately apologıse (and perhaps offer
totalıty has COMNI1C 1ın fact after polıtical experience LNOTC novocaımne?). Ihe patıent, however, instantly
that aVEC NOT yet forgotten. *“ Ihe epıgraph changes COMDOSUIC an replhies: (C0h al NOT

hıs DboOk, Othernwise han Being, CXDICSSCS thıs ın paın AT all: W d sımply callıng hamster
Clearly: How ridiıculous! But how (1 NOW ıf the patiıent

15 tellıng the truth? Ihe point 15 that reallylIo the of those who WEEITIC clos-
6Sr the i mıllıon assassınated DV the CAaNNOT bnow for SÜH whether thıs PCISON W3AaS 1ın

paın OTr callıng hıs hamsters, unless SCC hıs ham-National Socıalısts, 288l of the mıiıllıons mıiıl-
lı10ns of all confess1ions an natıons, Victims STart SCUrrIyINg Into the dentist’s examınatıon

LOOIMNof the Sadi1llc hatred of the ther IMaAN, the S\dI11C

antiı-semitism.*} IThe oIst ofwhat Critchley 15 pomting OULT in thıs
Levınas scholar Sımon Critchley wiısely points OULT somewhat sılly example, V1a Cavell, 15 that for Lev1-

1as there 15 inter10r1ty of the other, ınfınıtethat Levınas W as NOT SOINC shallow, ıberal pacıfist.
He had experienced first-hand the horrors of WAarl, separateness (what Levınas calls Talterity-) (T dıs-

tinctness, that Ways CSCADCS comprehensionsuffered Its CONSCYUCHCCS 288l understood the ethı-
cal demand trom the ther in the struggle of ıfe AN! CANNOLT be reduced MeTC knowledge.“” (Qur

engagement wıth another PCISON 15 UN1IQUC CXDC-AaN! death Ihe conflict of W ar placed hım before
MENEGE, ınvolving certaın level of CNSASCMECNL thatothers where the brutalıty of eat W as around

hım, where the Bıblıcal injJunction of “rhou chalt extends beyond COUTL owledge of objects. Levınas
describes IT thıs WaYNOT murder” W d agonizıngly PUL the test 2hıs

15 theme whiıch Levınas consıistently returns OQur relatıon wıth the ther autrus certaınly
As Levınas DULS It CONSsISts 1n wantıng comprehen hım, but

thıs relatıon overfnows comprehension. NotTo approach the Other 15 PDUut into question
freedom, spontaneı1ty A4AS lıving being, only because knowledge of the ther (autru1)

requıires, outsıde of all CUrOSITY, also sympathyemprise VCcCT the thıngs, thıs reedom of
“MOVINg fOrce ” thıs impetuosıty of the (TT love, WdYyS of being dıstıinct from ımpassıble

hıch everythıng 15 permitted, GVEN murder. contemplatıon, but because in (F relatıon wıth
Ihe “ You ch. NOT cCOmMMıIt murder” hıch the other au  1) he O€es NOT affect us 1n
delineates the face ın which the Other 15 Dro- of COI'1CCPt. He 1S eing etant) AaN! COUNTS

4S such.?/duced submıts reedom judgment.“
NCOWMTE wıth the other CAaNNOT be reducedIt 15 exactly thıs confrontatıon wıth the face of the

other, lookıng the ther ın the CYCS ın the CNSAHZC- z analysıs, L1LOT assımılated Into under-
MeEeNnNT of conversatıon, that confronts us wıth standıng reasonN1ıng. Ihe ther wıth whom
exterlor1ıty beyond OUr pre-determined standıng face face beckons moral oblıga-

t10N2. The call of the other precedes S 111of eINg an knowledge It 15 confrontatıon of
the radıcal exterl1orıty of the other that completely aM inıt1atıve. It ruptur CS OW ' ordered ıfe of
ruptur CS OUrTr knowledge paradıgm. i CAaNNOT be eInNg (ontology) anı morally oblıges radı-
mastered controlled.** cal “COTPOrCAL responsı1ıbilıty wıth SENSIELVILY

embodied PCISONS who become WCAT Y; experience
The face of the ther CaANnnOT be reduced paın AaN! AaVC physıcal and emotıonal needs.2%8

knowledge Levınas PULTS It thıs WaYV wıth phenomenologiıcal
Clarıty: subject that EATts Call be-for-the-Ihe “DIg ıdea  29 of Levınas 15 that the other before

us CANNOT be contaıned reduced (IUMH: COMPDIC- other, Can S12N1f. Sıgniıfication, the-one-for-the-
hension knowledge. Sımon Crıitchley elucıdates other, has meanıng only DEeINSS ofHesh aM
Levınas’s pomint through memorable ıllustratıon blood.?”??
DYy the Amerıcan phılosopher, Stanley Cavell, wıth
reference the phılosophical problem of ther The 20 of the other 15 transcendent
mınds. Ihe question framed by Cavell 15 “How hıs acknowledgement of anı reSPECL for the other
Can know ıf OMNCOMNC 15 truly in pam  D Let us whom CANNOT CONCCP  y subsume 15 what

Levınas calls transcendence. He submıts that It 15Say that W asSs Incompetent dentist driıllıng
AWaAY sOomMeoOoNe’s tooth an patıent suddenly only OUT relatıon wıth the er that provıdes
156 EJT 19
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“dımensıon of transcendence” whiıch 15 relatıon than al the others.  234() Unlike the horızontal SyIM1-
completely dıfferent than Ur relatıve ego1sm typ1 MELLV of the 1-Chou dialogıcal exchange of Martın
cal of the sensible .0° It 15 thıs-worldly transcend- Buber, Levınas calls tor dısınterested, uncondı-
CINCC, NOLT ONC Iyıng beyond usSs ın the heavens H tional, asymmetrıcal relatıonshıp wıthout mutual-
akın the noumenal realm of Kant Rather 1T 15 ItV the expectation of equal exchange.
the other DErVSON who exceeds myself and oblıgates Certaumnly, Chrıiıstians ATC summoned tollow

ın ethıcal relatıon. It 15 the dıstiınctness, the Chrıst’s example iın nurturıng agape1c love for
“beyondness”, of the other that 15 transcendent an the other wıthout the expectation of reC1proC-
confronts wıth ınfınıte responsı1bilıty. IThe face LtV (SEE Luke 0:39) One INaYy ask iır Levınas 15
of the Other wh; lays claım through hıs LOO EXFTrFEINE in thıs regard. James Olthuis 15 CO1I1-

cerned that such radıcal insıstence the ethıcaltranscendence c  15 thus the ‘9 the W1dOoW, AM
the orphan, whom obligated”.* oblıgatıon IMaV enN! Causıng LNOTC damage than

Although transcendent, the face of the other g0o0d due Ifs EXCESSIVE moralısm. If He  Da PCI-also dısplays the personal; 1t 15 where the realm sonal needs ATC forfeited, they IMaYy 1n
of humanıty 15 revealed; and 1T 15 through the face passıve aSorEeSSIVE IMannNer that INaYy be emotıion-
of humanıty that SCC the of the invısıble ally destructive. 4# JIypiıcally, of COUTSC, neglectingGod.% In the face of the other become nes  2 personal needs 15 NOT problem. As SC
of the ıdea of the Infinıte. Levınas contends that suggested elsewhere 1n thıs regard, It 15 better
the “dımensıon of the dıvıne torth from the read Levınas AS postmodern ethıcal prophet wh.
human face  A and, he contiınues, there CC  Can be UMMMONS us AaWaAY from the selfish complacency‘'knowledge‘ of God separated from the relatıon- that generally typıfıes OUr everyday lıves aM chal-
shıp wıth . men. Ihe Other 15 the vVC locus of lenges us authentic neighbour love %° Indeed,metaphysıcal truth, aAN! 15 ındıspensable tor
relatıon wıth God ”S

thıs iımpossible, but such ımpossıbılıty MUST
remaın the fOCUS of OUTr moral efforts A hrıs-

But how O€Ss Levınas 2VvOo1d ıdolatry of the t1ans. Stephen Webh aptly STAFECS that 1in C(QUT world
human person? How O€s he (Or We) avOo1d confu- of “calculatıve exchange based self-ınterest A
S10N of the ınfinıte Other wıth the Infinıte Other of
God>** Levınas O€es make dıstinction. He claıms self-promotion” CHEE “Janguage of ethıcs, then,

MUST be couched in the rhetorıc of hyperbole”.*that the er CC  15 NOLT the incarnatıon of God, but Levınas’ Uusc of hyperbole In thıs regard 15 2[0)1
precısely DYy hıs face. in whıich he 15 dısıncarnate, sımply rhetorıical devıce sed for emphasıs, Dbut It
15 the manıfestation of the height 1ın which God
15 revealed ”> Noted Levınas scholar Oger Burg-

15 poıinter the depth of Levınas’ call radıcal
self-less oblıgatıon that 111 deface self love

STAaCVC poıints OUT that God an the other dIC NOLTL respectfully face the other.*ıdentical. It 15 NOT that the face l the other wh. 15 Phılıp Rolnıck makes SOMNC perceptive COIMN-the Infiınıte ONE, but through the face “hear the
Word of God” whıi calls ethıcal responsı1bil- ın thıs regard hıs recent Person, GYrace and

(504 Rolnıck9an a  > that ıf readIty AaN! pOolnts the WaY God.>® Ihe ethical call 15 Levınas 1n charıtable fashıon, hıs hyperbole 15rooted in the Dıvıine. 1 O€s NOLT deny the self but performance PrOoteCL agaınst the sınfully SEr onNgdrıves the self from the “myself 2 ne1ghbour GCE1IN-

tred responsibilıty.”” God 15 always beyond IN  D but tendency GLE back upON the self, NOT unlıke
Martın ] uther’s INCUVVDALUS IN SB 46 Rolnıick pomntsthe of GOod 15 manıfested through the face AaN!
u that Luther also made Uus«c of hyperbole, ıllus-the vo1lce of another uman being who calls tratıng thıs wıth u from Luther’s Lecturesethıcal responsıbilıty.“ My understandıng of the Romans:other wıll consequently always remaın inadequate

4N incomplete in asymmetrical relationship.*” LTherefore belıeve that wıth thıs command-
MECNL C yourself” [11all 15 NOTLT commanded
love hımself but rather 15 shown the sınful loveIhe face of the ther 15 asymmetrıcal

Levınas’s ethıc 15 radıcal call the ther in with hıch he O€es in fact love hımself, 45

responsıbilıty that O€Ss NOT ASSUMLIC reC1procıty Sa y “You ATC completely curved in ubON yourself
aM pomnted toward love of yourself, condıtıionSYMMECLLY in al1y form. As Levınas submuıts: “I

responsı1ble for the .‚other wıthout waltıng for from whiıch yYOUu wıll NOT be delıvered unless yOU
reCIPrOCILY, WEIC dıe for ıt Recıiprocıity 15 hıs altogether Jovıng yourself and, forgetting
affaır TIThe always has ONC responsıbilıty TLHNOTC yourself, love yYOULF ne1ghbour. J4 /
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In sımılar ve1ın, Rolnıck submuıts, Levınas 15 NOLT tound 1ın the ontologıcal AaN! theoretical Sky of
attempting reversal of thıs CUTVAaLUure Dy FOCUS- abstract Greek metaphysıcs but he 15 ftound in the
ıng exclusıvely ON nNON-recC1procıty ın COQUT relatıon CONCretenNeEeSS of the PCISON rıght before us in flesh,
wıth the ther. Iranscendence 15 always EXteMor. through “everyday AI quıite banal ACTS of cıvıl-
infinıte, beyond pOssess1ON aM tendency ItY, hospitalıty, kındness anı polıteness that VE
totalıse An contro].4$ perhaps rece1ved LOO lıttle attention from phılos-

do NOT WI1IS ısparage Olthui1s’ uneaAasINeEss. ophers”.  »54 Ihıs 15 the wısdom expressed 1n Jesus’
Certamly OC cshould NOL thınk anı ACT in S - radıcal call dıscıpleshıp, representing the qualı-
S1Ve agapeı1c [NAanNnnNer that would 1gnore personal t1es manıfested AS the truut of the Spirıt” (Galatıans
needs altogether AaN! CreAe abnormal focus 22) How CaS y 1T 15 forget sımply neglect
ouut rather than the embrace of fOrg1VE- lıve OUr theology DYy consıistently manıfesting hOos-
S> We Al recognNIıSsE the other uncondıtion- pıtalıty in the everydayness of ıfe
ally 1ın appreclation for Od’s radıcally OTACIOUS
forg1veness A FRi love for us through the ATOoNEMEN! Our (Ev)angelical IMNCSSaHC word
of Christ. TIENCE, OUrTr call the other 15 be As angels ATC MCSSASZC Dearers of God, thıs 15
natural of gratitude rather than psycho- (r call;, OUT PUrDOSC 230l OUur iıdentity AS Ekv-angel-
logıcally iınduced guut-laden obligation.”” But for ıcals. We dIC "angelıca )) message-bearers of the
LEV1IDAS. radıcal forfeiting of the S W as 1ITrON1- enangelhıon: Od’s gospel of redemption and Jus-
cally lıberatıon of the se trom ıt-self DYy whiıch tice ftound in Jesus, in word an deed We speak1T W as imprisoned. For thıs 15 where the LAr Äe- ın conversatıon before the face of others AN!
other  >2 15 free from the oppression of ontology an AF accordıng theır needs impressed upON us
15 110 OPCH the transcendence of the other.% As the Samarıtan W as confronted wıth the wounds

Rolnıck poılnts OUL, 1IroN1Cally, that S1VINS ofOUT- AaN! brulses of the robbed Jewısh traveller. the
selves tor the other 15 NOL be K 4S burden in orphan an the W1dow beckon us, oblıgate us
lıfe, but AS blessing. OQur times of eNJOY- CHNPHAZC them 4S they manıfest the LraCces of the

AaN! love RTK NOLT manıfested 1ın OMENTS of face of the dıvıne, face that CAaNNOLT be SCCHI, y€tself-conscCI10us reflection, but 1n those times where 15 made visıble, ımpossıble poss1bilıty atfforded
aV poured ourselves OUT 1Into the aCt1Vvity AL

hand Ihose who attempt SAaVC theır OW ] ıfe
us only DV the 1ImMagOo Del manıftfested ın the Other.
hıs 1S oblıgatıon, ındeed respons1bilıty, but

wıll lose ıt, but those wh. o1Vve theır ıfe for the ultımately ıf 15 magnıficent privılege WItNeESs
gospel, Jesus, aAM for the ÖOther, 111 experience the unveııng of God before us aM particıpaterenewed lıfe ol in dıvıne actıon towards others iın Chrıstian hOos-

The face of the ther and (Ev)angelıcal pıtalıty.
hospitalıty Our (Ev)angelıcal hospitalıty deed

hıghly commend Levınas’s postmodern criticısm hıs hospitalıty MUST be expressed the
of the ımper10Us ontologiıcal character- POOT, the downtrodden, the OUTCAST AN! all who A
1St1C of estern thought. Hıs ethıc rıghtly
“from the blınd alleys 1Into hıch radıcally pursued Strangers, in priıson AN! miıstreated. By such hOosp1-

talıty, the wriıter of Hebrews (15:2-53) iNstructs us,ambıtions of modernıty AVEe led” anı “readmıts IMaYy AaVC tended “ angels unaware”:the ther 4S ne1ghbor, 4S the close-to-hand-and-
mınd, Into the hard COTEC of the moral self. ”2 1DDo NOL forget entertaın Strangers, for DYy
lo truly ACT 4S tollowers of ChrIist. MUST HAZC domg SOIIIC people AT entertaıned angels
Into the face of the downtrodden, the DOOF an wıthout knowıng ıt Remember those In prison

4S yYOUu WEIC theır tellow prisoners, AN! thosethe W1IdOows seckıng Justice an righting who ATC miıstreated AS yYOU yourselves WCICWTIONSS. Thıs 15 the LIru relıgıon 1 the E.p1S-
tle of James speaks (1:26 For whatever 15 one suffering.
for the “least of these” 15 also one the Lord OQur practice of hospitalıty in the margıns, the
(Matthew 25:40).° “least of these”, 15 where the StrONSECSL of the

key ıdea ere from Levınas 15 expressed in dıvıne INaYy be found. angels dısplay of
French AS “Apres DOUS, Monsteur” “After YVOU, SIr.  A the dıvıne, yeLr MUST NOTLT be worshipped 45 dıviıne
(By iımplıcatıon of C(U0OHISE er you dear lady equated wıth God (Revelatıon 10; Z2D)

$r ”) “Piease: YOU ırst, before me  2 GOod 15 SCTVC the other, where the of God 15 manıfest
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of the face of the God who calls us hım-angels SCTIVC UNAaWaIC, unknowıng, completely
eludıng UTr comprehension knowledge.? self‘ hıs INay AF certaınly cshould be expressed Dy

"LOrd. when S VOU hungry and feed helping in homeless shelters, speakıng OULT agalnst
racıal prejudıce an DYy intentionally developıngYOU, thırsty S g1Vve VYOU somethıng drınk?

When dıd SCC VOU AN! invıte VOU cross-cultural frıendsh1ps.
In, OTr needing clothes AN! clothe you? When Hospitalıty the academy?dıd cl VOUu sıck OT in prison and VISIt

Evangelıcal thınkers, sola scrıptura has Oftenyou?” Ihe Kıng 111 reply, ‘I tell VYOU the truth,
whatever VOou for OC of the least of these morphed Into sola EGXI (tO P\lt ir 1ın the words of
brothers of mıne, yYOU tor ME (Matthew Stanley Hauerwas).®‘ We Can be LEXE centred

AN! defensively postured that forgot that there25:37-40)
ATC real PCISONS behind OUTr ınternal AN! external

Yet these COMMON\N, “banal acts” AS Critchley calls
them, CAMRROF be totalızed into SOIMNC sımple moral dısputes. Do O0k wıth COmpassıon

Into the face of the other ookıng Into mınNe wıth
SYSteEmM accordıng Levınas’s WdY of thınkıng whom disagree? Or 15 the PCISON 110 SCCI] AS
Rather, the moral CONsSCIENCE MUST remaın älıve.
iın-Aeshed aM fully of the unpredictabilıty of inconvenıent interruption standıng ın the WaAY of

an rıghtness, reduced “posıtıon”lıfe and ItSs INanYy complexıtıes. By OeSs be Oovercome”? Ihıs mbodied PCISON has SLrONSLevınas’s deconstruction of the moral feelings and emotl1ons. She OT he 15 (MIE who hasof modernıty ead SOMNC kınd of moral paralysıs
ethıcal anarchısm. Instead, learn from Lev1- partiıcular [CasSO1lsS aM fears for thınkıng the WaYV

he she OJS about lıfe: GOod an whatever theo-
114AS re-personalıse OUr ethıcs 1ın the CONTEXT of Jogıcal 1SsuUEe upON which happen dısagree.authentic relationships.°° Hıs call Uus, INaYy Behind the ArgumcCNts A people wıth hurts an
DUL It thıs WaYV, 15 call radıcal ethıcal respons1bil- an desıires tfor deep relatiıonshıp wıth God
Ity lookıng NOL SOLILIC overarchıng SYSTCM, but Just AS 162O0k 1INnto the CYCS of the other standıng before How Cd  3 cshow theologıcal hospitalıty AN!
us We do NOL abandon the Law, AS John Caputo
N!  „ tor the 1 aW MUST stand SEr ONg agalnst INJUS- academıc charıty the ther ın 1e6W of thıs? We

Often arguc for grand schemes of socı1al Justice anıtice. But the Law 1S blınd, unıversal aM unable
w but 1n CT posturıng AN| dialogue 1n ACd-

ll the partıcular Hesh of the wıthered hand demıcs the l1ı0n’s chare of pride ften re1gns. Davıd
the Sabbath >/ Thıs 15 NOL SOMIC wıl antınomı1an Buschart has provıded SOTIINIC helpful insıghts 1n
protest agalnst rules an commands but plea thıs regard ın hıs Exploring Protestant tradıtions.infuse them wıth personalıty before the face of He submıts, drawıng from Augustine, that thoseothers d S Jesus in the Sermon the Mount
As Evangelıcals, AS bearers of Jesus’ gospel, thıs 15 “moved Dy the love of God that 1SSUEeS 1ın hospital-
nr 1SS10N A ell LIty recognI1ze that they themselves ATC Strangers.?

Hience, those brothers AaN! Sısters wıth whom
James Olthuis that ought thank dısagree, those from other tradıt1ons, ATC NOLTL

Levınas for keeping, the face of the W1dOoWw, orphan
and before us C  1n world where COMPDAS- OpPONCNES but tellow STTANSCS an pılgrims
S10N 15 LOO often in exile” >8 {Ihıs 15 the tamılıar call from whom aVEC much learn.°* Levınas PTro

the followıng that AaDPCATIS be 1ın sympathyiıncarnate (Ev)angelıcal theology of the CVC- wıth thıs notlion:ryday. ManYy confessing Evangelıcals AaVUe actıvely It INAaYy CVERN be that less naıve conception ofapplıed these essent1al aspects of OUTLr taıth through the inspıred Word than the OILIC expirıng beneathstrateg1c organisations.°” Indeed, ATC called
actıvely seek Justice for the POOL aAN! oppressed 1n critical PCNDS allows the Lru MCSSAHZC EG

OUur mıdst, usıng whatever TESOUTCECS the ord has through wıdely scattered human wiıtnesses, but
all miıraculously confiuent iın the Book ©>provıded. But MUST remember thıs 15 NOLT about

sımply throwıng AT systems aM Organısa- submıt that Buschart’s work has broader ımplıca-
t10NsSs that Can take CAatTe of thıs for UuS, Cal t10NS than only those pertaınıng cross-denom1-
check off the DOX Ultimately, Levınas 15 callıng us natıonal ogue Such ınsıghts should also filter
AWAY from an back the face of the OWN Into character traıts in OUT academ1c dialogue
person.” We MUST StOP, aAM ook into the and posturing. How do OUTr students AaAn
face of the OC before Uus, realısıng d1C seeıng colleagues? Are tryıng ourselves AaN|

EJT 19:2 D 159



KONALD ICHENER

subsume others under OUr categorıes of exclusıon rıgour” brought en! modernısm'’s ; proJect
acceptance? Or do genumnely recCOgNISE the of assımılatıiıon” and “made possıble rethinkıng

other N other, understandıng, 4S RBuschart N  , of the sıgnıfıcCance of the dıaspora and d-
that the hıistorical AN! incarnatıonal character of tion between udaısm and Christianıty”; OWATr'!

Caygıll, Levinas and the polıtical: ınkıng the polıtı-Christianıity entaıls that It wıll be marked Dy partıc- cal (Routledge: 1London and New York, 2002 dularıty, reflecting “partıcular people’s 1NCOUNTLE
wıth Chrıist an theır partıcular understandıng of Caygıll also references (p 45) Levınas’ artıcle prior
how OC 15 lıve 4A5 Christian 566 the Second or War, “Ihe Spirıtual SSENCE

of Antı-Semitism (accordıng Jacques Marıtain)”
Paıx P VOLE )S where Levınas emphasızes

Conclusı:on shared qualıties of udaısm and Chrıistianıty.
rıtchleyv, -4ntroduction . XIX-XYX. ( rıtchley, The

Levınas’s deconstructive ethics OS NOL ead us of Emmanue. Levinas, audıo lecture.
the destruction of meanıng and of ethıcs + rather Sımon Crıtchley, The ethncs of deconstruction: Der-

v/1da and Levinas (2nd ed.. ınburgh: EdıiınburghC  enges us deconstruct ourselves, re-pri10r-
ıtıse OUr ethıcs aı (as Bauman DULS ıt) Üre-per- Universıity Press, 1999 283 Critchley provıdes
sonalıse” COUTL ethıcs both wıthın AaN! outsıde OUr Iucıd descr1ıption of the phenomenologiıcal me  O!

especıally It relates Levınas.cCOMMUNItTIES. As (Ev)angelıcal MCSSALC bearers, Yaır Sheleg, Sıynaficant er who WOM. haveındeed aV partıcular INCSSAHC proclaım elıeved that Emmanuel Levinas would hecomewıth doctrinal purıty. VYet wıth equal passıon AT Israelı cultural hero? AT Ihe Department for Jewıshcalled cshow charıty, Compassıon anı humuılıty, Zaonıst Educatıon, accessed May X  5 2003,; avaıl-
and CNSHAHC seemıngly banal ACTS of sımple able trom http://www.)Jajz-ed.org.ıl/culture/levınas.kındness in the mı1dst of the complexities of ethıcal html Kelly James Clark, I .ınts James
decısıon-makıng. But thıs only 4S take Smuith, TOI key LEVMLS In philosophy and theır
the time aM make the concerted effort ook ımportance heology (Louisviılle: Westminster
Into the face of the ther before us the W1dOow, the John KNnNOX, 2004 War‘ Moore, “Phenom -

enology”, Vıctor Taylor and Charles Wın-orphan, the Stranger whether in the SOUPp kıtchen
the academYy, and Sa y wıth Levınas: “Apres quıst edS:); NCYC  ediua of postmodernısm London:

VOUS, MONSLEUV ” Routledge, 2001 n E a
Critchley, “Introduction”, 10-13
James Smuth, Jacques errıuda. Iıive theoryDr Ronald Miıchener 15 Assocıate Professor an London and New York Continuum, 1Chaır of the Department of Systematıc Theology SA also MLE

AT the Evangelısche Iheologiısche Faculteıit He- 1lamara Wrıght, Peter Hughes and Alıson Aıns-
verlee, Leuven, Belgıum ley, paradox of moralıty: INtervView wıth

Emmanuel Levınas” Bernasconiı and Wood
(ed8.): Theprovocatıon f Levinas. rvethinkıng the other

Otes London Routledge, 1985 176 cıted in James
Sımon rıtchley, “Introduction” 1ın Sımon rıtchlevy Olthuıis, “Face-to-face: A ,Gr the
and Bernasconı1 (eds.); TheLE (JOom- SymMMmMEeELTrY of mutualıty” James Smuith and
yanıon LO Levinas (Cambrıdge: Cambrıidge Uniıver- Henry Venema (edS:); The hermeneutics f charıty.
SItV Press, XV-XVI11. interpretation, selfhood, and hostmodernAn Grand
Crıitchley, “Introduction”, XV111. p1ds Brazos, 135
Critchley submıts that thıs INaYy have been why Levı1- 10 Emmanuel Levınas, “Useless suffering”, trans

W d5S$ hostiıle toward Catholicısm Sımon chard O,  en. Bernascon1i1 and Wood, The
0CAtıon of Levinas, 162Crıtchley, Can the of Emmanuyel Levinas

14change YOUT I (New York New York soclety for Gary pS, “T eviınas” AK Adam (ed‘),
a culture and Levınas IC CDZACV founda- Handbook of 0  dern 2011C0| interpretation (St
t1on), audıo lecture. Thıs 15 NOT Sa v that Levı- Lou1s: Chalıce Press, 154

overtly advocated Christianıty TO AWAY ygmun Bauman.  “ Postmodern ethıcs (Oxford,
from hıs tradıtıonal Jewısh perspectives. For

13
and Cambridge, Mass aC.  e  < 1995 DL

explanatiıon the dıfference between the Chrıstian Bauman, Postmodern ethics, FT F EG
essiah, Jesus Levınas’ notion of Jewısh 111C$S5- Although thıs Inay NOT AaVEC been Kant’s ınten-
sS1anısm, SCC ert Bernasconı and Sımon COrıitch- t10N, iIt 15 contention that hıs thınkıng greatly
ley (eds.), Re-readıng Levinas London one uenced thıs LYPC of detachment whıich
Press, Nevertheless, Howard Caygıll referring. Bauman.  5 Postmodern ethus, 6/, 68; and
astutely observes, Natıonal Soc1ialısm cmurderous thuıis, “ Face-to-face”, 137-1’38.
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15 Bauman, Postmodern eth1cs, oger Burggraeve, ‘C’N o OC S AV.C oneself wıth-
Emmanuel Levınas, Tötalıty nı infinity, trans Out others’: ethıc of lıberatıon ın the footsteps
Alphonso Lıingıs (Pıttsburgh: Duquesne Universıity of Emmanuel Levınas  D iın oger Burggraeve (ed:);
Press, 1969 42, SCC Iso Pl I8 The awakenıng of the Er provocatıve dıalogue

17 For evınas “egology” 15 SCC domiınate the wıth Emmannuel Levinas Leuven: Peeters:
other 'oug understandıng and comprehen-

28
Burggraeve, “No ONC Cd!  S SAaVC oncselt . 63-65

S10N. Ontology 15 dvanced torm of egology, Zımmerman, Recovering theologıcal hermeneutics,
eıng 15 :educed totalısıng SYStem wıth Z

OOIl for dıfference. Emmanuel Levınas, Tötalıty Benson, Graven Ideologıes,
Levınas, Ethics and ınfinity, 98-99; ct Olthuıis,and ınfınıty, See also erold Westphal, ( )ver-

COoMINg onto-theology: toward hostmodern Chriıstian “Face-to-face”,
a (New York ordham Universıty Press, 41 Bauman, Postmodern ethes, 49, 45,
265-266 Olthuıis, “Face-to-face”, 1453 and 143 n.31

18 Levınas, Tötalıty and infinity, 46-4 / 45 See DPatrıck Nullens and OnN:; Miıchener, The
rıtchley, The philosophy of Emmanue. Levinas, audıo MAtVIX f Chrıstuan ethıcs Carlısle: Paternoster, 200
jecture: Critchley, Ethics of deconstructuon, 284 -7285 forthcomıng chapter

20 FEmmanuel Levınas, FEthics An infınıt)y. CONVDEFSALLONS Stephen WebDb, rhetorıc of ethıcs CACcCSsS

uth 2  e Nemo, 1TAans chard en (Pıtts- Chrıstian theologıcal Emmanuel Levi1-
nas”, Modern theology 15.1

Z
burgh Duquesne, 1982 78-79

45Emmanuel Levınas, Otherwise than EINg eyon. CXPDICSS ANONYVINOUS referee for
ESSENCE , trans Alphonso INgI1S (Pıttsburgh: thıs insıght. See John Caputo, Ägamst ethcs:
Duquesne, epıgraph. contributions LO poetıcs of oblıgatıon uth CONSTANT

AD Critchlev, The phalosophy of Emmanuel Levinas, audıo veference LO deconstruction (Bloomington and Indı-
lecture. anapolıs: Indıana Universıity Press, ö4; ct.

23 Levınas, Tötalıty and infıniıt)y, 3053 Webb, rhetoric of ethıcs”, 9: SCC also u1s
Phılıps, ALEVInaS ı 157 reference Caputo 1in Olthuıis, “ Face-to-Face”,

25 Critchley, “Introduction”, 25-26 He refers to 142, 1453; SCC also James Smuith’s insıghts
CV ‚aVe. The claım of VELASI (New York and Olthui1s’ crit1que of Levınas 1ın call gıift the
ornorUniversıity Press, 89; ct. also subject’s donatıon Marıon and Levınas” ın Smuith
rıtchley, The philosophy of Emmannue. Levinas, audıo and Venema, Hermeneutics of charıty, 226-227; and
lecture. SCC also Nullens and Michener, The MaLtVIX, chapter
rıtchley, “Introduction”, Philip olnıck, Person, VALE, and G0d GrandEmmanuel Levınas, “IS ontology ndamental?”
Adrıaan Peperzak, Sımon Critchley, and p1ds er  ans, 178
Bernasconi1 (eds.), Emmanuyel Levinas: hasıc philo- Martıner, Lectures 0MANS,glosses An cholıa
sophic. wrıbıngs (Bloomington Indianapolıs: In Luther?s wOorks, vol 25 ed ton SW.: (St
Indıana University Press, Lou1s: Concordıa, 513 quoted in Rolnick,

28 Olthuis, “Face-to-Face”, Va Person, VALC, and God, 1/8
Levınas, Otherwise than EING, Levınas contın- Rolniıck, Person, VALE, and God,; 17R
ucs these ınsıghts thıs SaL1lılE Pagc he dıscusses C£. Nullens and Miıchener, The MAatrıX, chapter
“the ımmediacy of the sens1ıbilıty” toward the prox1- 5() 1gal oukhan, emaı1[l INCSSALC author, Jan
Mate other. 15 the g1VINg of TreAl from Oone’s O W Har y 2010 See Levınas, Tötalıty and infinıty, 282.
mouth the hungry, openıng up one’s home the grateful Abıgail an for rea|
“wretched other” (he retfers saıah 38) See also DrevIOUS draft of thıs providıng specıfic
Olthuis, “Face-to-Face”, 141 insıghts thıs regar

3() Levınas, Tötalıty and Infinıty, 193; SCC also COrıtch- 51 olnıck, Person, AVACE, and God, 180
52 Bauman, Postmodern ethcs,ley, The Ethics of Deconstruchon, 286; Levınas, Otal-
53A and Infinıty, 195 194 C Nullens and Miıchener, The MAtIX, chapter

31 Levınas, Tötalıty and Infinity, rıtchley, Introduction”,
27 Jens Zımmerman, Recovering theological heErme- 55 aVl Buschart also poıints OUC, referring Heb

NEUTACS: iıncarnatıonal-trinıtarıan LhEOTY of ınter- 152 that those who extend theologiıcal hospital-
pretatıon Grand Rapıds: Baker Academauıc, Ity realıse that, ONGC Serving, another,
AT they INay be serving MESSCHSCI of God Davıd

d Levınas, Tötalıty and Infınıty, 78-79 Buschart, Exploring Protestant tradıtions: InvDILla-
ruce 15 Benson, Graven ıdeologıes: Naetzsche, L10N theologıcal hospitality (Downers Grove:

Academıic, 270 Although fully d  9 IMYerrida and Marıon modern udo (Downers
Grove: > 120 pomt, V1a Levınas, 15 that know, OTr

35 Levınas, Tötalıty and infınıty, cshould know about “angelıc visıtors”. Rather,
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the face of the other 15 already and Ways where should NOT be uncovered in the EGULLH>S6G of academı1c
antıcıpate the of the dıvıne. We do NOT ogue However, thıs hould be Oone wıthout de-

sımply the other because he she INaYy be personalısıng the face of the other.
angel, but because the other 15 where the FFÄCE of 653 Buschart, Exploring Protestant tradıtions, 268
the dıyvıne 15 already made manıfest ın the privilege Ihıs 15 NOT Sa y that boundarıes part1  arof ethıcal oblıgatıon. ıdentificatıons wıth communıtıes ATC eradıcated. In

„ Frank amada, “Ethics” in dam, AaNndD00: of thıs Buschart draws upDON the 1LESOUTCECS

0  dern ZOLICA: interpretation, 82, See also of Mıroslav Volf, Exclhusion and embrace: heologt-Bauman, Postmodern eth1cs, cal xploration of ıdentity, otherness, and reconcılıatıon
Caputo, Agamnst 1CS, 149; SC also Olthuis, “Face-
to-face”, 1472 (Nashvılle: Abıngdon, 1996 Dıifferentiation seeks

boundarıes, but exclusıon LTELNOVES the ther TOM
58 Olthuis, “Face-to-Face”, 156 hospitalıty through separatıon bındıng. See Bus-For example, have vangelıcals for Socıal Actıion,

Compassıon International, 'OTr'| Vısıon, Barnabas chart, INg Protestant tradıtions, 265 Buschart

Fund and Samarıtan’s Purse, Just Namec few. claıms that boundarıes and EXPrESSIONS of partıcu-
larıty, however, help sustaın Ven make the CO1Il-“Peace MUST be IMY PCACC, ın relatıon that dıtıons of hospitalıty possıble. Yet Oone’s partıcularTOM and SOCS the other, 1n desıre and Z00d-

NCSS, where the both maıntaıns ıtself and eX1IStS 2ıt' communıty tradıtıon should NOT be “£or-
wıthout ego1sm.” Levinas. Tötalıty and infınıty, 306, tress” but place from whiıch others MaV be served.

Buschart, 265-269cıted ın George Drazenoviıch, “Lowards Levına-
65 Emmanuel Levınas, Onutside the ubject Stanford:sS1an understandıng of Chrıiıstian ethics: Emmanuel

eV1INAS and the phenomenology of the other” Stanford Unıiversıty Press, 126 'Ihıs 15 from
C ross (Wınter 52 hıs chapter tiıtled strıngs and the Wwood the

61 t  CV Hauerwas, Pharoah’s hardened eart SOINC Jewısh readıng of the Bıble.” Levınas ens Scr1p-
ture FeXT that 15 “stretched OVCT tradıtıon ıkeChrıistian readıngs” he Journa. of scriptural VEUSON-

INg 2 2002) Aat http://etext.virgınıa.edu/journals/ the strıngs the wood of violin!” (p 27
ssr/issues/volume2/number2/ssr02-02-e02html ONMNCC agaln grateful ıga oukhan for point-
Thıs 15 NOT Sa y that dısagreement wıll be absent ıng thıs OurTt and suggesting the reference.
from OUr dıscussıons that duplıcıtous mMotıves USC.  art. Exploring Protestant tradıtvons, 259
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