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“Lift up your eyes and see.  How does a man lift up his eyes to see a little higher than himself?  The grand premise of religion is that man is able to surpass himself; that man who is a part of this world may enter into a relationship with Him who is greater than the world; that man may lift up his mind and be attached to the absolute; that man who is conditioned by a multiplicity of factors is capable of living with demands that are unconditioned” (Heschel, 1955, p. 33).
Introduction
The pre-Socratic Protagoras believed that “Man is the measure of all things” and Western philosophy has remained committed to this assertion ever since.  It has taken on different forms, but remains an essential assumption of Western constructs.  Our consciousness is conditioned not by an infinite, immemorial calling, but rather an egological depiction of the person that has been inherited and systematized into sophisticated technologies and constructs through millennia of development.  Our Western consciousness pays homage to a reified, self-reflexive, agentic, autonomous, and rights-based self with its inherent metalinguistic system of self-understanding and its derivative accounts of and technologies for healing and pathology (Cushman, 1995).  This is the Modern condition, a paradigm and web of meaning whose conditioning is borne out of a monopolizing epistemology of empiricism, a cultural milieu of individualism, and a “normal” self that reflects the myths of the Western ego.  The Western self is a prodigal self, always returning home to itself (Robbins, 1991).

Psychology, as a normative science, adopts, reflects, and propagates the cultural and philosophical milieu.  It is a description from the “is” and not the “ought.”  Ultimately, with normativity at the helm, what makes sense in terms of health and pathology matches and connects with the system in place, this paradigm of self-reflexive selfhood and being.  In order for constructs to make sense and for psychotherapy to appear meaningful, the language of self that psychology uses must show up on the horizon of our historically and philosophically-situated consciousness.  Egology is the principle language by which we understand the self.  It is the fluent tongue of our known reality.  It is the Greek that is universally definitive of our experiences and our definitions.  It dictates our constructs, our experiences, and our solutions.  If “Man is the measure of all things,” then the normal-bell shaped curve is an exhaustive tool for understanding the nature of all things.  The history of humanity is the location of meaning and the defining source of human identity.
The purpose of this paper is to consider how the Jewish philosophy
 of Emmanuel Levinas provides a prophetic corrective to the reigning constructs of self that undergird the therapeutic enterprise.  The question being asked is how Levinas’ understanding of an ethically constituted, created, non-possessive self might act as a challenge and alternative to current constructs of the self within psychology.  How does his self in exile compare to the prodigal self in Western thought?  In the first section, I will argue that the constructs of self behind our case conceptualizations (normative, functional, and naturalistic) are reflective of the egological and self-reflexive assumptions of Western philosophy.  Levinas’ thought will be used to illustrate and provide the basis for this argument.  In the second section, the need for Levinas’ thought to be used for reconditioning our Western constructs of self will be addressed.  This section will also include the beginnings of the development of an alternative construct of self, called the demanded self, out of which case conceptualization might begin to better reflect the admonitions of Levinas’ thought.
Section One: The Modern Self Under Levinas’ Gaze
“The psyche involved in intentionality does not lie in consciousness of…, its power to thematize, or in the ‘truth of Being,’ which is discovered in it through different significations of the said.  The psyche is the form of a peculiar dephasing, a loosening up or unclamping of identity: the same prevented from coinciding with itself, at odds, torn up from its rest, between sleep and insomnia, panting, shivering.  It is not an abdication of the same, now alienated and slave to the other, but an abnegation of oneself fully responsible for the other.  This identity is brought out by responsibility and is at the service of the other.  In the form of responsibility, the psyche in the soul is the other in me, a malady of identity, both accused and self, the same for the other, the same by the other” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 68-69).

Exposition of Levinas’ Thought
The story of Western philosophy, as early as the pre-Socratics and increasingly pronounced after Descartes, is a tale privileging being, knowledge, rationality, existence, and the “sovereignty” of the constituting ego.  Consciousness begins with the order of things, a historical and ontological account of the way things are.  Knowledge is constructed from an agentic, active ego.  The subject, or ego, gives an account of the world through the perceptual and constituting apparatuses with which the ego is endowed.  With Husserl and Heidegger this is most clearly systematized through the concepts of intentionality, constitution, and horizonality.  The “intentional I” converts the data resident in an object or person (intuition) into an experiential phenomenon that can be known in consciousness (a “consciousness of…”).  The ego intends or constitutes the object in such a way as to allow it to become meaningfully present in its horizon of previous experience (habitualities) and conceptual categories.  An object/person is perceived when it is cut to the size of the perceiving ego.  That is, “the other is aimed at, invested and assembled by the ego (cogito) on terms laid down by the observing subject” (Smith, 2006).  The ego is the arbiter of knowledge and the constituter of the other.  It is the bearer of the Gyges’ ring, seeing but not being seen (Levinas, 1969, p. 90, 172-173).  This self is able to return to itself, ultimately possessing its identity through self-consciousness.  It is self-constituting and at home in itself (Levinas, 1981/1998).


Levinas, ultimately contends that this self of Western philosophy (particularly that of Husserl and Heidegger) is “imperialistic” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 112), falsely sovereign, and violently egoistic.  It is a self fully “for itself” and unto itself.  In shaping the other to the size and shape of my ego, the other is reduced to the sameness of my history, my being, my nature, my perception, and my representable knowledge (Levinas, 1969, p. 124).  He or she is my possession, with an emphasis upon the commonalities of our shared genus.  It is the reduction of the other to me and a making of him or her into the same as me, thus denying the alterity, complete otherness, of the Other.  Levinas states, “Their alterity is thereby reabsorbed into my own identity as a thinker or as a possessor” (Levinas, 1969, p. 33).  My history and my knowledge set the terms for the Other.  The Other is placed into my themes (thematization) and is violently denied otherness.  This self is a perceiving, cognitive, being-in-the-world without moral qualifications or implications.  It is an amoral self.

This “masterfully bounded self,” the child of Western philosophy, is a bulwark of imperialistic practices, definitively amoral, and without a Desire for what is beyond, behind, and instead of itself.
  Levinas thought suggests that beyond the “carnival masks of history” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 125) there is a “plot larger than the apperception of the self” (p. 76).   He states, “I am trying to show that man’s ethical relation to the other is ultimately prior to his ontological relation to himself (egology) or to the totality of things which we call the world” (Levinas, 2004, p. 72).  To accomplish this radical assertion, Levinas submits an “inversion of intentionality” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 47) in which the Face of the Other is not aimed at, but rather aims at the subject.  That is, instead of the ego constituting and shaping the Other, the Other constitutes and shapes the ego.  The self is called into selfhood by the Other, and in proximity to the Other infinity “interrupts being’s unrendable essence” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 89); holding the self hostage to an infinite responsibility.  Jill Robbins (1991) describes the face as that which “checks my habitual economy…it interrupts the play of the same” (p. 141).  In Levinas’ thought, the self is only a self “insofar as the self is for-the-other” (Cohen, 2002, p. 42).
Upon what basis is this inversion possible?  A few notions are present here.  First, pervasive in Levinas’ thought is a sensibility that identity is not merely made up of ontological principles, a universal essence, or experience.  There are “horizons more vast than history, in which history itself is judged” (Levinas, 1969, p. 246).  The given or the natural, that is, being or the order of things, is not cognizant of that which transcends it and precedes it.  Rather, there is a “presynthetic, prelogical” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 107) and “immemorial” past that is older than these concepts and that is both before and anachronistically within the sociality of beings.
  History is the totality of knowledge and experience, but does not reach into the infinity; an infinity that conditions it and lies behind and diachronously within consciousness, being, and the ego.  Levinas (1981/1998) writes, 
Why does the other concern me?  What is Hecuba to me?  Am I my brother’s keeper?  These questions have meaning only if one has already supposed that the ego is concerned only with itself, is only a concern for itself…But in the ‘prehistory’ of the ego posited for itself speaks a responsibility.  The self is through and through a hostage, older than the ego, prior to principles.  What is at stake for the self, in its being, is not to be.  Beyond egoism and altruism it is the religiosity of the self (p. 117).

Second, this infinity that precedes and conditions totality deposes us from our throne of conventional selfhood/identity.  This is the “religiosity of the self,” a self-emptying in proximity to the Face of the Other, the infinite to which we are primordially exposed.  According to Levinas (1981/1998), the Face of the Other
 bears the Trace of the Divine, a transcendent calling that is the location of the “break up of…synchrony” (p. 85) within time and history.   This relationship with the Other commands me and creates me before I even have being.  Levinas emphasizes the created status of humanity, as opposed to the coming to fruition of naturalistic principles.  Before we existed, we were called forth.  There was a demand upon us before we had consciousness (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 113).  And, ultimately, this demand conditioned the nature and formation of consciousness.  “The face speaks, and it in turn demands a response, an originary response” (Robbins, 1991, p. 144).

Lastly, what is this command that precedes history, identity, and being and what is this “originary response”?  The command is an ethical injunction for the self to be utterly responsible for the other, all the way to being responsible for his or her responsibilities.  It is an avolitional and preconscious calling or demand to substitute one’s life, identity, and very existence for the neighbor and the stranger.  It is witnessing the commandment of “Thou shalt not kill” in the Other’s face and responding by taking the food out of one’s own mouth for the sustenance of the Other (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 74).  The Other is both the poorest of the poor, in his or her destitution, and the most glorious of all, coming to us from transcendent height (Levinas, 1969, p. 215).
  From the start, we are exposed and vulnerable to the Other, even corporeally, and this is the beginning of subjectivity and identity, an inherently ethical responsiveness to the Other’s needs.

I am defined as a subjectivity, as a singular person, as an ‘I,’ precisely because I am exposed to the other.  It is my inescapable and incontrovertible answerability to the other that makes me an individual ‘I.’  So that I become a responsible or ethical ‘I’ to the extent that I agree to depose or dethrone myself- to abdicate my position of centrality- in favor of the vulnerable other.  As the Bible says, ‘He who loses his soul gains it’ (Levinas, 2004, p. 78).

In exposure to the other, we become answerable to him or her, and our identity is borne out of taking responsibility (giving the other preference), laying down our life.  This is Levinas’ starting place for discussing identity, kenosis.  It is the process of self-emptying central to Levinas’ idea of substitution and expiation for the other, is the decentering, dethroning, deposing, and divesting of the self’s “enchainment to itself where the ego suffocates” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 124).  Levinas challenges the Western philosophical enterprise to engage in a “de-reification” and “de-substantiation” (p. 127) of the subject (ego) so that the ethical can inform interhuman relationships instead of the essentialist pictures of human nature that can merely point to solitary existence.

The justice in our response is more primary than the mechanisms or shared characteristics involved in conventional definitions of selfhood.  Ethics, Levinas contests, must be the first order in philosophy.  Levinas critiques Western philosophy as understanding the interhuman relationship in terms of history and “disclosure of the world as presence” (Levinas, 2004, p. 72) which inevitably leads to an egology (Levinas, 1969, p. 44).  Instead, Levinas draws from Jewish revelation and tradition in claiming that “…it can also be considered from another perspective- the ethical or biblical perspective which transcends the Greek language of intelligibility- as a theme of justice and concern for the other as other, as a theme of love and desire which carries us beyond the finite Being of the world as presence” (Levinas, 2004, p. 72).  Before ontology, knowledge, and consciousness (all of which are extensions of totality) there must be a conditioning from this pre-original, dyadic, interpersonal, asymmetrical state (infinity) that creates an “optics” (Levinas, 1969, p. 29) out of which I experience, perceive, and live.

Psychology’s Inheritance of Western Constructs of Self
Western philosophy is a “great tradition of interiority” (Robbins, 1991, p. 71).  The self’s relationship to itself, its return to itself, its “prodigality” (p. 73)
 is its identity and “selfness.”  It is a picture of familiarity, persistence, and of being at home, windows closed and doors shut (Levinas, 1969, p. 173).  Its journey is its own history; its tale one of personal accomplishment, fulfillment, and growth.  Ultimately, the mapping of history (the events of life) accumulate like sediment upon and around the generic principles, mechanisms, and traits/temperament types of which each person consists, defining the self.  The self accumulates the deposits of history, shaped and determined by the arbitrary elements and essential characteristics of his or her environment.  Still, the self is the hero of the story, the centerpiece of its history, all else living within a panorama of its perception and constitution (Levinas, 1969).  The Western self lives in coincidence to itself, living its past in the present, a perpetual application of the sameness of one’s history into the new.
  One’s history interprets and becomes one’s future.

Having acquired this Western ontological mindset, modern psychology can answer the question “Who am I?” only by pointing to an acquired history and a constellation of characteristics, some inborn genetically and others an outgrowth of learned response.  Psychology’s own history of empirical ideas translates and interprets a person’s history of lived experience, perception, and constellated response patterns, and from this the self is understood.  With an empirical epistemology, the order of the given (the visible, measurable, comparable) is understood to be all there is in the equation of identity.  The self, as proposed by Western psychology, is prodigal to its own history, a circuitous return to itself.  The normal-bell shaped self is a snapshot of what “is”, undisturbed by any “ought.”  It is a case study in sameness.

Utilizing methodology that generalizes historical patterns into principles of selfhood, psychology’s constructs of self are inevitably a mere reflection of the cultural milieu and dominant philosophical paradigms.   The normal-bell shaped self is a derivative of an empirical measurement in time.  It is an amoral and allegedly valueless construct that is converted into constructs of self borne from an ontological order.  It is then adopted and disseminated as an empirically-validated norm, a basis for understanding selfhood.  Particularly in the West, the normative cultural milieu is one of fundamental narcissism, a monadic conception of the human being with rights attached.  “Psychology, in representing normative culture, maintains and constructs a self that privileges freedom and autonomy, rejects authority/power other than from self, and is a puppet of individual liberalism” (Richardson, 2006).  The “cult of self-worship” (Vitz, 1977) and basic elements of the liberal democratic self fund psychological theory and its “technologies of healing” (Cushman, 1995).  The Western self is a “masterful, bounded, isolated individual who has what is called ‘a richly furnished interior’” (p. 19) and is “morally confused” (p. 8).  

When empirical measures are used, the normal-bell shaped curve reflects this primary narcissism, individualism, and self-reflexive concern.  “Normal” individuals are fundamentally prodigal in their self-orientation.
  Then, in short order, theories that proclaim themselves to be ahistorical and universal (Cushman, 1995) are generated based upon this “normality” and provide naturalistic explanations for the given order that appear to justify (if not even prescribe) the given normality.  The status quo is thus maintained.  The normal-bell shaped curve is transformed from a description of the “is” into a universalizing system and metalinguistic framework that drives the justifying paradigms of a Western egology.  Ultimately, it is a picture of sameness, a totality in which every person is located.  “Individuals receive their meaning from the totality and lose confidence in any sense of identity or responsibility that appeals beyond the verdict of history in which the violent and unjust are often successful” (Ford, 1999, p. 47).  Human identity and selfhood is determined by the swell of the normal bell-shaped curve.

The fact that human beings tend to put themselves first does not justify this disposition.  Nancey Murphy states, “Psychologists can measure human qualities and determine the norm.  But is it a good thing for humans to fall within the capacious middle of a normal distribution, or is there some ideal state, out at the right tip of the distribution, that is the true goal of the human race” (Dueck & Lee, 2005, p. 53).  “Normality” is not “goodness.”  To assume that what “is” is what “ought” to be is to assume and embrace the primacy of the given order, of being.  Levinas wants to work against the “murderousness” that emerges from the “natural will” (Levinas, 2004, p. 75-76).  He states, “…but holiness demands it- to die for the other.  In this attitude of holiness, there is a reversal of the normal order of things, the natural order of things, the persistence in being of the ontology of things and of the living.  For me that is the moment where, through the human, the beyond being- God- comes to mind.” (Robbins, 2001, p. 48).  The self that history produces is without regard for what is to be remembered prior to history.
  Definitions of self that emerge from the normal-bell shaped curve, to use Levinas’ words, “express the most flat banalties, taking their meaning from a system” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 70).  “A demand such as ‘love thy neighbor as thyself’ is not at home in the self’ (Heschel, 1955, p. 101).  This demand must come from beyond history, otherwise than being.  This is the heart of Levinas’ philosophy.  History and the given order cannot be the determinant of identity, selfhood, and consciousness.  If it is, then it is inherently violent.
Section Two: The Demanded Self

“The eschatological, as the ‘beyond’ of history, draws beings out of the jurisdiction of history and the future; it arouses them in and calls them forth to their full responsibility… beings have an identity ‘before’ eternity, before the accomplishment of history…” (Levinas, 1969, p. 23).

Levinas’ Vision
The work of Emmanuel Levinas asks a different question, one that disrupts the circuitry of the known, the history of the given, and unearths the primacy of exteriority, that which is outside of our fundamentals, our history, and our normed patterns.  It is a question of ethics, an ethics more original and older than consciousness which emphasizes not the sameness of prodigality which is an arche back to the sameness of oneself, but rather an exile.  In many of Levinas’ writings he contrasts this Jewish sentiment with what he calls the “Greek”
 enterprise.  “To the myth of Odysseus returning to Ithaca, we would like to oppose the story of Abraham leaving forever his homeland for a land yet unknown” (Levinas, 1986, p. 348).  Before history, characteristics, and essentialist pictures of the self, Levinas asserts the question of the Other, an alterity beyond our measures, an identity beyond our equations, and a calling that demands our response (before volition, sensation, or purpose are even involved).  This Other, in his or her “glorious abasement” (Levinas, 1981, p. 251), denoting a simultaneous transcendent height and destitution, demands of me a responsibility that does not fit into the equations of my nature, my will, nor my history.  The self is a sojourner, a wayfarer whose journey is outside of the well-trodden interiority of my own internal terrain.  Rather, it is directed toward the unknown, a land without a name.

Levinas sees Western philosophy as having developed an “allergy” to the questions of ethics.  Levinas views his mission as challenging this allergy and bringing the question of ethics “out of its repose or dormancy” in order to be re-read back into the “philosophical tradition that suppressed this question” (Robbins, 1991, p. 101).  Psychology remains married to the prevailing, Greek metalinguistic framework that has conditioned the Western consciousness to conceive of the self (and experience the self) without regard for or remembrance of a more fundamental ethical relationship.  Psychology’s constructs of self that lie behind our case conceptualizations and our theories about health and pathology continue to suppress the ethical.  As psychologists propagating psychological paradigms through psychotherapy, do we teach an ethical indifference through our very conceptualizations of the patient?  How has our gaze taught people this self-reflexive, amoral model, incarnating an experience of the self that restricts the transcendent, denies the infinite, and refuses the inversion of constitution where the self is only a self in as much as it is for the Other (Cohen, 2002)?  Have we have blatantly overlooked that “idolatry that brews in all contemplation” (Levinas, 1969, p. 172).
Levinas asserts that to live out of something “otherwise than being” is the “shattering of indifference—even if indifference is statistically dominant” (Levinas, 1998, p. xii).  Statistical dominance (i.e., normativity) should not lay the foundation for our definitions of selfhood.  “For the idea of a cosmos, of a totality of things, complete in itself, implies the concept of an immanent norm of nature, of an order which has its foundation in nature” (Heschel, 1955, p. 92).  Our ideas of the self must not be derived from history, a mere totality of the immanent order that we observe in nature.
A Levinasian Construct of Self?
The aim of this project is to develop a construct of selfhood more congruent with Levinas’ depiction of sociality, ethically constituted consciousness, and non-possession.  Levinas’ “Hebrew” conceptualizations that call for a diachronous, anachronistic, and anarchic sociality rather than the hegemony of a linear, self-contained, self-sustaining history of ideas and being are a rupture of our conditioned consciousness.  They harken from a system that is other, a new metalinguistic paradigm that situates the self quite differently, and with it pathology and health (if these terms would even have utility anymore) are given wholly different meaning.  However, Levinas is careful to speak this other (or ancient) tongue within the language of the academy, as he attempts to be seen within the horizon of the given without being merely collapsed and reduced to its strictures.  Robbins (1991) suggests that “This means, first of all, that the question of the Hebrew ethical tradition must be posed in a Greek and Heideggerian language that covers it up, a language in which the question of the ethical reposes.  It thus requires the hermeneutic labor of bringing it out of its repose” (p. 122).  Moreover, “speaking Greek to say ‘Hebrew,’ applying a Greek language to a Hebrew experience that is incommensurable with it, does not happen without transforming the Greek language” (p. 124).

For our purposes here, using psychological language to try to understand the implications of Levinas’ thought ultimately conditions, shapes, and changes the very language and constructs within psychology.  Levinas’ thought is so radical that its inclusion in contemporary constructs is nearly nonsensical.  Dialoguing with Levinas is a dialogue with an Other, a distance, an alterity.  It is a call beyond the confines of our constructs.  Our constructs must change extraordinarily.  This proposal suggests that the current languages for the self fit into the metalinguistic framework of the Western paradigms toward which Levinas aims his most poignant critiques.  A language of selfhood forged in dialogue with Levinas’ thought (and his admonition for an ethical self) might allow for the reconfiguration of emphases and reconstitute the dominant paradigms toward a greater degree of outwardness and responsibility.  This alternative form of the self will be referred to as a demanded self. 
  This self is a self in exile, with no return to itself.  I hope to begin developing this construct here, building upon the work of the many who have wrestled with the Levinasian implications for psychology.
In order to not domesticate Levinas (too much), I believe that any therapeutic modality that is funded by his thought is inherently counter-cultural and subversive to the Western, normative self.  In short, Levinas is a “a twentieth-century prophet against idolatry” (Ford, 1999, p. 45).  That is, therapy with a Levinasian therapist means losing oneself and becoming more responsible, not finding oneself and becoming more self-sufficient.  The centrality of Levinas’ ethical admonition and critique of Western philosophy (and egology) does not allow a simple translation of his thought into contemporary constructs of self.  It disrupts their foundations.  We cannot just baptize elements of theory/techniques as “Levinasian.”
  They must be recalibrated and resituated into a language that recognizes holiness as primary, remembrance of Divine justice as original, and idolatry as violent.

When Levinas was asked what it meant to be ethical, he stated that “It is the recognition of holiness” and it is when “The concern for the other breaches concern for the self…Our humanity consists in being able to recognize this priority of the other” (Robbins, 2001, p. 235).  In working to define a self that is more congruent with Levinas’ thought, we find that at the center of selfhood is holiness, an exposure and responsibility to the other.  The demanded self is first for the other.  Instead of being a self that “possesses itself” and proposes “itself as a theme” (Levinas, 1996 p. 80), the self must always be a question pointed outside of itself.  It cannot be a fixed point, caught in the net of the given or “the crystallized sepulcher of the said” (Clegg and Slife, 2005, p. 68), but rather as an event, a wrestling match between one’s history and an infinity that transcends the giveness of time.  A demanded self does not have fixed, universal characteristics that are manifested in a variety of forms, but rather is a calling, a revelation, a Trace of the divine beyond the complacency of the immanent.  In the introduction to Nine Talmudic Readings, Levinas’ translator Annette Aronowicz writes, 
“In fact, for Levinas the primary connotation of ‘self’ is not an interiority closed in upon itself.  When the self is true to itself it is nothing but that which is established by its response to the Other.  It is the other person who disrupts our complacency, our sameness, our self-sufficiency, and, in the attention he or she commands, establishes the self that we are in reality, a face without any rear area, an occiput, to conceal itself, a complete exposure” (Levinas, 1994, p. xxi).
The idolatrous ego of Western psychology cannot detect an ethic from the shape of the natural and normative self.  The observable, normative, functional self is a monadic entity whose shape is perpetually self-reflexive.  Its homeland is its constellation of characteristics and history of being.  Its language game precludes a glance beyond the immanent, beyond the flattened sameness of secular, Enlightenment discourse.  Its language favors evolution over revelation, measurability over incarnation, and human rights over ethical responsibility.
  Vulnerability and exposure to the call of the Other is absent, and with it the possibility of hearing the ethical imperative in the Other’s face.
Levinas’ call for an ethically constituted self whose created status points to a responsibility, passivity, and calling prior to nature, essence, or ontology begins with an epistemology that is “otherwise than being”, “beyond essence”, and (in this author’s view) a distinctly Jewish, religious, and revelation-based identity.  Levinas provides a prime example of a post-secular account
 of the human person, relying on a truth that originates before human experience, conjecture, and methodology; an a priori derived from the infinite, “known” to humanity through revelation.
But the moral priority of the other over myself could not come to be if it were not motivated by something beyond nature.  The ethical situation is a human situation, beyond human nature, in which the idea of God comes to mind.  In this respect, we could say that God is the other who turns our nature inside out, who calls our ontological will-to-be into question (Levinas, 2004, p. 76).

This demanded self throws off the possession of being and kenotically responds to the needs of the other before self-adaptation takes place.  It is a self that does not systematize and reduce the other via essentialist categories or normative conceptualizations (thereby equalizing and depositing a sameness into the relationship), but rather responds to the Other as being a bearer of the Divine.  Rationality and selfhood are contingent upon the Other, linked to the epiphany of the face and its ethical call.  The biblical notions of sacrifice, substitution, and justice displace the essentialism, naturalism, and normative basis that can only speak about what “is” in history and not that which transcends, governs, and gives meaning to history.  This self is a moral self.

Case Conceptualization
“The road from mental illness to mental health is not to create from a shattered ego a fortress ego, but to regain one’s obligations, one’s responsibilities to and for the other” (Cohen, 2002, p. 48).
With the picture of the demanded self broadly painted, how does case conceptualization change?  How might a therapist understand health and pathology situated within this altered linguistic and conceptual system?  This author’s hope is to be a part of the reorientation of psychological paradigms to reduce its “allergy” to the ethical questions and open persons’ windows and doors to the call of the other.  This may mean, in certain ways, that our understanding of pathology and health needs to be re-planted into a different terminology that does not arch back into individual mechanisms, keeping clients within the interiority of intrapsychic processes, needs/wants, and consciousness.  It may dip into one’s response style and history, but only for the sake of being then dislodged, disoriented and relocated in the responsibility to the other.  “In this way, a therapy informed by Levinas’ ethical vision rejects the traditional ‘self-centering’ process of therapy and calls us to an understanding, and practice, of therapy as a process of de-centering” (Sayre, 2005, p. 41).  One of the primary means of stepping away from prodigality is short-circuiting the return to the self.  How might case conceptualization begin to attend to the themes of de-centering, exposure to the other, ethical responsiveness, etc.?  Our definitions of health and pathology need not remain intrapsychic and ego-based phenomenon.  They can begin to take the form of intersubjective
 and Other-centered descriptions that are poised “toward the outside” or toward the Other.  There is a “genuine escape” from the self through the metaphysical desire for the transcendent other and a calling more original than being (Cohen, 2005).  “The soul is the other in me” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 191).
Interiority is consequently not a secret place somewhere in me.  It is that reverting in which the eminently exterior, precisely in virtue of this eminent exteriority, this impossibility of being contained and consequently entering into a theme, infinite exception to essence, concerns me and circumscribes me and orders me by my own voice.  The commandment is stated through the mouth of him it commands, the infinitely exterior becomes an interior voice, but a voice testifying to the fission of the interior secrecy, signaling to the Other (Levinas, 1985, p. 110).

Might this be health?  A self emptied, still separate, still distinct, still unique, but without exalting these characteristics as primary.  Here, the other is exalted and I am for her.  Would pathology then be self-absorption?  From this perspective, health is self-emptying in response to a demand… it is a “genuine escape” from being.
The path to health, then, is not morally neutral, but precisely a treatment that leads the patient to regain or discover a healthy moral responsibility in the face of obligations to others.  Mental health is not simply conformity to social conventions, whatever they may be, but responsible participation in the moral dimensions of social life.  This may mean at times standing on one’s own against certain social conventions (Cohen, 2005).
Case conceptualization might be framed by the consideration of how our clients thematize themselves and others, engendering an identity from their histories, and remaining within the confines of being.  Are our clients addicted to being, possessing themselves, and idolizing the given order, an autonomous sense of self?  Might the ego become a closed-circuited expression of the past, a synchrony of being, determined by the history of being?  This closed off ego possesses itself.  The diachrony of an interweaving of the pre-synthetic and pre-conscious into every present, every encounter, ordering me “toward the face of the other” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 11) may be waylaid and asphyxiated in the non-exposure of a possessed self.  Demandedness conditions consciousness when “a transcending diachrony” (p. 9) is allowed to interrupt and lay before, within, and in front of thought and experience.  There is a constant wrestling match of the “ancient…pre-original and anarchical passed” (p. 9) with the present mode of being.  The giving of the law at Mount Sinai is in my “hello” to a neighbor in the present (or Levinas’ “after you, sir”).  There is a “gratuitous lapse” of the non-thematizable in our themes (p. 11).  How might an idolatrous self live out of a synchronous time, a mere manifestation of history, deflecting and unexposed to the anarchy behind being?  Is pathology, then, a self at home with “closed doors and windows” (Levinas, 1969, p. 173).  Levinas uses the illustration of Gyges’ ring as an example of perceiving, experiencing, and constituting others without need of being present, responsible and susceptible to their needs.  He refers to this as being “the very condition of man, the possibility of injustice and radical egoism, the possibility of accepting the rules of the game, but cheating” (p. 172-173).
Thus far, I have only been able to come up with questions that point to bigger questions, hopefully providing the raw material for a dialogue from which a richer understanding can form.  Some additional questions (all of them in an embryonic state of development) pertaining to psychopathology are as follows:

· Might “pathology” be better understood as possessing the other, the worship of our graven images of our own history to which the other has been cut to size?
· Might pathology be becoming complacent to one’s own identity and history in which sameness and “consciousness of…” becomes the comfortable medium out of which one functions?
· Might addiction to being, a sense of willfulness, existence, and entitlement, feed the imperialistic “I” and force others (through its gaze) to bow down to its sovereignty?
· Might pathology include circuitousness to one’s own history, an imprisonment to sameness without capacity to expose oneself to the Other?

· Might pathology include the imposition of an illusorily constituted “I” upon Others?
· Might pathology include our desire for recognition, which provides the material out of which we turn others into plastic images, unable to hear the call for non-violence?
· Might pathology include the conception and feelings that our bodies become our own possessions, with bodily desires becoming requirements for the surrounding world?  Think of drugs, sexual addictions… Might this then turn the other’s bodily requirements into a competition for resources?  Ethics, then, becomes a social contract in which our “equal rights” to these resources provides the regulatory apparatus for interpersonal interaction.
  Ethics, then, is a prodigal endeavor.  My rights are ensured in helping the another person.  Though, this other person is not the other, because they are an image in my game, a player in my world.
· Might pathology involve reifying time as though it were an accumulation of events borne out in one’s psychological disposition?
· Might pathology be blindness to and possibly a denial of an immemorial relationality that draws and pulls one outside of themselves?
· Might pathology be a living out of a language game (created in our society) that does not recognize the a priori of ethical relation?

Some questions pertaining to psychological health are as follows:

· Might health then be responsibility for the other?
· Might health involve an exposure and vulnerability to what is new and that which does not fit within one’s consciousness, history, and order of being?
· Might it be a non-defended state in which the other is able to disturb me, taking away my complacency and comfort, and asking of my very sustenance?
· Might health be the recognition of the other’s needs and the taking of the food from my own mouth?
· Might health involve a remorse and guilt, enough to produce insomnia, for the measure of my responsibility that is inexhaustible?
· Might health involve an enjoyment and desire that points outside of my own fulfillment?
· Might health be a person emptied of self-interest and more interested in the formation of the other?
· Might health be a non-calculating love whose gaze is toward and for the other and not about equal satisfaction?
· Might health be a passivity in which the other is welcomed and allowed to show him or herself?
· Might health be a hospitality in which the stranger is greeted and cared for?
· Might health be calling me into question, a dialogue between myself and the other, with separation being ever known?
· Might freedom and individual rights become of secondary importance to the righteousness and goodness of serving the Other?
· Might health be hearing the other’s voice within my own thoughts and words?

· Might holiness be primary and identity be derivative?
Health and pathology in this extrapolation of Levinas’ thought always includes one’s ethical response to the Other.  Demandedness must be at the center of our constructs of selfhood.  It is a fundamental characteristic of the self.  Robbins (1991) writes, 

The subjection to the other of which Levinas speaks does not designate the subject’s fall from some prior condition of sovereignty.  The subjection to the other is the most fundamental description of the self: the self is this subjection.  This subjection is ‘older’ than the subject, not in the sense of mere temporal succession but in the sense of prior to it, conditioning of it.  This is the self’s firstborn, first-begotten responsibility, its primogeniture (p. 144).
Ethics is putting of the Other’s needs before my own.  This is our point of origin.  To hold one’s own needs wants/needs/happiness as primary is to possess oneself with tightly gripped hands, with nothing then to give.  In turn, one is then possessed by a natural, “murderous will.”  Cain’s need for recognition and his envy eclipsed any possibility of openness and love, leading him to ask “Am I my brother’s keeper?”  A question at the doorstep of evil (Gantt and Williams, 2002, p. 62), an allergy to ethics.  It is to be in possession of a schema, a means to which the future can be known, masterfully held, before it is even here.  Our history, our ideas formed by the horizon of experience (our habitualities), intends and shapes our encounter.  It is a closed circuit.  My conceptual framework makes plastic the face before it is even seen.  We have a representation of the Other within the confines of our own being, making them the same as our history.  Psychoanalytically speaking, it is the transferential material that is encountered and not the analyst.  Cognitively speaking, it is the rigid, overgeneralization of particular cognitive content, a perpetual assimilation rather than accommodating new experience.  An experience with the Other cannot transcend our order of things.  They are caught in the webbing of our immanence, refused response, his or her requests ignored.  The imperative toward non-violence, non-reduction, non-truncation is swallowed up and muffled out by the clamor and cacophony of our own history; a history that we possess as an idol.  We are addicted to being, complacent with the given, and prisoner to a determinant path.  We attempt to possess being, something as un-possessable as sleep.  One cannot possess sleep, rather they are possessed by sleep.  The self must remain an insomniac until being taken hostage.  One must give up sleep until it gives itself.  “For Levinas the psyche is a breach and not a bastion of self-consciousness” (Cohen, 2002, p. 44).  To possess is to worship the false idol of a totality without infinity.  “…I must know how to give what I possess” (Levinas, 1969, p. 171).  

The lure of idolatry is its possessability.  The gods can be named, specific demands can be made, and a small range of deducible outcomes can be conceived.  It is a pseudo-exposure, with (as Levinas suggests) no surprises.  The possibilities are immanent, discernable, even calculable in a somewhat binary sense (gods are pleased or gods are not pleased).  Two primary themes in the Hebrew prophets are the “rejection of idolatry” and a “passionate concern for right living with other people” (Ford, 1999, p. 46).  The demanded self is a reflection of this aversion to idolatry and identification with a moral calling.  Health and pathology, the derivatives of our constructs of self, must not neglect this central piece of human identity.  The demanded self lives unto the Other and not within the graven images of its own history or being.  “This is an anti-idolatry which can only be sustained by a self which is vulnerable to the other in such an unreserved way that Levinas uses words such as substitution, hostage, expiation, and sacrifice to describe it…The non-idolatrous self as a substituting self is Levinas’s extreme conclusion” (Ford, p. 52).  This requires the infusing of ethical injunction into the fabric of our constructs.  It is an exposure to a calling, a displacing of our identity while standing in holy proximity to the Trace of the Divine in the face of the Other.  “It is the substitutionary self that relates non-idolatrously to the world, other people and God” (Ford, 1999, p. 46).  Levinas states, “The shock of the divine, the rupture of the immanent order, of the order that I can embrace, of the order which I can hold in my thought, of the order which can become mine, that is the face of the other” (Robbins, 2001, p. 48).
Conclusion


With psychology’s emphasis on drives, motivation, fulfillment, growth, integration, and functionality, the inevitable end is that of a monadic, organism-based depiction of the self.  In conventional theory, the self is a constellation of features, characteristics, and mechanisms that generally follow the universal laws discerned in history by the autonomous reason made possible in empirical, secular research.  Ironically, it is the individualizing of the self, asserting its right to fulfillment and individuation, that ultimately leads to a devaluing or debasing of humanity (Heschel, 1963).  The distilling of humanity into compilations of universal mechanisms reduces all persons to the immanent order and eclipses the possibility of remaining exposed to the approach of an Other whose alterity is a breach of these rationally-derived notions.  Proximity to the other calls us to an identity born from ethics, justice, love, and sacrifice rather than identifying ourselves in the suffocation of an ego whose doors and windows are shut (Levinas, 1969, p.173), and whose psyche bears the mark of remorse without knowing from whence it came.  Levinas suggests a process by which the Other need not be claimed within the miscreant history of our systems, but rather we can remain exposed, non-possessive, and willing to “take the beautiful risk of dancing in the wild spaces of love with joy and compassion” (Olthius, 2001, p. 14).
By chiseling away at the metalinguistic infrastructure that surrounds us, we are chiseling away our home, that which we feel most at home with, our fluent language.  At the meta-level, we are creating for ourselves a homelessness, putting ourselves in exile, from the complacency of a language we have lived, a language we have experienced through, and a being that we have lived out based out of a Western philosophical paradigm.  This paradigm has been a horizon that attenuates out an inherent ethical injunction within sociality.  It allows us access only to prodigality of being.  Levinas charges us to allow infinity to condition our totality.  This requires us to be homeless, particularly from the home of a narcissistic, monadic egology.  This requires us, like Jacob, to be engaged in a perpetual wrestling match between totality and infinity.  Hopefully, after wrestling with the Divine, our totality is left with a limp and is named and conceptualized through an ethics that transcends the given, the natural, and the totality that we can only conceive through history, experience, and knowledge.  All of our psychological theories, our client’s stories, and our conceptualizations should walk off with a limp.
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� It is beyond the scope of this paper to exposit the claim that Levinas is best understood as a Jewish philosopher (something that Levinas himself partly denied).  Some deny that Levinas is truly representative of the Jewish intellectual tradition (See David Ford’s Self and Salvation, 1999).  However, considerable resources are available that provide compelling reasons for understanding Levinas’ work as emerging from his Jewish sensibilities and Talmudic heuristic.  See chapters 1 and 7 in Robert Gibbs’ Correlations in Rosenzweig and Levinas, Annette Aronowicz’s introduction to Nine Talmudic Readings, and Burggraeve (2000) as helpful examples of the work done on this issue.  For this author, finding Levinas’ “Jewish unconscious” (to borrow Paul Vitz’s term) is an essential aspect of this project.


� Incredible how well this mirrors the colonialistic imperialism of Western modernity, the insular quality of nation-states within the Modern era, and the foreign policy of the Western powers over the last 500 years.  See Stephen Toulmin’s Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Modernity (1990).  The works of Michael Walzer, Michel Foucault, and Al Dueck point to the ways in which the political world/ethos shapes the language of self-understanding propagated in any given society.


� The Jewish emphasis upon “remembering” makes it appearance here.  Remembering is not merely the cognitive process of recollection, a conjuring up of memories.  Rather, remembering is the aliveness of the past within the present, an interrupting, shaping, and conditioning of the present moment by a perpetual haunting of the past; “a past that is on the hither side of every present” (Levinas, 1981/1998, p. 12).  It is the Exodus alive within my body, a push toward a freedom constituted by justice.  It is a self unable to return to itself.  Remembering is outside of history (of being) but is more truly real than the consciousness constituted by the conditions of time, being, and context; a horizonality deficient of calling.  The node of remembering, the connection of a non-cognitive, alive past to the burgeoning present, is responsibility.  The prophets of the Old Testament provide a model of what Levinas is working to do.  The Hebrew Prophets did not come to debunk the religious enterprises and construct something new.  Instead, they were always pointing to a remembrance.  They pointed back to what had preceded and even formed the identity of the Jewish people.  They looked at what preceded their own history, a calling to Abraham, the Exodus, the giving of the Torah.  The prophets challenged the status quo in its disconnection from this immemorial past.  They did not reject religion, but rather wanted it to be emptied of its pagan meaning and re-instilled with something more original.  The purpose of this paper is to suggest that psychology need not be overturned and replaced, but rather must be called to remember something more original than its empiricism and normative models can allow for.  Its language still reflects an autonomous, rational self inherent in our historical era, rather than something that precedes and anachronously arrests history; an anarchic self.


� The Face of the Other does not denote the actual physiognomy.  Levinas (1985) goes so far as to say that “…you turn yourself toward the Other as toward an object when you see a nose, eyes, a forehead, a chin, and you can describe them.  The best way of encountering the Other is not even to notice the color of his eyes!  The relation with the face can surely be dominated by perception, but what is specifically the face is what cannot be reduced to that” (p. 86).  The Face is an approach whose proximity appeals, caresses, and ultimately deposes the ego from its throne of being and mastery.  This is an exposure to persecution, accusation, guilt, and a remorseful “gnawing” at one’s self (Levinas, 1981/1998, See also Gibbs, 1992, p. 217-222)  The process of thematization, locating the Other in a totalizing discourse, and cutting the Other to the size of my horizon/ego is expressed as forming a “plastic image” of the face that is no longer a signification of the Divine nor is it capable of making an ethical claim on my identity (Levinas, 1969).  Levinas accuses Western philosophy as functioning within the plastic imagery and idolatrous realm of presence and being.


� This harkens back to the central claims of the Old Testament concerning the identity of the Jewish people.  They were identified as God’s chosen in as much as they engaged in justice, fed and clothed the widows, the orphans, and the stranger and protected the oppressed.


� Jill Robbins’ book Prodigal/Son Elder Brother: Interpretation and Alterity in Augustine, Petrarch, Kafka, Levinas provides a helpful account of the way that Western philosophy (here represented by Augustine and Petrarch) maintains an image of prodigality that centers around the nature of conversion as self-referential in that the “lost” self is “but a detour in the self’s journey back to itself” (p. 73).


� The concept of transference helps to illustrate the ways in which our internalized past continues to be transferred into our present relationships.  Our history of experienced relationships shapes and even determines the nature of future relationships.


� The normal-bell shaped curve attempts to ignore history, but behind its swell history’s sovereign reign can still be discerned.  With normality often indicating functionality, the majority is an implicitly assumed telos.  The majority more commonly represents the particulars of a zeitgeist, a manifestation of the values and emphases within a point in history.  To be normal, then, increases the chances of being adaptive since functioning inside of the majority grants easier passage, a smoother function.  History then, with its socio-political movements and patterns of being, becomes the progenitor of meaning, the normalizer of persons, and ultimately the determinant of abnormality (commonly equated with maladaptivity).  Normality is a snapshot of persons in history that is used as a comparative measure.  And, commonly, it is used to esteem the “natural”, functional, and normal as the appropriate or at least most adequate litmus test of healthy existence.


� As clinical psychologists functioning out of a rigidly empirical paradigm, we model for our clients a privileging of history, senses, knowledge, and representation.  We esteem our training that is derived out of psychology’s own history of ideas, though we maintain the fashionable belief that its justifiability is built upon ahistorical methodology (Cushman, 1995).  We assume that our horizonality, our history of ideas, is secure and without pathogen.  We then interpret and assess the client’s history, thoughts, feelings, and behavior through our trained history.  The client implicitly internalizes this process, never witnessing an incarnation of an approach, a proximity that transcends synchronous history.  I tell the client to distrust their own history in exchange for a new one, mine.  This is not being taught by the face of the therapist, it is being imperialized by the facelessness of an inert history.  It is out of the dialogue, the particularity of a relationship lived out of the primordial call, that history is redirected.  History must be descriptive and a telling of what took place, not prescriptive and the determinant of being.  This is not to deny the extraordinary richness of historical identity.  Gadamer’s “historically-situated” consciousness need not stand in opposition to what is being stated.  Rather, Levinas’ radicality is that history, situatedness, embodiment, and events are not the original and most primary processes.  Levinas is not dichotomizing between ethics and history.  Rather, he is showing that history must be conditioned by what precedes and lives within it, ethics.  History, consciousness, and our situatedness are ultimately derivative of an ethical relationship to the other.





� Levinas understands Western thought to be the common or universal tongue of the world, at present.  He sees his own work as translating his conception of biblical humanity into the language of the common tongue, which he refers to as “Greek.”  (Gibbs, 1992).  “Levinas can be said to form part of a tradition of Jewish philosophizing that performs a ‘translation’ or encounter between philosophy and Judaism…Levinas refers to his readings as a ‘translation’ of the Talmud into ‘the modern’ (QLT, 15), or a ‘translation of the wisdom of the Talmud into Greek” (QLT, 24), ‘which is our university language” (TrI, 43), the language of philosophy (Robbins, 1991, p. 105).  


� As I write this paper, it is unclear to me whether I am being creative in my use of Levinas’ thought or whether I am bastardizing what he has said by systematizing it in any way.  Levinas leaves us little in the way of application, implementation, and operationalization of his thought.  I found that this was a perpetual struggle.  How can I apply Levinas’ thoughts that were utterly centered on my responsibility for the Other and universalize and totalize it into a way of understanding case conceptualization and therapy?  Here is my concern: I agree that Levinas’ thought cannot maintain its integrity and be systematically applied.  So, I see two options.  First, Levinas can remain a reminder on the outside fringes, an inspirational coach, who forever whispers into our ears the necessity of humility and the limitations of our perspectives (something done by many others as well).  He will speak of a distant idealism, a utopian primordial state that merely informs our attitude, but does little to assault our constructs.  Or, second, we can enter dangerously into the world of totality, funded by Levinas’ ethical injunction.  We can, in applying Levinas to a science of which he was unfamiliar, take the liberty of fumbling around, reconstituting theories, reshaping an enterprise that is a blind derivative of the Modern philosophical enterprise toward which Levinas’ levied his strongest critiques.  The roots of psychology drink from the wells of Western philosophy.  Levinas suggests an alternate wellspring.  What does this mean?  I do not know.  I can only propose that Levinas’ critique goes beyond an admonition toward humility and openness.  It requires a re-visioning of our work.  The steps I take are an entry into darkness.  Thankfully, there are markers of those in this room who have walked before me.  In “using” Levinas, I am “misusing” him, but I ask that you would allow me a few steps into totality, though hopefully steps that have been “conditioned by” an ethical injunction, a concern for the Infinite, and something otherwise than being.  As Levinas said, 


“I do not know how to draw the solution to insoluble problems.  It is still sleeping in the bottom of a box; but a box over which persons who have drawn close to each other keep watch.  I have no idea other than the idea of the idea one should have.  The abstract drawing of a parallelogram- cradle of our hopes.  I have the idea of a possibility in which the impossible may be sleeping” (Levinas, 1999, p. 89).


Levinas introduces the concept of the “third party” which allows for the formation of calculation, consciousness, systems, institutions, and justice.  In speaking of a “therapist” or a “client,” we have already allowed the “third” to enter the discussion.  We are no longer speaking from the dyadic saying, but rather have entered into the ontological and the said.  When addressing the field of psychology, case conceptualization, health, pathology, identity, and treatment, we are inevitably addressing a system.  A system is not evil and knowledge is not inherently problematic, but both must be conditioned by the infinite, called into question, held accountable by justice, “subjugate[d]…to the ethical” (Clegg and Slife, 2005, p. 71), and “must always be held in check by the initial interpersonal relation” (Levinas, 1985, p. 90).  The formation of a type of self  (e.g., demanded self) is an attempt to apply Levinas’ thought to the third party that is psychology, along with its abstract formulas.  Clegg and Slife (2005), in recognizing this limitation, state, “Indeed, it is our obligation to face the other, to engage in the ethical relation, and such engagement requires reduction though not colonization, thematization but not totalization” (p. 70). 


� Levinas’ thought must help to de-center the self throughout psychological theories.  It is obvious that if this is done, some theories will remain standing (though highly altered) and others will not survive the change.  It is a reminder behind the history of psychological ideas that there is an idea not discernible in history or through observation, but must be revelatory in transcendent relationship and ultimately should be incarnated in our understanding of the human self.  Otherwise, our constructs are solipsistic and the primary narcissism of our current zeitgeist remains the empirically validated descriptor.  The normal-belled shaped curve justifies this self because of its staunch majority.


� When ethics are couched in terms of human rights, it becomes a universal phenomenon that requires an impersonal system to administer and ensure.  When ethics are couched in terms of ethical responsibility, each person must recognize his or her place in ensuring the meeting of the Others’ needs, justice.  Levinas’ primary concern about atonement theories within Christian theology is the sense that it might give that humanity is now freed from the impossible responsibility toward the other (Ford, 1999).


� The term “post-secular” is commonly used in the Radical Orthodoxy movement to denote the current movements to restore traditioned and religious sensibilities to a foundational role in intellectual discourse.  Atraditional and areligious politics, rationality, and science have come under increasing attack as being a decrepit relic of Enlightenment illusions.  Modernity flattened discourse for the sake of democratic and shared understanding, but the costs have been great (including the amorality of the self discussed in this paper).  Thinkers such as Alasdair MacIntyre, Jean-Francois Lyotard, John Milbank, James K. Smith, and Alvin Dueck have suggested that the notion of secular reason and its dualities (including the false distinction between the “secular” and “sacred”) are no longer a viable option in intellectual engagement.  Instead, theological traditions (rather than universalized, flattened conceptions) are given primacy in the development of theory.  The Radical Traditions movement (a Jewish version of the Radical Orthodoxy movement) is a Jewish think tank that includes Robert Gibbs, Steven Kepnes, and Peter Ochs (among others) and draws heavily upon Levinas to challenge the modern foundations of science and philosophy by holding the Torah and Talmud as communication partners in their work.  It can be argued that Levinas’ Judaism allows for a dialogue with something otherwise than being, a calling emergent from revelation rather than deduction that requires the raw material and strictures of historical being.  Understanding Levinas’ work as an extension of his Jewish thought is an example of post-secular dialogue.  See James K. Smith’s Introducing Radical Orthodoxy: Mapping a Post-secular Theology and Steven Kepnes, Peter Ochs, and Robert Gibbs’ Reasoning After Revelation: Dialogues in Postmodern Jewish Philosophy.








� The relational psychoanalysis movement, including the work of Lewis Aron, Stephen Mitchell, Immanuel Ghent, and others, has heavily critiqued Freudian drive theory and other forms of intrapsychic descriptors, supplanting this nomenclature and ontological system with an interpersonal and intersubjective orientation.  This is a laudatory step that deserves significant attention and continued research.  From a Levinasian perspective, this shift from intrapsychic to intersubjective is not oriented within a more primary ethical situation and thus remains within the realm of being and history.  It has taken a few steps away from Western egology, but has no grounding or rootedness in an ethically ordered relationality.


� Here I think about C.S. Lewis’ depiction of hell (in The Great Divorce) as being an infinite series of concentric circles filled with individuals perpetually living out the constricted and miniscule obsessions by which they lived their terrestrial life.  These persons were utterly caught within the repetitive motions and emotions of their lived history.


� Social contract theory is the dominant paradigm of ethics within Western liberal democracies.  It is the protection of individual rights for the sake of each individual for him or herself.  Levinas’ responds to this Hobbesean ideology with an assertion that the self is not a sovereign, entitled “I”, but rather there is a “surplus of my duties over my rights” (Levinas, 1969, p. 159).








