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Ihree Concepts of Tolerance
Justin Thacker

SUMMARY vide Irn model| of tolerance, ase around the
and CIENCE of conversatıion. It suggests that the cContem-

This article begins DY briefly discussing well-describe: dinner Darty provides example of his
Concepits of tolerance, and offering SOMTNE acknowledged tolerance W  IC ith appropriate modifications, could
critiques of both It then highlights Jesus’ counter-cultural he scalable rovide Daradigm for tolerance at the
practice of table-fellowship and draws his DFrO- public leve| of discourse.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG hat Auf dieser Grundlage stellt el eın drittes Modell der
Toleranz VOT, das sich der Uuns) un Wissenschaft der

| )ıeser Artikel beginnt mit eıner kurzen Diskussion über Konversatıon orientiert Fr schlägt als konkretes Beispie!
Z7WEeI gul erläuterte Konzepte Vo Toleranz un Dra- alur die zeitgemälse „Dinner Party 4 VOTIT, die hei aNSEC-
entiert einıge anerkannte Kritiken beiden annn Veränderung als eın expansionsftähiges Modell
beleuchtet er die die angıge Kultur laufende für Toleranz auf der Makroebene des öffentlichen
PraxIıs der Tischgemeinschaft, wıe SIE EeSUS praktiziert Diskurses dienen könnte.

RESUMF
modele de tolerance, on SUT arı el 1a CIENCE de Ia

ans cel article, "auteur Har CXADOSCT deux conversatıion. suggere JuE Ia cConvivialite autour d’une
conceptions de Ia tolerance, alnsı JuUueE les critiques qu! table les COMNMUN Sont exemple Concret
leur sSsont Ouvent opposees. appule ensuıte SUTr Ia contemporaıln de pratique de 19 tolerance quı peut SEervır
pratique de Jesus quıi DOUVaIt IMaNnseCt Compagnıe de modele Paradigmatique dans e discours public SUT B
de tOutes de SCS DOUT presenter troisieme tolerance.

Introduction! rules that ‚oOften find ourselves admıtted Into
*C)an YOU tell StOr1es in cabinet meeting? the ıIn the rect place. In such settings, the
Advocate in the barracks ”® Whart kınd of 1SSsuUE of tolerance APPCars faırly straıghtforward. As
CONVversatıon 15 permissible 1ın the public square” long 4S people OpCratec in publıic according the
Ihe s1igNINCANCE of thıs quotation from the late CONSCHSUS, then whatever they do In their
Jean-Francoı1s Lyotard 1S that thıs question priıvate lıves 1S tolerated. Problems only arıse when

iın al] kinds of settings. rugDYy club and SOTNCOIIC ıIn the DIays according differ-
ENT SCT of criter1a te StOrl1es ın cabinet MeeTlt-church elders meeting AIC VeELY dıfferent, but

both dIC governed Dy SCT of unwritten rules that Ing, advocate In the barracks’.
dictate the nd of speech that 1S allowed. We Iıve Arguabily, the sıtuation In which this 1S MOST
Dy 11NCaAalNs of socı1al conventilons In which the rules frequently experienced 15 the family home, CSDC-
of discourse ATrC rarely discussed (or broken), but clally Ome populated Dy LcCNaAHECFS who aVe
rather assımılated uncOonsc10usly Dy those attend- NOT quite earned that the rules of discourse wıth
Ing As Lewiıs pominted OUuUTt In The Inner Rıng, theıir friends do NOT necessarily obtaın wıth their
It 15 precisely Dy the aCCCPLANCE of these unwriıtten ParCnts. In such setting, different kınd of toler-
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ANCC hıs 15 NOT much tolerance of do NOT HVE sufhiciently robust idea of tolerance
the private sphere 4S within the ome the public- work with. One example 1l sufhce. Tolerance

15 defined AS the aCCCPTLANCC (ın SOMNNC SCNSC) of thatprıvate split has less meanıng but 1T 15 pragmatıc
tolerance, ın which ParCNts and LECNaASCKS arrıve Ar ofwhich would otherwiıse disapprove. ut why 15
SOI1NC kınd of rUuGE daily basıs. IT go0d for aCCCpL what consıider bad? hıs

At the level of sOCI1eLY find these COIN- 15 the “‘paradox of toleration’, and the realıty of 1T
11Calls that OUrTr NnOotlions of tolerance CAaNNOT Carventions dA5, what ll Call: “the iberal consensus’

and “agOnIstIC politics”. According the former, the conceptual (or real) weight that 15 placed uDOIN
the publıc be tightly controlled EeNVI- them AS struggle wiıth the realıty f multicul-
ronment ın which only certaın ftorms of discourse tural socletles.
AL allowed. other differences Call be tolerated Agalnst thıs background 1T INAaYy therefore be

understandable, ıf regrettable, that notlions of tol4S long AS they remaın fırmly ın the prıvate sphere.
According the Jatter, the publıc cshould CITANCcC an equality have often GeCNn accompanıed
be multiplicıty of competing VO1CES each speak- Dy rEeESPONSCS of CynNIıCISmM and miıstrust. ‘“Polıitical
Ing from wıithın theır W frame of referenCce, and correctness’ aPpPCars INallıy 4ASSUNIC that NOLT

the tolerance be adopted 15 merely that which only do aVe exercl1se respectful attıtude
15 pragmatically NECCCSSAL Y nction. In milder others wiıth whom disagree, but that Al the SAL11C

forms, thıs latter kınd of political arrangemen 15 time V aCCCPL other VIEWS AS equally CUuC,
known A4S multiculturalısm, and for whıile IT Was CVEHN though mıne.
celebrated in Britain 4S the WaY Organıse SOCI1- In this article; then, would liıke nake COMN-

triıbution thıs discussıon DYy offering Aall alter-C However, ItSs death knell WaSs sounded Dy the
then Prime Mınıster Tony AIr when ıIn specech natıve CONCCDPL of tolerance beyond the ıberal
addressing the 1Sssue he sald, OT agONIStIC approaches 11C that 15

Obedience the rule of law, democratıc based ON the teachings and practice of Jesus Christ;
decision-makıng about who SOVCINS Uus, an 11C that begıins wıth the first-century practice
treedom from violence an discrimınatıon arc of table-fellowshıp ut ends wiıth the O-
NOT optional ftor British CIt1zenNs. T3Aev ATC what La phenomenon of the dinner DartY.
eing British 15 about eing British carrıes
rights. It also carrıes duties. those dutıes Table-fellowshiptake clear precedence OVDET ANVVY cultural velı-

Now all the tax-collectors an sinners VCSEC,T10US practice (Emphasıs mine)
For INallıy Christians, thıs STAatementT 15 deeply cComıng Cal ısten hım And the Pharısees

an the scribes WETE grumbling and Sayıng,problematiıc AN) IT 15 AAl faıth that leads uSs obey
the rule of law, reSspeCL democracy and treedom. 15 tellow welcomes sınners and EATtSs wıth
OQur dutıies 11C another and the arıse them.’ (Luke 1:2)°

remarkable feature of the gospel of1n OUr faıth, but Call NECVECT take DICC-
edence VT It What has become CIear; though, Jesus ATC hıs table Who VYOU AT wıth an
SINCE Blair’s speech 15 Chät; 4S SOCIETY, the British how YOU AFfe WCIC important 1SSUES iın nrst-century
people aV lıttle iıdea how est acknowledge Palestine. Jesus managed DYy
(Or celebrate ) diversıIity, whilst malintaınıng SONMNIC how he dıd 11 One New lLestament scholar

SaVyS that Jesus got himself kıilled Dy how he ateform ofnational identity. As ONC OmMMeEeNLALOFr PDut
IC; Even if that 1S Al exaggeratıon, IT highlights the

truth that Jesus’ approach eatıng Was O1 oddsWe ATC at SCAqd wıthout socı1al 9 an yeL
who  ‚  s decide them?” We’re al confused, but wiıth the societal Joel Green wrIıtes:

eed talk about IT 1t28 NOLT enough for uSs In the ancıent Mediterranean world, mealtıme
Wads socılal event whose significance far OUT-Just refreart from thıs 1SSUC, afraıd Ör interter-

INg with ther people’s lives.° distanced the eed satisfy ne’s  2 hunger. 1Io
We ave already alluded the fact that OUr welcome people AT the table had become a-

extending them INtIMaCY, solidar-of tolerance hand-in-hand wıth OUTLr

Ör political Oorganısatıon, and would LtY, aCCCPLANCE; table COMpanı10ons WEeIC treated
though they WEeEIC of ne’Ss  A extended famıly.SUgSCSL that Dart of the CasOIl for OUr conceptual

murkiness ın relatıon diversity polıitics 15 that Sharıng tood encoded about hierar-
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It 15 NOT that Jesus 15 somehow UNaWare of thecChy, inclusıon an exclusion, boundarıes and
Crossing boundarıies. Who 1 wıth whom, societal NOTINS Ihe VerY fact that prominent
where 11C SaTt ıIn relatıon whom AF the table Pharıisee has invıted hım hıs Oome demonstrates
such questions 4S these charged wıth socılal that Jesus: at IEaSE: Was considered an approprIi-
meanıng ın the time of Jesus an Luke As ate S&  _ 13 therefore 11C who understood
CONSCYUCHNCC, refuse table fellowship with the normal conventlons. It 1S, rather; that Jesus 15
people Ostracıze them, them AS deliberately and provocatively breakıng those COMN-

outsiders. It 15 agalnst thıs aC  rop that Jesus’ ventlions. As Green SdVS,
Fa practices® JUSTIN THACKER ®  It is not that Jesus is somehow unaware of the  chy, inclusion and exclusion, boundaries and  crossing boundaries. Who ate with whom,  societal norms. The very fact that a prominent  where one sat in relation to whom at the table —  Pharisee has invited him to his home demonstrates  such questions as these were charged with social  that Jesus, at least, was considered an appropri-  meaning in the time of Jesus and Luke. As a  ate guest, and therefore one who understood  consequence, to refuse table fellowship with  the normal conventions. It is, rather, that Jesus is  people was to ostracize them, to treat them as  deliberately and provocatively breaking those con-  outsiders. It is against this backdrop that Jesus’  ventions. As Green says,  table-practices ... are setin sharp relief*  Because the sharing of food is a ‘delicate barom-  Jesus’ table manners were significantly different  eter’ of social relations, when Jesus subverts  from those of his contemporaries. Whilst their  conventional mealtime practices ... he is doing  emphasis was on maintaining purity in terms of  far more than offering sage counsel for his table  how you ate (washing ceremonies before eating,  companions. Rather, he is toppling the familiar  limitations on food preparation on the Sabbath),  world of the ancient Mediterranean, overturn-  what you ate (kosher food), and who you ate  ing its socially constructed reality and replacing  with (only the ritually clean), Jesus challenges all  it with what must have been regarded as a scan-  these boundaries. In feeding large groups at once  dalous alternative.!?  (Matthew 14:13-21 and parallels), he seems to  Indeed, it is precisely this challenge to the norm  pay no attention to the inevitable mix of Jews,  Gentiles and outcasts that would have been pre-  that lends historical weight to this facet of Jesus’  ministry,!® prompting J.D. Crossan to acknowl-  sent, or what the seating arrangement would be,  edge its veracity and in the process describe Jesus  let alone how they were all supposed to wash cer-  as ‘the consummate party animal’.!*  emonially before the meal.?° Even more astonish-  But the question remains, why Jesus behaves in  ing is the story in Luke 7 where during a meal at  Simon the Pharisee’s house, Jesus is joined by an  this manner. What is his purpose, and what rele-  vance does it have for us as we struggle with issues  ex-prostitute.!* The account describes her wash-  ing Jesus’ feet with her tears, then drying his feet  of tolerance at the beginning of the twenty-first  century? An answer to these questions begins to  with her hair, and kissing and pouring perfume on  them. As Green comments,  appcar if we consider the final few verses of the  story regarding Simon and the prostitute:  Within her cultural context ... her. act1ons. on  “Therefore, I tell you, her sins, which were  the whole would have been regarded (at least  many, have been forgiven; hence she has shown  by men) as erotic. Letting her hair down in this  setting would have been on a par with appecar-  great love. But the one to whom little is for-  given, loves little.” Then he said to her, ‘Xour  ing topless in public... It is no wonder that  Simon entertains serious reservations about  sins are forgiven.’ But those who were at the  table with him began to say among themselves,  Jesus’ status as a holy man.'!  ‘Who is this who even forgives sins?’ And he  Yet, Jesus’ response is not to rebuke the woman or  said to the woman, ‘Your faith has saved you;  to say that her actions were inappropriate in this  go in peace.’ (Lk 7:47-50)  meal setting. Rather, he praises her as an example  of faith:  There is a danger, evident in some circles, of merely  Then turning towards the woman, he said to  interpreting Jesus’ actions as a celebration of diver-  sity, as if all he was interested in was wining and  Simon, ‘Do you see this woman? I entered your  house; you gave me no water for my feet, but  dining with as many different kinds of people as  possible. Ifthat were true, the description of him as  she has bathed my feet with her tears and dried  ‘the consummate party animal’ would be entirely  them with her hair. You gave me no kiss, but  from the time I came in she has not stopped  apt, and nothing more need be said. However,  as Craig Blomberg has argued, Jesus’ wider pur-  kissing my feet. You did not anoint my head  with oil, but she has anointed my feet with oint-  pose is transformation by means of acceptance.  Surveying the passages that describe Jesus’ unu-  ment. Therefore, I tell you, her sins, which were  many, have been forgiven; hence she has shown  sual table practices, Blomberg concludes:  is‘ ONE  great love. But the one to whom little is for-  The unifying theme that emerges  given, loves little. (Lk 7:44-47)  that may be called ‘contagious holiness’. Jesus  68 * EJT 24:1ATC SCT 1ın sharp relief.® Because the sharıng of ftood 15 “delicate barom-
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emphasıs W as OIl maıntaınıng purıty iın terms of far INOTC than offering SdYC counsel for hıs table
how YOU AT (washiıng ceremonıIles before eating, COMpanı10ns. tNEer, he 15 toppling the tamılıar
lımıtations ON food preparatıon the Sabbath), world of the ancıent Mediterranean, Overturn-
whart VOU 2A16 kosher fo0d), and wh: VOU ATfe ing ItSs soclally constructed reality and replacıing
with only the ritually Clean), Jesus challenges all It wıth what NC CeHn regarded 4S [1=
these boundaries. In feeding arge ZSrFOUDS Q dalous alternative.'*
(Matthew 14:13-21 and parallels), he SCCHS Indeed, IT 15 precisely thıs challenge the OT
DaYy 110 attention the iınevıtable M1X of Jews,
Gentiles and that would V CCn PIC-

that lends historical weıght thıs facet of Jesus’
ministr v prompting Crossan cknowl-

SCHU: what the seating arrangemecnN would DE, edge ItSs veracıty and In the DIOCCSS describe Jesuslet alone how they WCIC all supposed wash GCGi*
4S °the C  NS  na Darty anımal)?.!*emon1  Y before the meal? Even IMNOTC astoniısh- But the question remalns, why Jesus behaves ıInIng 15 the ın Luke where duriıng neal AT

Simon the Pharıisee’s hOouse, Jesus 15 joined Dy thıs IHNANNENT. What 15 N1S PUrpOSC, and what rele-
Vallcec OC€Ss IT aV for us A struggle wiıth 1SSUESex-prostitute.*” Ihe 2CCOULMNNT describes her wash-

Ing Jesus’ feet wıth her > then dryıng hıs feet f tolerance al the beginning of the twenty-frst
century” An ANSWCT these questiOons beginswiıth her haır, and kissıng and pourıng perfume ON

them. As GreenS, AaDDCAL if consıder the Hinal few VETITSCS of the
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“ HhereclOTe. tell yOU, her SINS, which WCEICthe whole would AVE been regarded (at least
INalıYy, aVC been forgiven; hence she nas cshownby men) AdS erotIic. ng her haır OWN ın thıs

setting would aVe een OIl Dar wıth AaPPCaL- love. But the 11C whom lıttle 15 for:
o1ven, loves lıttle ? hen he sa1d her, “Youring topless In DUBLGE::. It 1S 110 wonder that

Sımon entertaıns Erous reservations about SINS ATC forgiıven.’ But those who AL the
table wıth hım began Sd y AI ONES themselves,Jesus’ STAaTUSs AS holy man
“Who 1S thıs who AA forgives S1INS?” And he

XEr Jesus’ 15 MO rebuke the OmMmMan OTr sa1d the„ *XYOur faıth has saved VOU;,SaV that her act1ons WEeEIC inapproprlate ın thıs ın BeACcE; (Lk 7-50)meal setting. ther, he pralses her AS an example
of faıth There 15 anger; evident In circles, of merely

en turnıng towards the„ he sa1d interpreting Jesus’ acCt10Ns AS celebration of diver-
SItY, 4S ir all he Was interested in Was WiInıng andS1ımon, ‘DDo VOU SC thıs woman” entered VOUT

house; VOU BaVC 110 tor IV feet, but dining wıth d different nds of people 4S

possible. Ifthat WEeEITIC LruGC, the description of hım 4Sche has bathed feet wiıth her and dried “the CONSUMMATE DartLy anımal” would be entirelythem wiıth her AIr YOou AAVC 110O k1SS, but
from the time Calllc in che has NOT topped apt, an nothing IMOTC eed be sald. However,

4S ralg omberg has argued, Jesus’ wıder PUr-kissıng feet You did NOT aNO1INT IV head
wıth o1l, but che has anolnted I1 Y feet wiıth OlINt- DOSC 1S transformatıon by MNMCAaNSsSs of aCCCPLANCC.

Surveyıng the that describe Jesus’ J1MmMent Therefore, tell VOU, her SINS, which WEIC

> have een forgiven; hence che has cshown ul table practices, omberg concludes:
15 HAlove. But the OC whom lıttle 1S for: IThe unıfyiıng theme that CHMCISZCS

g1ven, loves lıttle (Lk 4-47) that INAaYy be called “CONtag1l0US holiness)’. Jesus
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regularly asSsOcC1ates wiıth the Varıous of The rSst of these CONCEIVES of toler-
sinners whom the IMOST PI10US ın hıs culture ATLICC aSs substantıve x0o0d (in prag-
frowned, but hıs aSsOC1atıon 15 NEVCLI end in matıc nNeCESSILY ), an Its political bedfellow 15
itself. Implicitly 0)8 explicitly, he 15 callıng people consensual approach. N1S 15 the standard lıb

eral paradıgm for tolerance, ın which toleratechange theır WaYyS and ftollow hım 4A5 their
THASEET. But unlıke in hıs world (and the differences that divide ftor the sake of UunIıty

around SOINC publıc such as freedom,unliıke cultures throughout the hıs
LOTLY of the world), he Oc€s NOT ASSUNI1IC that rationalıty OL human rights.
he 11l be defiled Dy assoclatıng wıth COrrupt Under thıs rubrıic, political discourse takes place

wıthın circumscribed boundaries the notionalpeople. Rather; hıs purı Call rub off them
an change them for the better. Cleanliıness, publıc sphere. Tolerance 15 operatıve the EXTIENT

that Dut wiıth those AaSPCCLS of the indıividualhe believes, 15 INOTC ‘catching’ than
uncleanness; moralıty LNOITIC influential than that ECVCNMN though disapprove of them and

immorality. 15 disagree with them ll NOT outlaw 4A5 long
4S they remaın wıthın the private realm. he lan-

We SGCC thıs pattern iın the above. At of tolerance ın aSSOC1latıon wiıth 1SSUES of
personal COST; Jesus welcomes and aCCCDLS the sexualıty 15 the classıc example of thıs paradıgm.prostitute, whıilst still acknowledging her SIN and What people do 1ın their OW bedrooms the
the transformatıon that 15 made possible Dy her

SOCS 15 of 1O relevance their publicfaıth ın hım Cruclally, 4S en Wiıtherington 111{ nas performance, and there MUST be 110 restric-
observed, Jesus O€Ss NOT 1NsI1sSt thıs transforma- ONs OL infringements of theır opportunıitıies. Such
t10N aV taken place M aAdvance of hıs aCCCPL- tolerance 1ın the privatised > and IT
ance.!© In enJoyıng table-fellowshıp wıth Jesus, the
[AX collectors an sinners AIC called repCNLaANCC rCPrESCHLS substantıve x00d the CX that

1T fosters public consensual ın which dis-
and faıth ın hım, but there 15 110 evidence that

COUTSC CN proceed along agreed lınes. Kristen
moral perfection1sm 15 required before they ( A Johnson describes 1t thus
SIT and 1ine Ihe OOr 15 O  9 the tood 15 walt-

1Liberal 1INVvOCAat1Ons of tolerance aVve theırIng, the invıtatıon has een offered an whilst
the iInvıte wiıth call transformatıon, IT ın VeLY distinct epistemology, which includes

belief that through the uUSsSCc of TCASOIN al people15 NOT dependant ON that transformatıiıon avıng
Call be unılled around body of COMMON truthsbeen realised before they S1It an DarTtYy. ndeed,

how could IT be? IThe MCSSAYZC of the gospels 15 an morals, regardless of theır other dıiffer-
CCS IThe xoal 15 unıty that Call stand despitethat personal transformatıon 15 only possible by

Gr HXI fellowship wiıth Jesus. Aat and independent of differences, that ‘public’
ıfe CNSAZCS only with . that which 1S held intransformatıon outside relationshıp wiıth hım ALC

doomed allure Hence., what Jesus offers 15 Aall COMMONN, whiıle ‘divisıve) differences ATC left in
the ‘private’ sphere.*/OPCH invıtatıon CVCIVONC, irrespective of back-

Such CONCCPL of tolerance AN) substantıve x0o0dground A socılal standıng, and ver d1Il invıtatıon
that 15 NOT Just tellowshiıp, but also transfor- 1S predicated I1 the x00d of individual freedom.
matıon. hat 15 Jesus’ model of table-fellowship. In popular parlance 1T 5SdYS, “ Can do whatever
Its relevance CONteEMPOTFaAr 1SSUES of tolerance ıke 4S long AS on’t arm aAaNVONC else * Indeed,

thıs sentiment 15 the leitmotit of modern iberal15 where 110 turn
democracıles. Ihe xo0d of personal sub-
stantıates the xo0od of tolerance. The only threat

Tolerating tolerance thıs model 1S when SOMNNC bring that which rightly
As already indicated, there aTC, roughly speaking, cshould remaın private Into the consensual publıc

of tolerance evident ın the CONTEN- sphere. SOo, Riıchard Rorty describes relıgıon 45

POFIaALYV political an cultural climate. ese [WO conversatiıon stopper’ ın precisely thıs WaY.  18
CONCCPIS, 1in EUCH: relate distinct styles of According Rorty, religıon 15 Just about aCCCPL-

able ıIn the private realm, but ın the public realm allpolıtical organısatıon. However, AS the introduc-
t10N has indicated, neıither of these 15 ade- 1t O€s 15 inhıibit conversatıon aSs the other PDart-

round the table ave WdY respond.for the er10us socılal and political Ss1ituat1iOns
In which ind ourselves. As already indicated, AT the local leve]l thıs

EFA3E  aaa  R5 S ’ S -  873 E HA —



JUSTIN | HACKER

approach sOCI1etYy 15 the predominant OI  m In ant politics ave Fangc f problems assoc1lated
sport’s clubs, church meetings and scıientific COMN- wıth them IThe YSt relates the boundary COIN-
ferences different CONCEPLIONS of acceptable public ditions that MUST be artiıculated. In other words,
speech INAaYy be operatıve, but In each of those SECLT- what precisely Call an CANNOT be tolerated>? We
UnNgs SONMNIC such CONCception 25 operatıve. Problems SA W thıs recently ıIn the debates VCT SdaV marrıage
only arıse when that CONvention 18 TEACHNE ıIn the The Green Party Was reported aVE

N1S 15 NOCL, though, the only CONCCDL of toler- expelle SOMINCONC from the Darty because of her
ANCC, and certamly NOT the only form of political VIEWS ‚0)8| SAaYy marrlage. Ihe 1SSUE Wäds$ NOT whether
discourse that 15 evident in CONLTCEMPOFALCY estern the DartYy agreed with her VIECWS they clearly dıid
SOCIETY. TIThe second CONCCPL of tolerance be NOT but whether representing the DartYy
described 15 tolerance A pragmatıc NECESSILY, and could be allowed hold such views *!
Its dining partner 15 agONIStIC political theory. he second problem affecting OUr O-
Krıisten ohnson agaln explains, LaL Y CONCeEptIONS of tolerance 15 the inevıtable PaS-

For agONIStIC theorists difference 15 be SIVItYy that they engender. By definition, tolerance
celebrated because It l1es at the vVeLY heart of 1S refraın from actıng 0)8 speakıng In S1IF-UATIONS
the WaY the world 1S and the WaYV ur identi1- where HC might A acted otherwise. YEE: It 1S

precisely thıs reticence interfere that has a“t1es ArCc constituted. They bring the CONVECT-
sSatıon COA GEHN that ıberal tolerance 15 NOT bDIiy contributed 11C of the INOTC pernICIOUSs fea
sufhcient because IT still, by definition, involves of our culture: walk-on-by mentalıty. Whiılst
disapproval rather than embrace of dıifference those who challenge antısocıal behaviour A

and, work, IT requires that differences HOT rightly praised, the COMMMNMON (FAIF
be recognized in anı y public WAaY. By assumıng® the populatıon 15 ELICHA blind CVC C.VENn

that IT 15 possible keep dıfference an CONN- the atrOC1I0US behaviour. Not long AYO, 1ın
Dusy tube stat1on, SA  < three large INCIN clearly1ICT OUuUtT of OX COINMON political lıfe, political

lıberalısm overlooks the conflictual, agONIStIC harassıng Whart found shock
Ma of reality. The of conflict and ing Wdas NOT only the SCOTCS of people who sımply

ıIn all aAaSPCCTS of life. relationships, 1INnst1- ignored the plight of the VOUNS lady, but Wn

tut10Ons, an SITIKANHNTFES I1Calls that hesitation aTt getting involved. We prize the AaVE-
ind UnIıty Or develop polıtical theories in the a-go-heroes precisely because they ATC NOT the
11A1l of Uunıty always do violence DOTM And VCL, what AVE faıled recognIıze

15 that thıs attıtude 15 11C that from OUuUr celdifference Unıity CaAaNNOL, accordıing these
agOnIst1c 0)8 post-Nıetzschean political theo- ebration of modern ftorms of tolerance. The ObvI-
rsts, be the x0al, 1L1LOT tolerance the WaY SEL Uus corollary Ör T WON T interfere In VOUTF lıfe 1f
there Instead, these theorists search for WdY VOU ont interfere In mıne) 15 } WON T  D help VOU,

beyond tolerance and Uunıty deeper if VOU WON T  D help MmMe In 2003 all Oopınıon poll
and richer embrace of difference. For the sake ftound that whilst 78 % of people In the saı1d
of dıversity, they relinquish the hope of UMiey.. they would intervene if they SAa  S MIS-

Philosophically, John Miılbank has described thıs treating Or kicking their dog, only 523% of people
would intervene Y SOMNCONC Wäas mistreating 0)4understandıng In INS of the ONtology of VIO-

lence.*9 C  Ng theiır What 15 the dıfference here”?
Presumabily the danger of retaliation 15 the SAdI11E inMore popularly, 1T 1S sımply called the Bıg

Brother house! Although these theorists bandon both So, perhaps the only dıfference 1S that
do NOT thınk of anımals 4S havıng prıvate ıfeNnOtIONs of tolerance: thıs 1S only the CdsSCc ar the

ıdeal OTr principled CVO As pragmatıc NECESSILY, that 1S OC ofur COHCcET I}

such theorists adopt SOMINC ftorm of tolerance. Luke Bretherton, drawıng the work ofaVl
Hollenbach,„The important pomnt 15 that IT 1S NOT consiıdered

AS ıtself x00d, but merely tool that nables uSs 1# tolerance AT AS rei SIC anıYy
SUFrVIvVe 1n such agONIStIC enviıronment. Its constructive action. Hollenbach NOTES that anYy

pragmatısm 15 evident the CXTENT that IT 15 sed form Gr genumne human actıon adds OTr trıes
instrumentally ProtecL diversity. change the direction of what 15 happening.’

Numerous OMMENTATOFS aVe pointed OUT that XeL tolerance. understood AS LIECVCT halleng-
both these of tolerance and theıir Aatten- Ing Op1IN10NS |we might ad or behaviours’ |

EJT 24:1



HREF ONCEPTS (JF OLERANCE

others hold, reduces us silence and INact1ıv- Neıther of OUr modern CONCeEptIONS of tol-
ItY, because ad an seek change whart GLEANGEe reCOgNISES sufhicıently the interdependence
others think 15 Dy definition intolerance. As that characterises humans ASs sOocı1al beings. They
Hollenbach n  „ 1t 15 obviously vreductı0 ad both work wiıth flawed CONception of human
absurdum iımply that public philosophy MTFE Tolerance d substantiıve gx0o0d faıls
built around tolerance a1ms SEL people appreclate 1T because 1T 1S predicated ON notion of

individual AS the socıal good. However,StTOP talkıng an actıng. However, this 15 the
effect IT has.“4 GVEIN tolerance 4S pragmatıc NECESSILY faıls

recognIıse 1T 4S 1T ASSU11CS Cal OpcCrate wiıithınIt 15 worth pomting OUuUL that thıs passıvity applies rarehied schema ın which continual antagonısmboth of tolerance. In regar toler-
ATIGE A substantive g00Od, such Dass1vity 15 eVI- OeEs NOT fundamentally ter @1838 of eing

It believe that maılıntaın OUT identitydent when fa] challenge behavıours that 1n Oopposıtion those around UusS, rather than DYyHG directly harmful those involved OuTt of SOIINNC relating rightly those around us It 1S, iIf you lıke,misplaced notion that whart they do In their priıvate the billiard ball version of SOCIETY, rather than thelıves 1S NONC of COUT business. Ihe SuppOrt of SOMNIC web We bounce off each other, rather than COMN-for decriminalisatıon of cannabıs 15 probably Casc We HC hard, rather than sticky. IThe faılure,1n pomnt ere the value of indıvıidual
outweighs the COST of personal arm In relatıon then, of both CONCEptLONS 15 siımply faıl SpOL

the WIONS that ]Descartes and others took
pragmatıc Conception of tolerance, sımılar DaS- when they placed the indıividual AT the GG of

SIVILY has een evident 1n the WdVYV ın which certaın reflective thinking. £ human beings, and therefore
ethnıc ( relig10us communıiıtlies in the aVE SOCIETY, AIC inherently relational an interdepend-developed 1n isolatıon from the rest of SOCIETY. OQut CHL; then allıy procedure for sOoc1al an politicalof desire reSpeCL diversity, which ın SOTINC interactıiıon that alls take thıs Into ACGCOUNT 111
has sımply domg nothing NCOULASC A taıled before IT has egun It 15 time for Aall
integration, A ended with sectl1ons of the alternatıve approach.populace severely polarised.““ NOow, IT 1S clear that
thıs line of 15 frequently Overstated but
that OC€Ss NOT FGIHOVEGE the fact that IT has SOMNIC Jesus and politics“®
valıdity. Tolerance A4AS DaSsSIVItYy O€s NOT solve sOc1a]| In thıs PapcCrlI, WAant contend that Jesus’
problems; ın fact IT Creates them. As Hollenbach, ple of table-fellowshiıp 15 model and example of
In relatıon the {® STaLCS, tolerance. Moreover, thıs paradıgm Can be applied

Acceptance tolerance of difference ıll CET= in OUrTr CONLCMLDOFAFr siıtuation AT both the ocal
and INacCcIO scale. In the YrSt place, Jesus’ practice 15taınly NOT knıt the ın the flesh of the

American body politic today. en aCCCPLANCC Aall example of tolerance the EXFCHE that he wel-
COMECS and aAaCCCDLIS all Into relationship wıth hımof dıfference becomes aCcqulescence In deep

sOc1al disparıties and human miserYy 1T becomes We MUST NOT lose sıght of the fact that iın openıng
the OQOr. tax-collectors, prostitutes an>Dart of the problem, NOTLT part of the solution.“*
an Inviting them dine wıth hım Jesus Was

Finally, OUTr modern CONCEPLONS of tolerance NOT Just providıng ftood In fact. the provisiıon offall short ıIn rEeSPCCL of the individualism food WasSs the least signıfıcant aSPECCL of hıs aCt10NS.
which they AL AsSe Whilst INalı 1ıberals iıke ther; IT WaSs the sOocl1al and relig10us aCCCPLANCCEthink they A moved beyond ftormer Prime that hıs act1ons indicated that would Aave had the
Mıinıister Margaret Thatcher’s “I here’s maın impact.“ In welcoming these people, Jesussuch thing 4S soclety’, they faıl SCC that they Was makıng It clear the reSst fSOCIeLY that these
QV SIımply taken all alternatıve branch the SrOUDS WEIC Just AS much part of kıngdomEnlightenment iFCce Susan Mendus DULS It, 4S the relig10us elite In fact: frequently they WEeEIC

We eed understand how people AIC ınter- ahead of the rel1g10us eaders in entering
dependent AdS5 ell Aas ındependent We eed kıngdom 21:831:5352). Moreover, ın aCCECPL-
explain how 1S formed, NOT solely Ing them irrespective of Dast behaviour includ-
from the internal 39arure of indıviduals, but also Ing behavıour ofwhich Jesus disapproved and In
from the natfure of the SsOCIeEtLYy 1ın which they find advance of moral transformatıion, Jesus exhibited
themselves.*> whart Call only be described d tolerance. It 1$ NOT
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the that Jesus thought prostitution avarı- in particular dependence ON Christ Himselft. Ihe
CIOUS TAaxX collecting WasSs acceptable. Jesus’ pomnt g00d uDON which hıs practice of tolerance 15 based

15 the good of knowing Jesus, an by 11NCcaAans ofWaSs that though he disapproved of theiır
behaviour, those people WEeIC still] welcome AT hıs that: the x00d of lıving ın COoMMUNItY wıth ftellow
ta  G: and Dy extension In the kıngdom of God .“ believers. Jesus calls usSs true freedom, ıIn which
Y Al the Sanı time, Jesus’ practice of toler- 4: lıberty aCCCDL respons1bilıty, obey God

avo1ds the pıtfalls mentioned earlher. In an OUur ne1ghbour. We have, then, thick
the YrSt place, It has clear boundarıes. Jesus 15 NOT description of tolerance that ArNlses from the PFaCc-
Sayıng, °“Come Jo1n the Darty an nothing Ces of A rst preacher but O€es 1T e

relevance for ur CONLCMPOFAFY polıitical AITANSC-15 expected.’ He 1S Sayıng, ‘Jo1in the DartYV, tellow-
ship wıth I and by I11Calls of that tellowshiıp ments”
CXPCCT be transformed.? Hıs only requırement, We chall ON SUSSCSL that IT does, but
and yveL IT 15 requiırement, 15 willingness be NOT that there 15 direct lıne from the practices
changed. omberg has developed the notion that of Jesus CONLEMPOFAFrY polıtics Rather, A

Jesus’ role In these EVENTS Was that of OSt He askıng whether reflection the practices of Jesus
Was NOT always the OStTt ıIn the SCI1ISC of provıdıng Ohrist miıght enable uUSs imagıne different kınd

of political arrangeMCNT In the PrESCNHL. It 15 pOSSI-the food, ut he Was the spirıtual host, m  ng IT
clear wh WAaS, an wh Was NOT acceptable Al the ble that such work INAaYy faıl, but IT 1S also possible

that It INaYy succeed, AT nothing 15 OStTt Dy CHNSAH-PDarty. TIThe significance of thıs 15 that SC that
the criıterion for entering the Darty Was OT Just Ing creatively and constructively ın the task. 1 15 In

transformation, but also reSPCCL for that spiırıt that proceed
the host, and especlally the authority of the OSt Given that In Jesus’ model of table-fellowship
TIThe people that Jesus rejected precisely those the iımportant boundary condıtıon identi-

Hed Was reSPECL for the authority Ö the host, Callwh efused recCOgNISsE hıs authority by reject-
Ing the Invıtatıon he had extended, and who, Dy recogNnIseE sultable Ost in OUur SIF-UA-

t10N” At YTSTt sıght, might consıder the reignıngCXtENSION, WCIC unwilling change (LK 14:15-
24) Hıs Was NOCL, then, entirely 1INvIıta- OvernNmeNt 4S the host; after a]] they aV CCn

democratically elected. However, let PIODOSCt10N; IT has condiıtions attached. Ihe OoundarYy,
however, 15 clear: reSPCCL an recognıtion for the that the Irue OSt should reCcOgNISsE 15 the whole

populace, CVen poss1ibly the 10 population.*”authority of Jesus Christ 4S relig10us OSt
In sayıng this, IT 15 important emphasize that DyIn the second place, Jesus’ MO of tolerance

avo1ds the dangers of DasSIVItY. Once agaln, he 15 ‘populace’ do NOT 1NCAN SOIIC abstract notion of
the Nan ther, would TAW ON Jesus’ defiNOLT Sayıng, “Come dine wıth I and 11l leave

VOU 4S VOU S ut rather, “Come dine wiıth 981 nıtıon of COUT “neighbour’ artıculate the Daralıı-
of thıs CONCEDLION. According Jesus, OUrAT 11l change you As a noticed, Jesus’

xoal W dS NOT diversity for diversity’s sake, but “neighbour’ 15 NOT iın geographical, sOCcl1al,
relig10us, cultural Or ethnıc PrOoX1mıty. Rather,rather the possibility of change Dy 111Calls of rela-

tionship wıth hım Bretherton wriıtes, hıs point In the so-called parable of the 00d

Jesus relates hospitality and holiness by invert-
Samarıtan (LKK 10:2557). 1ın which thıs question 1S
addressed, 18 that 1n rESPECCL of the love command

Ing their relatıons: hospitality becomes the all those boundaries arc illegitimate, an that OUTof holiness. nstead of havıng be SCT ne1ighbour 15 Sımply ANVOLIC ATl everyone.““from OTr xclude PAagans In order maın- Ihe populace, then, whom MUST show
taın holiness, 1t 1S in Jesus’ hospitality Of pagans, reESPECCL CONSsSISts of OUur “ne1ghbours’ In the
the unclean, an iınners that hıs WI) holiness 15 outlined above, whether considered individuallycshown ftorth nstead of SIN and ImMpurıty infect- 0)4 corporately. What thıs INCANS, though, 15 that
Ing hım It Jesus’ purıty and righteous- the boundary marker between those tolerate

somehow “ntfects’ the impure, iınners an
the Gentiles *?

an those do NOL, 15 defined DYy thıs attıtude of
reSPECL. hıs Oes NOT INCaAanN that ndıvıduals, 0)8

Finally, hıs table-fellowship 15 NOT 24SE ON flawed SrOUDS, MUST wiıth the maJorıty OpInıon for
CONception of humanıty. The substantive xo0d the maJority 15 NOT the populace, ut they MUSL, AS
that Jesus reCOSNISES 1S NOT the gxo0od of Nndıvıd- whole, reSPCCL the populace. On these srounds,
ual but the g0o0d of interdependence, then, the terrorIıst OTr violent offender eed NOT
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be tolerated whereas those who disagree wiıith the Pass1vIty 15 also avoıded. Precisely because there 15
maJOrIty, by 111Calls of prOtCeSL, chould be ut single publıc sphere ın which all modes of dis
what kind of tolerance talkıng about? Whart COUTSC AL:C allowed, including those that usually
does ir i1Call tolerate who rESPECL the host of take place wıthın the conventional private sphere,
the populace? the exIstencCce of that passıvely accepted sphere

As host, Jesus accepted lavısh banquets from becomes irrelevant. Precisely by eing allowed
rich tax-collectors, CUDS of cold from dis- aAVEe genNumINE VO1lCE AT the public ta  e IT 15 lıkely
graced single < and perfume from PrOS- that the isolatıon that perce1ive in certaın COMN-
titutes. He did NOL PUut lımıts OI the INanler 1ın munıitlies would be diminished.
which people demonstrated their respCCL, 11OT did hıs pomnt has recently been argued DYy the chief
he reject them purely because the guardıans of the executıve of the (Engliısh) Natıiıonal Assoclatıon
populatıon rejected them In ıke MANNCL, might for Voluntary and Communıity Actıon (NAVCA)NOLT ur public SUUaAIC be characterised by far 1n responding Oovernment proposals restrict
greater pluralıty of VO1CES, each of which speaks funding for COoMMUNItY STOUDS that only rCepresCNtLtIn ItS WI)„ In line wıth ItSs W Categories?

11C SECTIOTFr of the population. HeAccording the consensual model of tolerance,
Ca  > only OW certaın forms of discourse, thus Ihe commıssıon’s rcpOort* THREE CONCEPTS OF TOLERANCE ®  be tolerated whereas those who disagree with the  passivity is also avoided. Precisely because there is  majority, even by means of protest, should be. But  a single public sphere in which all modes of dis-  what kind of tolerance are we talking about? What  course are allowed, including those that usually  does it mean to tolerate all who respect the host of  take place within the conventional private sphere,  the populace?  the existence of that passively accepted sphere  As host, Jesus accepted lavish banquets from  becomes irrelevant. Precisely by being allowed to  rich tax-collectors, cups of cold water from dis-  have a genuine voice at the public table, it is likely  graced single women, and perfume from pros-  that the isolation that we perceive in certain com-  titutes. He did not put limits on the manner in  munities would be diminished.  which people demonstrated their respect, nor did  This point has recently been argued by the chief  he reject them purely because the guardians of the  executive of the (English) National Association  population rejected them. In like manner, might  for Voluntary and Community Action (NAVCA)  not our public square be characterised by a far  in responding to government proposals to restrict  greater plurality of voices, each of which speaks  funding for community groups that only represent  in its own terms, in line with its own categories?  one sector of the population. He wrote:  According to the consensual model of tolerance,  we can only allow certain forms of discourse, thus  The commission’s report ... took the view that  negating at the outset the genuine concerns and  funding minority groups increases segregation  modes of expression of some. However, by means  and should become the exception. I disagree.  of the agonistic approach, all we get is a loud  During my career I have worked with com-  shouting match that is insufficiently controlled  munity groups in Hull, Newcastle and Derby,  until it spirals out of control. Given a robust con-  and I am now in touch with Navca’s members  cept of a boundary condition of respect for the  throughout England. That experience has con-  host, namely the populace, why could we not have  vinced me that, far from reinforcing segrega-  a public square characterised by a multitude of  tion, funding for faith and minority ethnic  voices all speaking in their own categories, and in  groups often helps them become effective  their own terms? Why is it that Descartes or Kant  advocates on behalf of their communities... By  or Epicurus can be referenced in the town hall, but  helping minority ethnic groups build their self-  not Jesus or Mohammed? Now admittedly, the  former are not usually quoted by name, but that is  sufficiency we enable them to take an active part  in civil society.®®  not the point - their philosophies and presupposi-  tions are prevalent in the discourse. As we have  Clearly, this is not precisely the same as the active  indicated, this is not, though, merely a return to  stance that Jesus took in relation to his dinner  an agonistic politics, in which tolerance is no more  guests, but it is certainly a more active approach  than a pragmatic construct. Rather, the tolerance  than we currently enjoy.  we need here is a deliberate, intentional tolerance  In a similar vein, this approach is not based on  that welcomes this multitude of voices on the basis  a flawed conception of the individual in isolation  of respect for the whole populace. It is tolerance as  from society. The paradigm we are working with  table fellowship.  is one in which all voices are allowed at the table,  When we apply the example of Jesus’ table fel-  because all voices are necessary for the sustenance  lowship to the requirements of a just political com-  of a healthy community. It is not I as an individual,  munity, the thrust is towards a much more open  or my freedom, that grounds this conception, it 1s  system of representation. The goal, unlike Jesus’  us and our good. That is the ultimate basis for such  dinner parties, is not the religious transformation  tolerance.  of those admitted into the representative system,  but something much less, though still vital: basic  But the question remains, whether we have  any concrete examples in which this kind of para-  respect for their rights as fully equal citizens to  participate fully in the public realm, which may  digm has been practised. Well, there are none at  the macro level for the simple reason that it has  also have the benefit of elevating the level of politi-  cal debate and the opening up of new solutions to  never been adequately tested. However, at the  policy questions that the dominant groups cannot  local level, it happens all the time in a social setting  SCC  that strangely enough is very similar to the one in  Utilising such a conception, the problem of  which Jesus was engaged: the dinner party.  EF 20 73  ;ttook the VICW that

negatıng at the OUTSeT the genulne an fundiıng minorı1ty ZSrFOUDS increases segregation
modes of eXpressionN of SOM However, Dy and cshould become the exception. disagree.
of the agONIStIC approach, all CL 15 oud During CAarcer ave worked wıth COM

shouting match that 15 insufhciently controlled munıty SrOUPS in Hull, Newcastle and erby,
until It spirals OUuUtTt of control. Given robust GCGOMN- and 11OW In touch wiıth Navca’s members
CCDL of boundary condıtıion of reSPCCL for the throughout England hat EXPEHENCE has C
host, namely the populace, why could NOT aVE vinced (Hat. far from reinforcing SCHICSd-

public characterised by multitude of t10N, fundıng for faıth and minorıty ethnic
VO1ICES all speaking ın theır OW) categorIi1es, 4a1 1n

ZrFOUDS often elps them become effective
theır WI)1 terms? Why 15 IT that ]Descartes OTr Kant advocates behalf of theır communlitles... ByEpicurus (C AF be referenced In the [OWN hall, but helping mınorıty ethnıc STOUDS build theır self-
NOLT Jesus Mohammed? Now admıttedly, the
former ATC NOT usually quoted by„ but that 15 sufficC1enCy enable them take actıve part

ın C1vıl SOGCIeN. -NOT the pomnt their philosophıies an presuppos!ı-
ONS AL prevalent in the discourse. As AaVeE CIeany, thıs 15 NOT precisely the SAaMllc 4S the actıve
indicated, thıs 15 NOL, though, merely retfurn TAalce that Jesus took In relatıon hıs dinner

agONIStIC politics, ıIn which tolerance 15 110 TMNOTC QUCSLS, but IT 15 certainly ILNOIC actıve approach
than pragmatıc CONSITTUCE ther; the tolerance than currently eNJOY.

eed Sre 1$ delıberate, intentional tolerance In similar ve1ın, thıs approach 15 NOT based
that welcomes thıs multitude Of volces the basıs flawed COnception of the indıvidual In isolatıon
of reSPCCL tor the whole populace. it 15 tolerance 4S from SOCIELY. Ihe paradıgm ATC. working wiıth
table fellowship. 15 OC ın which all VO1CES arc allowed ar the table,

When app1y the example of Jesus’ table fel- because all VO1CES AL NECCECSSAL V for the
lowship the requırements of Just political COMN- of healthy COMMUNItTY. I 15 NOT 4A5 indıvidual,
MUNItY, the thrust 15 towards much LTNOTC OPCH I1LY freedom, that grounds thıs CONCeptiOonN, 1t 15
SYSTtemM of representation. Ihe xOal, unlike Jesus’ and 0V g00d hat 15 the ultımate basıs for such
dinner partıes, 1S NOT the rel1g10us transformatıon tolerance.of those admitted IntOo the representative SYSLCM,
but somethıing much less, though still vital: basıc But the question remalns, whether avVe

alıy examples in which thıs nd Gl Dakd-rESPECL for theır rights 4S fully equal CIit1zens
partıcıpate fully ıIn the public realm, which MaYy digm has GenN practised. Well; there arc aLt

the level for the simple TrCAaSON that IT hasalso aVe the benefit of elevatıng the level of polıtı-
cal debate and the openıing of 11ICW solutions eGeCnN adequately tested. However, AL the

policy questions that the dominant ZrOUDS CAaNNOT OCa level, 1t happens the tiıme 1ın socı1al setting
GE that strangely enough 1S VCLY simıilar the 11C in

Utilising such CONceptlion, the problem i which Jesus WAas engaged: the dinner DartY.
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The dinner party lıne that Call be crossed and ar which pomnt the
At the typıc British dinner DarTtYy, there EXIStS 15 AI leave. It for Instance,

Was unnecessarıly rude, threatening CI violent,vVeLYy free approac discourse. Not only might
the tOp1C of discussıion LAallsc from the latest SC1- the PGST of the DartLy WOU SuUuppOrt the HIC at the

recelving end of nat behaviıour and demand thatentific discovery politics SCxX the perpetLrator leave. It 15 iımportant OTE thatchildren foreign travels, the mode of CONVETSA-
t1on 1S similarly varıcd depending ON who 15 SIt- thıs would happen whether NOT the rest of the

DartLYy agreed OLr disagreed wıth the point the PCI-Ung round the ta At tiımes,S111
Was makıng The requırement maıln-authoritatively whart the latest academiıc research

()I1 tOPIC 15 Someone else wıll provide pIeCE taın certaın level of CIVility oOutstr1ıps the 1SsuEe AaTt

question. XEr AT the time, this 1S mınımalof insider information. Another might conduct
conceptual analysıs, and another 111 reflect wiıth commıtment. It 15 NOT there stifle CONVETSA-

t10n, COr CVGIN vehement disagreement; IT 15 therepersonal remnıSsCeENCE OTr experience that 15 rel-
CINISUTC that conversatıon Call cContinue, rather thanEVant the topIC. No HG mode of discourse 1S

privileged above the TESsT. Indeed, the PCISON wh: be stifled. Whiılst thiıs sOc1a| conventlion applies ın
reSspeCL ofone’s fellow ZUCSLTS, It applıes particularlydogmatically considers their Wn 16 W 4S the only in reSPECL Gr the OSt Whilst 11C might 1ignoreOMNNC worthy of meriıt 15 usually consiıdered Kr

and INaYy find that the invıtes dry else iın the DarLYy askıng YOU leave, ıf
the OSt SdaVS VOUF time 15 then It really 1sWhıılst thıs nd of cConversatıon Can e UD In

post-modern relatıvism, 1T 15 ften the 8 NIe that 31Ss 18 al] part of the unwriıtten contractual
arrangemMecnN wıth the OSst In accepting theirgeNuUuINE COMNSCHNSUS Cal CINCISC that has taken Into InvitatiOon, and reCEeIVINS theır generoSsıty, O AdICthe whole Oof views d they aV been

expressed In theiır OWN terms In other words, the also agreeıng abide Dy their code of conduct in
FrESPECCL of dinner DParLy Respect for theacademıic 15 allowed speak academi1Cc, an their host, Hen becomes the gulde the nNatfure of thecontribution 1$ evaluated ON those The PCI- dinner DartVy boundaries.sonal experience 15 hared UAS A personal EXPEMENCE, Hence; ın the CONLCMPOFar dinner DarTY, Oland 1S sımılarly evaluated wiıth Its WIN integrIity. CC 15 evident the CXTENT that all modes ofHuman beings dIC generally rational enough discourse ATrC allowed, AL rejected Al OUTfSsSetknow that these different kınds of specch ATrC al Yer. AYE the Eume; the boundary marker 15 clear:of value, and whıiılst they be directly COIMN- reESPECL tor the other ZUCSLTS and especlally rESPECLpared, they IB oth contribute wıder VISION for the host, including theır authority. Passıvıty 15of reality. Ihe dinner PDartYy, then, allows all Dar- avoıded In that all SUCSLTS wıth expectationtıcıpants be heard an be heard In theır that they might learn something from He another.

OWIN) terms In addiıition thıs the dinner Darty It 15 certamly less passıve eNnviıronNment than 1886OCcs NOT invent 0)8 baptise the artıficıal notion of „ publıc approac socı1al CNgYAZCMCNL. Inpublic-private split 1ving all partıcıpants addition, the ultimate x00d al stake 15 NOT theshare INCans that whatever each PCISON aM 700d of indıividual o  V, but the x00d of the
contribute, they ALC HNowed contribute. It cshared sOc1al that 15 the dinner Party.1S NOT then, the d the scı1entihic Convention, There AaTrC; of COUISC, SOIMNC polnts of divergence

0)4 indeed the parlıamentary Select Commiittee between Jesus’ practices an (MIT CONLCEMPOFAFCYScience and Technology where certaın ftorms setting, but INY PUFrDOSC In drawıng attention
of discourse AA explicitly barred. And the notion the dinner DartVy 1S heuristic. TIhe fact that 4S
of tolerance that 1S operatıve 1$ precisely N1OT the twenty-first-century people from wıde FaNSC of
NOotIion of tolerance 4S substantive g00d A4SsSE backgrounds and experienNCces INANASC NCRO-indivıidual omething else 15 Z0O1INg ON
ere

tıate successfully that sOcC1a| that if
applied siımılar approac OUuUr publicBut the dinner Darty 1S also NOT the 4S the discourse, might discover rncher. fuller COMN-

kınd Of agonistic polıtics evinced In the Bıg Brother CCDL of tolerance, ASs ell 4S richer, fuller model
house. Whiılst all tODICS and modes of discourse arc for SOCIETY. 4 DIS; AT least, 15 what Jesus’ exampleallowed whether private public there remaın It 15 also what another rabbı thıs time

boundaries. Respect for Ha another 1S the from the twenty-first CCNLUrY ave had
In mind:rst of these ven AT the dinner DartY, there 1S
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The ALISWCT 15 CONVDETSALLON NOL INETC Robert Karrıs, Luke Artıst and Theologian (New
debate but the discıplined Aı of communıcat- York Paulist Press, 1985 chapter

Joel Green, The Theology of the Gospel of LukeIng (makıng VIEWS intellig1ible OIMNCOIIC
who Oes NOTLT share them) an lıstening (enter- (Cambrıidge: Cambridge Unıiversity Press,
INg Into the inner WOTr. of whose Edwards, The Gospel Accordıng MarkVIEWS aATrCc opposed INY OWNn) Each 15 SCHU- (Leicester:ine form of rESpCCL, of payıng attention the 2002 195 W.C Poon,

“Superabundant Fellowship in the Kıngdom:other, of conferring value hıis (JI her OpInN10NSs Ihe Feeding of the Fıve Ihousand nd the eal
though they AT NOT mıne. In debate Motif ın kE Expository Times 114 2003) -

sıde WINS, the other loses, but both dIC the Samnıc 230 226-228).
AS they WCIC before. In CONVversatıon neither 10 Joel Green, The Gospel of Luke (Gran p1ds
sıde loses an both ATrc changed, because they Eerdmans, 309 Ihe TE6 term 15 of

sinner In the OWwn10 W know whart realıty looks ike ftrom dıffer-
11EeNT BEFSPECHVE. hat 15 NOT Sa V that either Green, Luke. 310

Green, Luke, 550Q1VES ItSs PrevIOUS CONVICtTIONS. hat 1S NOT 13 hıs 15 the because It AS5SCS the double d1s-what COonversatıon 15 about. it O€Ss INCAaAN, how- simılarıty criterion for authentic Sayıngs of Jesus:; SCC
CVCIL, that INaYy 10W realize that make ralg omberg, Contagious Holiness: Jesus’ Meals

for another deeply held belief, and f IV w1ith SINNENVS (Downers Grove: Apollos,
OW CdSC has been compelling, the other siıde chapter

omberg, Contagious Holiness,IMaYy understand that IT LOO make
15tor mıne. hat 15 how public moralıty 15 COINN- omberg, Contagious Holıness, 12

structed In plural sOCIety NOT Dy single omberg, Contagious Holıness, 102
lsten Johnson, T heology, Polıtical COTY andominant VO1CE, 110OT bDy the relegation of moral]l Pluralısm1SSUES the private domaın of OoOme and OCa (Cambridge: ambridge Universıity
Press, 2007congregation, but Dy sustaiıned ACT of under- 18 Rıchard Rorty, Philosophy an Socıal Hopeonstandıng an seeking be understood C1I1OSS5 Penguin, 1999 168-174

the boundarıies of difference ** Johnson, 1T heology,
John ılbank, 1 heology an Soc1ıal COTY Oxford:

Dr Justin Thacker 15 Academıic Dean and lecturer asıl Blackwell, 1990 For Milbank, such “Yi0lence)
15 evident whenever VIEW SOCI1eLYy sphere ofIn Practical an Public Theology at CCollege, NCCCSSALV conflict.

A “The Green Party has unpleasant WaY of dictat-
Ing mMa of conscience’, Telegraph 23 November
2012Endnotes Luke Bretherton, Häspimlity Holıness: Chrıstian

An earlier version of thıs artıcle W d5S5 part of the “UENESS amıd 0V Diversıty (Aldershot: Ashgate,7th Temple Address, al ECVENt? hosted by the 2006 147
Evangelical Allıance ON 13 November 2007 23 Incidentally, the SAamMıc phenomenon 15 evident In
Jean-Francoıis Lyotard, The Postmodern Condıtion: CUFTXT unwillingness challenge certaın forms of

Report Knowledge (Manchester: Manchester family lıfe ırrespective of whether they harm the
Unıversıty Fress: 1984 1L NOT Our DassSıVve valuıng of aUTONOMYC:8 Lewıs, *U he Inner Rıng’, Memori1al Lecture

ren
SCCIHNS outweıigh actıve safeguardiıng of chil-

at Kıng's College, London, 1944, at Dttp: / /
www.lewissoclety.org/innerring.php (accessed 18 Davı Hollenbach, The Common 90d and
October 2014 Christian Ethics (Cambridge: ambrıidge UniversıityTony Blair, “Ihe Duty Integrate: Shared British PTeSs,; 2002 41
ucs  w speech delivered Frıday December 25 Susan endus, Toleratıon an the Tamats of2006, at http://mercury.ethz.ch /serviceengine / Liberalism London: Macmiıllan, 1989 67/7-68
Fıles/ISN/26685 /ipriadoc_doc/a8bc50ed-bf39- Much of thiıs section 1s derived from OLr inspiıred443b-2269-49b6bcd68 1/en/1 47  laırımmi- by Bretherton, Hospitalıty; omberg, Contagious
gration.pdf (accessed July 2015 Holiness and Johnson, Theology. number of the
Jenn1ı Russell;, “Basıc CIvilıty 1S about sOc1al solıdarıity, WdYS In 1C describe *tolerance” parallel; In Dar-

priggishness’, The Guardıan, May 2007 ticular, Bretherton’s description of “hospitalıty”.
scrıpture quotations ATIC taken from the New My for choosing the nomenclature of tol-

Revısed andar: Version. GEAHCG”n rather than hospitality AIC heuristic. 1le
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€OS 1 draws A distinction between *natıon’Bretherton 15 MNg LO pomnt OutL that the CONCCDL of
‘hospitalı MNSZS wiıth 1T A 1C2 and theologica nd ‘ne1ghbour’ AN alternatıive paradıgms for
Ccp that 1$ perhaps MISSINS from HOlETANCGE. that builldıng the cıvıl SOCIETY. The eCOS rCDOrT makes
ept. does NOT pertain for non-theologians who AIC StIrONg AS! tor the latter the CI eiIieEC-
hable mısunderstand ItfSs connotatıons. WOUuU t1ve approach. tephen Backhouse, Red, 1LE,that the CONCCDL of “tOlerance “ approprIi-
ately amended Al elieve have done In thıs

Blue and Brovwn: (CtIZENS, Patrıots an the Prıme
Miınasteron eO8, Z00/.); avaılable atMNSS greater degree of meanıng for theosthinktank.co.uk (accessed ebruary 2013non-theologica audience, nd that 15 why have

chosen It A Bretherton, Hospitality, 123124125656 27 point that Rıchard Dawkins completely aıls tO
SC Rıchard Dawkins, The God Delusıion (London:Poon, "1able Fellowship’, IR Bantam Press, 2006 254-2572R Bretherton, Hospitalıity, 25

Bretherton, Hospitality, 130 33 Kevın Curley, “Response: Mınorıity and Faıith
3() Given the reality of cliımate change, OC could Groups Can Help Cohesion’, The Guardıan

October 2007AIrgUC that the host be respected 15 the future
global populatıon. 34 IS Rabbi Jonathan acks, The Dıignıty of

31 See also the recent rCDOTTL by the British STrOUD Difference London: Continuum, 83
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Joy iın uke-Acts The Intersection of Rhetoric, Narratıve, and Emotion
Davıd Wenkel

Ihe Gospel of uke has been called the “gospel of V ; and the JOY theme has Iso been recognızed In Cts hıs
theme, though, has received relatıvely lıttle attention In scholarship. Joy In Luke-Acts examınes the JOV theme
from socio-rhetoricalC pOolNt, showing that the JOY themeSthe Lukan rhetoric of reversal. The
theme 1S A primary method in which the Narrator seeks persuade the reader LO CTEr Into the values an beliefs

that characterize the “upsiıde-down’ world in whıich HWH has visıted hıs people In Jesus
“‘Davıd Wenkel SUCCEeEedSs wonderfully and ucıdly In hıs atltempt FO unpack the place of 10y wıthın the NArTVatıve fabrıc

of Luke-Acts whole An coherent uNntty.
Paul Borgman, Professor of Englısh ı0rdon College in Wenham, Massachusetts

‘“Davıd Wenkel has approached Luke  A  S WrLbnNgs wıth skill an COUTAAE, addıng EO 0V understandınga LEXT. Thıs 25
Just the hınd of result have longed for, and hope others wıll follow hıs lead.?
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