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I would like to thank the Sea of Faith Organisers for asking me to talk with you on ―Honouring the Other‖, or
what I have talked about elsewhere as ―Enlarging Boundaries of Compassion‖1. I am extremely happy to do
this because I am becoming more and more convinced that the cultivation of a compassionate, empathetic
consciousness and the behaviour that flows from this, is not an optional extra for the 21st century. On the
contrary it is a human imperative. It stands at the heart of what it is to be human and is absolutely crucial to
the building of strong, resilient and caring communities.
Furthermore, despite the fact that empathetic and compassionate consciousness has had a long religious and
philosophical pedigree I also want to suggest that while these ethical injunctions provide useful frameworks for
compassionate action
they are not necessary for such behaviour to emerge. Human beings are in fact,
biologically and neurologically ―hard wired‖ for compassion, empathy and integration. The philosophies of
possessive and competitive individualism , therefore, are something of an aberration and not based on good
theory or empirical research.
New work in cognitive neuroscience (e.g that of Jean Decety and others)
suggests that those who see our brains primarily as the source of independence and autonomy are wrong.
The emergent evidence is that our brains are as big as they are not primarily to generate autonomous individuals
but to generate social individuals who discover themselves in sociation and in community. We can only exist
in community if we have empathetic consciousness and compassionate responsiveness.
If this is so then the religious and philosophical traditions that have sought to generate ethical frameworks for
positive behaviour have simply developed ethical rationalisations for behaviour that is already critical to
ensuring human continuity through time.
For example, my own current religious practice ( such as it is) is within the Religious Society of Friends –The
Quakers. When George Fox, the 17th century English mystic, prophet and inspiration for the Religious Society
of Friends, was imprisoned in Launceston jail in 1656, he wrote an epistle about religious wisdom ,
obedience, and truthfulness . In this he said among other things:
―…be patterns, be examples in all countries, places, islands, nations, wherever you come; that your life and
conduct may preach among all sorts of people, and to them. Then you will come to walk cheerfully over the
world, answering that of God in every one; whereby in them ye may be a blessing, and make the witness of
God in them to bless you: then to the Lord God you shall be a sweet savour, and a blessing.‖ The Journal of
George Fox 1656
This Epistle is normally shortened to a Quakerly imperative to ―walk cheerfully over the world, answering
that of God in everyone‖. If we pay attention to the other wisdom in this text, however, there is an injunction
not to imprison the spirit within oneself or to hoard it for selfish purposes. There is an appeal to connect
with others and to discern the spirit that exists in others and which is released in the inter-subjective encounter
with others. And there is a request to lead an exemplary life so that others might be persuaded by example
rather than by direct religious appeal. George Fox was making an argument for a radical social and political
ethic derived from spiritual experience. This ethic is based on the central importance of treating each person
1Inaugural Professorial Lecture “Enlarging Boundaries of Compassion: Opportunities and Challenges for Peace Research in the
21st Century, University of Otago 23 September 2009
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with respect because God ―herself‖ resides within each and every one of us and we deepen our awareness of
the eternal by acknowledging his/her presence in all those around us.
The ‗Walking Cheerfully‖ Epistle can be seen as a Foundational document from which Quaker Testimonies to
Peace, Equality, Simplicity and Integrity have evolved. All of these Testimonies flow from the very simple
but disarming belief that because there is "that of God in everyone" Friends should treat each person with
absolute dignity and respect.
This fundamental belief inspires Quakers not to kill or use force and violence for personal or political ends. It
also means that work for justice and right relationships between people can only be achieved by non-violent
means. This belief in the divinity of others results in a Quaker Humanism which emerges from a deep spiritual
consciousness of the ways in which all life –sacred and profane- is profoundly interconnected.
This belief has resulted in a wide variety of peace and service programmes such as Quaker Peace and Social
Witness in the UK and American Friends Service Committee in America. These organisations have brought
much good to the world and delivered this good in ways that have been respectful of others and performed in
the service of others. It has resulted also in New Zealand Friends working for peace, justice, and equality in
Aotearoa-New Zealand as well .
The truth that Fox discovered in the Launceston jail, however, has to be rediscovered by each new generation
in a form and in a language that they understand and which speaks to their condition. This is particularly so for
those who have difficulty with religious injunctions to goodness.
What I would like to propose in this lecture is that Fox‘s spiritual epiphany was really sociological and
psychological. He understood --well before the social and neurological sciences were invented—some truths
about human relationships which he reframed in the religious terms of his time. Others in the 20th and 21st
centuries have come to somewhat similar conclusions from very different disciplinary perspectives.
The central ethical dilemmas that Fox faced in the 17th century are essentially the same that we face today.
How do we ensure that we are in right relationship with others and that our own selfish interests do not
generate harm for them? Why should we love, care for and be responsible to others, especially for those who
are weaker and more vulnerable than ourselves? How do we name and address our deepest existential fears
within communities non-violently? How do we restrain separated and assertive egos without resorting to
force, co-ercian and Leviathan? What might persuade the powerful to refrain from using their strength and
power to advance their own power and privilege? And how are we recognised and how do we realise our
multiple identities in human community?
In order to explore these questions I want to draw on the wisdom of three people, Martin Buber, Albert
Schweitzer, and Emmanuel Levinas. I realise that these writers are all dead white European males and
probably very well known to those of you in the Sea of faith network. Each of these persons in their own way,
made important contributions to social and political ethics; peaceful processes, and new ways of thinking about
engaged and compassionate spirituality which transcend gender, ethnicity and culture. There are some
conceptual and thematic threads common to each which hopefully will enable us to illuminate whether and
under what circumstances, human beings living in Aotearoa /New Zealand, have treated each other with
respect and honour over the years.
The challenge is to find a 21st century rationale for the promotion of justice, equality, compassion and peace at
home and abroad. What sociological, psychological and ethical imperatives will drive New Zealanders to
generate a gentler, more caring, more empathetic, more compassionate society in the future. Why should we
hold fast to non violent means in our struggles for justice and peace ?
This talk therefore falls into two parts.
(i) The first is a philosophical exploration of the beliefs and vision of three dead white men! I want to explore
whether their ideas have contemporary relevance and what each might teach us about how to think and act
courageously and creatively as we contemplate uncertain futures. Each in his own way has contributed towards
feminist theorising about relationships, nature, ethics and how to connect to the ―Other‖.
(ii) The second is a tentative venture into the knottier questions of whether and how we Pakehas and Maoris
do or do not honour each other and what this might mean for a common future.
I acknowledge here and now that there are many in this Conference who are much more expert than I am in
both these areas so I trust that you will forgive me venturing onto your patch.
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A Little Philosophy
Martin Buber, was a 20th century Jewish Philosopher who in his book I and Thou 2 grappled with how human
beings might realise a common humanity in the face of tyranny, overcome destructive egotism and generate
mutually beneficial and reciprocal relationships with others. In particular he was concerned with how we move
from an objectification of the other which results in what he called I-It instrumental relationships to a
subjectification of the Other in what he called I-You or I –Thou relationships. Only by I-Thou relationships ,
Buber argued, would we be able to ensure that others flourished simultaneously with our own flourishing. As
he put it.
“Egos appear by setting themselves apart from other egos. Persons appear by entering into
relation to other persons. One is the spiritual form of natural differentiation; the other is that of
natural association. The purpose of setting oneself apart is to experience and use, and the
purpose of that is “living:-which means dying one human life long. The purpose of relation is the
relation itself—touching the You. For as soon as we touch a You, we are touched by a breath of
Eternal life” 3
This is somewhat similar to Fox‘s notion of assuming that there is that of God in the other and that if we
engage with that Other in a respectful , I-You or I-Thou relationship. we will understand something of how
we connect with that which is eternal. Buber is particularly interested in the I-Thou of infinite conversations.
By which he means dialogical processes where each is listening to the Other‘s verbal and non verbal messages
and cherishing them for what they reveal about the Other. These are conversations with others who are as
interested in us as we are in them. As he puts it;
“ The It-world coheres in space and time. The You-world does not cohere in either. It coheres in
the center in which the extended lines of relationships intersect; in the eternal You”4.
Buber‘s assertion is that it is in relationship and only in relationship that we can uncover the eternal. It is only
in relationship and by ―becoming embodied in the whole stuff of life‖ that we can understand how best to
connect with others, how to dialogue with others and how to do justice to others in relation to God or what we
understand as the eternal. I think that the book is unnecessarily elliptical and complicated but the central
message is clear. We do right by others by seeing them as worthy of attention, respect and veneration. If we live
and work on this assumption the hope is that others will feel the same way about us and we will have the
basis for mutually beneficial relationships.
Albert Schweitzer, was a world famous German philosopher, theologian and musician who abandoned all of
these careers for a lifetime of medical service in the Congo. He did so because he wanted to understand how to
live simply and non-violently. He was driven by a compulsion to serve those who were less fortunate than
himself. When he spoke of ethics and morality he thought of both as ―right human conduct‖ 5 and was
particularly interested in what drove or might drive privileged human beings (such as himself) to care for
strangers. To him there could be no ethics that was not concerned for the welfare of others. An ethics based on
― an enlargement of the sense of solidarity with other human beings.‖ 6 Schweitzer traces the beginning of a
quest for intentional ―species and trans-species solidarity‖ to Lao Tse and Confucious in China and to the
―engaged [religious] traditions‖ of Judaism, Christianity , Buddhism, Hinduism and Islam. He argues, that as
they evolved, many of these religious traditions started serving selfish religious interests by disengaging
from and disparaging the world rather than engaging it in all its complexity. Schweitzer believed that it was
only when the great philosophers like Kant and Hume tried to make sense of a humanity beyond the nation state
that philosophy got back on track. Of Hume, he noted, for example, that ,
“Nature ...has endowed us with this ability to share experientially in the lot of others. We
experience the joys, the sorrows and the sufferings of others as if they were our own. We are in

2Martin Buber, 1970 I and Thou New York Charles Scribner’s Sons, Translated by Walter Kaufman
3Ibid p 112
4ibid p 148
5Albert Schweitzer, 1966 The Teaching of Reverence for Life London, Peter Owen p 9
6ibid
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Hume’s image, strings that vibrate in sympathy with others. Natural goodwill prompts us to help
our neighbours and to wish to contribute to their welfare as well as to that of society” 7
The critical question that Schweitzer posed, however, is how far each individual will go in self-sacrificing
altruism? How wide or narrow will be his/her circle of compassion? This is a particular challenge for those of
us with wealth, power and privilege. In answering this question Schweitzer provides a wonderful example of
both realist and idealist orientations. He knows that no spirit of loving kindness is at work in the ―phenomenal
world‖ and yet he develops an ethic that might bring it about.
“ The Universe provides us with the dreary spectacle of manifestations of the will to live
continually opposed to each other. One life preserves itself by fighting and destroying other lives.
The world is horror in splendour, meaninglessness in meaning, sorrow in joy. Ethics is not in tune
with this phenomenal world, but in rebellion against it. It is the manifestation of a spirit that
desires to be different from the spirit that manifests itself in the Universe”8
Schweitzer was concerned, therefore, to develop an ethics that could be an act of ―spiritual‖ independence
from the phenomenal world while immersing ourselves in the complexity of the phenomenal. (There are echoes
here of Fox‘s concern with the ― Imprisoned spirit‖). Schweitzer said that we make ethical sense of this
problematic world by acknowledging that ―concern for other wills to live is mandatory for us as human
beings‖.
“The elemental fact, present in our consciousness every moment of our existences, is; I am life
that wills to live, in the midst of life that wills to live. The mysterious fact of my will to live is that
I feel a mandate to behave with sympathetic concern toward all the wills to live which exist side by
side with my own. The essence of Goodness is : Preserve life, promote life, help life to achieve its
highest destiny. The essence of Evil is: destroy life, harm life, hamper the development of life. The
fundamental principle of ethics then, is reverence for life. All the goodness one displays toward a
living organism is, at bottom, helping it to preserve and further its existence”9
From this simple statement Schweitzer reinforces the religious commandment to love, alongside a compassion
for all creature life. He anticipated the environmental movement, for example, well before there was global
environmental consciousness! His social ethic rests on a radical commitment to promote all life within the
natural as well as the social world. The importance of this is that by adopting ethical conduct towards all
creatures we enter a spiritual relationship with the universe. For Schweitzer, this radical reverence for all life,
provides the only justification for self sacrifice. He proposes that we give expression to this reverence in
what he calls ―secret avocation‖ that is in an opening of our eyes to discover human beings around us in need
of a little time, friendship, company and work. (As we will see later this is more or less what Levinas talks
about as ―small goodnesses‖).
“Fortunate are those who listen. Their own humanity will be enriched, whereas in moral isolation
from their fellow men, their store of humanity would dwindle”10
Schweitzer also argues that we need to learn from that special league of people who have known anxiety and
physical suffering. He sees bonds of suffering linking those that have and have not suffered , inducing all to
share life in its completeness, hopefulness and hopelessness. Acknowledgement of the bonds of suffering and
reverence for life will, he argues, generate love, kindliness, sympathy, empathy, peacefulness and a power to
forgive. In all of these discussions Schweitzer is arguing for an ethic based on a strong and expanding sense
of human solidarity; a radical reverence for all life – in the natural as well as the social world; a spiritual
/ethical independence from the world that leads back into the world; an attentiveness to the small but
omnipresent needs of others and a willingness to listen to all life.
My third source of wisdom and insight is the Lithuanian/French Philosopher Emmanual Levinas. Of the three,
I think that Levinas manages to combine spiritual encounter, reverence for life and a social and political ethic
that flows from a deep appreciation of why non-killing has to be deeply imbedded in individual and social
consciousness.
7ibid p 20
8Ibid p.25
9Ibid p 26
10Ibid p 40
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Like millions of 20th century European Jews Levinas understood suffering and despair personally and directly.
He was dispatched to a concentration camp and lost many of his family and friends in the holocaust. It is
probably not surprising therefore that he focused a good deal of his early philosophical attention on why such
violence occurred in Europe and how such violence might be prevented in the second half of the 20th century.
He was concerned to expose the roots of violence, racism , sexism and classism and how to prevent such
pathologies in the future. His whole intellectual life was a concern to develop strategies for
―thinking
otherwise‖.11 For thinking of ways in which human beings could marginalise those who tried to totalise,
tyrannise and destroy those they could not face or bear to face.
For Levinas, ethics is at root ―a struggle to keep fear and anxiety from turning into murderous action‖12.
Because of this he wants to understand the deepest sources of human fear and to develop an awareness of
how these might be addressed at their source. Levinas is interested in a sociological justification for an
ethical life which, at minimum, will guarantee that human beings do not kill each other. To do this he wishes
to remove any possible rationale for causing harm to others so that we will not kill those who stand in front of
us but more optimally so that we might serve and advance their interests? He knows that he is not going to be
able to stop human aggression and conflict but he wants to develop a methodology for engaging the Other
which makes aggression the bluntest and least effective of all instruments for realising human potential and
serving the common good.
In order do this he develops an ethics of responsibility that flows from an awareness of the universal
vulnerability of all human beings. In ‗Ethics as First Philosophy‖ 13 he argues that the ethical attitude is
independent of metaphysics and arises from our basic awareness of each other. It is in this basic awareness of
the Other that we become aware of our common and shared vulnerabilities. By focusing on ways in which
we can enhance awareness of the Other, most importantly by focusing on and acknowledging his/her Face in
all its singularity and uniqueness, Levinas argues that we will discover why nonviolence towards others is The
human imperative.
Levinas suggests that each human being on the planet faces a triple vulnerability.
First there is our permanent physical vulnerability; we may die anytime and we will all certainly die sometime.
This is an extremely important equaliser. This is the fate that awaits all of us. Acknowledging this shared fate
should generate a softening of our demands on one another as we individually and collectively confront and
move towards this universal inevitability. We need help to live and to die. As we engage the death of self and
other, the question of who we are willing to mourn and grieve for signals a lot about our boundaries of
responsibility and care.
Secondly, other people constitute a psychological threat; the Other is a threat simply because they are an Other.
This is what Schweitzer is talking about when he says ―I am life that wills to live, in the midst of life that wills
to live ‖. It is also what Buber is talking about when he talks about objectified relationships. If Others have I-It
relations with us instead of I-You/I-Thou relations they instrumentalise their exchanges with us to suit their
own interests. This is existentially unsettling as we never know when we are going to be taken advantage of
and we become wary of others instead of trusting towards them.
Thirdly, and most importantly , however, since I am the Other‘s Other I am not only potentially threatened by
the Other but also constitute a threat to the Other . This is absolutely critical to the evolution of Levinas‘ social
ethic since this third vulnerability makes us morally vulnerable. ― As a threat to others I am here in the world
with no right to exist; if I cannot claim to be harmless, how can I claim any right to be here?‖ 14 The only
solution to this moral vulnerability is to overcome my being a threat; and the only way to do that ( according
to Levinas) is to accept unconditional ( and unlimited ) responsibility for the Other. I find this a wonderfully
compelling sociological argument for Fox‘s injunction to walk cheerfully across the world answering that of
God in everyone. It is also an argument for Buber‘s desire to deepen inter-subjective relationships and it
requires Schweitzer‘s absolute reverence for life and nonviolence.
11See Roger Burgggraeve, 2002 The Wisdom of Love in the Service of Love:Emmanuel Levinas on Justice Peace and
Human Rights. Milwaukee, Marquette University Press. p 28
12Emmanual Levinas 1978 Existence and Existents, The Hague Martinus Nijhoff p34
13S. Hand (Ed) 1989 The Levinas Reader, Oxford: Blackwell “Ethics as First Philosophy” pp75-87
14ibid p80
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This unconditional responsibility for the Other is an imperative that does not have to be justified by any social
contract, political system or special relationship between me and the Other. 15 It is an argument that is
eminently Quakerly because it assumes an acceptance of responsibility without any expectation of return
except for that most precious return of all, namely human trust.
It is an argument for an ethics of
responsibility grounded in deep reciprocity and human experience. As such it is an ethic that is independent of
metaphysics and theology but which feeds back into these discourses. Levinas provides a compelling social
and political rationale for an ethic of non violence.
Of course there are all sorts of issues that come into play when one adds a Third Party and when there are big
discrepancies of power, privilege and prestige. Who is the Other when the dyad becomes a triad and we
encounter others in more abstract, impersonal institutions? Why should I have responsibility for an Other if
that Other is exploiting me or threatening to exploit me? It is an ethic, therefore, that is based on some degree
of equality of power, privilege and opportunity. It does mean, however, that peaceful, relatively harmonious,
well integrated societies and polities are likely to be those that make a commitment to equality. This is borne
out empirically by the work that I and others have been doing on the Global Peace Index. Those societies that
rank most highly on levels of Peacefulness are those that have a radical commitment to welfare, equality of
opportunity and equality of outcomes.16 This is also confirmed in the 2009 book by Richard Wilkinson and
Kate Pickett, The Spirit Level:Why Equality is Better for Everyone. This book establishes that more equal
societies all around the world do better on almost every social, economic, health and political indicator. 17
In Levinas‘ work, fundamental ethics flow from ―responsibility-to-and-for-the –Other‖. This is the only basis
for a humane society. His argument is that because human beings are equal in their vulnerability they can
only be truly safe in relationships where one places the interests of the Other over their own and the Other in
turn does the same. We are called to recognize the right of the Other as fundamental to claiming our own right
to existence.
In these arguments Levinas begins grappling with the challenges of separated and narcissistic egos. His method
for resisting narcissism and engendering ―positive othering‖ is based on an engagement with what he calls
the Face of the Other. This Face is both the Face that appears to us and the Face that does not appear to us, the
invisible Face. By focusing on the Face, especially the Face of those who suffer, or are in pain, or the Faces of
the subordinate, the imprisoned or the marginalised we can establish our human obligations and
responsibilities. What this requires, therefore, is deep and radical attention to the concrete and particular
features of the Face in encounters between the self and the other. We engage the Other in his/her individual
differences but in a deeper acknowledgement of the Other‘s incomparability, uniqueness, and distinctive
singularity.18 In this engagement, Levinas suggests, we discern the ethical basis for responsibility which
begins not from ourselves but with and for the Other. It is this radical engagement with the Other that
determines our ethical responsibility. In this way he is confirming Schweitzer‘s concern for an engaged
spirituality which generates an enlargement of the sense of solidarity with other human beings.
One of the most interesting of Levinas‘ ideas is that of the ―epiphany of the Face‖. In the encounter with the
Face, we can see joy and happiness but we can also see misery and suffering. We see prohibition, [you shall
not kill me ] and we discover disarming authority. It is by paying attention to the Face of the Other and by
developing a radical responsibility-to-and-for-the-other that we can begin resisting the totalising forces that
seek to challenge this deep and incomparable individuality. 19 Ideological totalisations like Fascism,
15A.H Lesser, “Levinas and the Jewish Ideal of the Sage” Chapter 8 in S. Hand, (ed) 1996 Facing the Other:The Ethics of
Emmanual Levinas, London Curzon Press p 149
16See the following URL for discussion about the GPI http://www.visionofhumanity.org/gpi/results/rankings.php
17See R Wilkinson and Kate Pickett, 2009, The Spirit Level:Why Equality is Better for Everyone, London Penguin.
18S.Hand (1989) op cit p 83
19This idea of the face is at the heart of many Asian traditions, as well, particularly the Confucian traditions of East Asia.
Wikipedia has this to say about definitions of face.
“The term face may be defined as the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he
has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms of approved social attributes. (Goffman
1955:213)
Face is the respectability and/or deference which a person can claim for himself from others, by virtue of the relative position
he occupies in his social network and the degree to which he is judged to have functioned adequately in that position as well as
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Communism, but also a large number of other naming and blaming, stereotyping and discriminatory processes
prevent us from seeing the Other in his/her full exteriority to the self. By focusing on the Face of the other
and what Levinas calls ―the wisdom of love rather than the love of wisdom‖ Levinas argues that we can
establish a solid basis for ethical encounter and for Honouring the Other.
This understanding of radical alterity/otherness is or should be reciprocal, it is a way of humanising and
deepening all human exchanges. It has implications, therefore, for the way we deal with each other in peace as
well as war. Our ethical responsibility-to-and-for-the other lies at the heart of peaceful co-existence and the
non violent pursuit of justice. In ensuring that the interests of the other take precedence over our own interests
we discover ―infinity‖ in the present. We also discover the central importance of hospitality especially
towards those who are strangers to us. By being hospitable we acknowledge all the vulnerabilities that we
share as human beings and in those moments attend to the other with care, single mindedness and attention.
Many people feel somewhat ambivalent about others and the notion of an Other. They have experienced pain
at the hands of others. Levinas‘ argument is that even for these people , focusing on another in the way he
explains it will generate gentleness rather than fear.
In relation to the Third Party, or what happens when we move from dyadic to triadic or impersonal social
relationships, Levinas builds a theory of community, society, law and government on a basis of the interpersonal ethics that bind us to each other. He is in this sense adopting a view of politics and political
responsibility which stands in tension with realist/Hobbesian views which discount the centrality of self-other
relations. All of our fellow citizens –within nation states and across national state boundaries—have the same
needs for recognition, welfare, justice and stability as we do. It is important, therefore, that our social and
political institutions make the satisfaction of these basic human needs possible. The primordial relationship,
however, remains that between Self and Other. It is justice that limits our infinite responsibility for the other.
“In principle, everyone demands of me; I am responsible to and for everyone all the time in every
way. But if a person or group or institution persecutes another, then my responsibility to those
who are suffering outweighs any responsibility I have to the persecutor, and I must do what I can
to oppose the persecution… if there were no order of justice there would be no limit to my
responsibility” 20
When we forget this fundamental relationship and ignore justice we often start rendering Other‘s faceless.
Judith Butler, building on Levinas, in her book Precarious Life states that
“ Those who remain faceless or whose faces are presented to us as so many symbols of evil,
authorize us to become senseless before those lives we have eradicated, and whose grievability is
indefinitely postponed”. 21
Acknowledging and Honouring the Face of the Other, therefore, is not an optional extra for Levinas,
Schweitzer, Buber ,Fox or Butler. Honouring the Other is in fact, at the heart of human relationship, nonviolent ethics and the never ending quest for justice and peace. Only by establishing our harmlessness and a
radical responsibility-to-and-for- the other can we establish the basis for committed relationship and for
building just, peaceful and sustainable communities and societies.
So walking cheerfully across the world answering that of God in every person; highlighting the inter-subjective
nature of I-You /Thou relationships; acquiring a radical reverence for all life; and deriving social and political
ethics from a deep responsibility-to-and-for-the-Other are critical to the development of harmonious
community . They are critical because peaceful communities rest on (i) a commitment to equality and justice;
acceptably in his general conduct. (Ho 1975:883)
[Face] is something that is emotionally invested, and that can be lost, maintained, or enhanced, and must be constantly
attended to in interaction. In general, people cooperate (and assume each other's cooperation) in maintaining face in
interaction, such cooperation being based on the mutual vulnerability of face. (Brown and Levinson 1978:66)
Face is a sense of worth that comes from knowing one's status and reflects concern with the congruency between one's
performance or appearance and one's real worth. (Huang 1987:71)
"Face" means 'sociodynamic valuation', a lexical hyponym of words meaning 'prestige; dignity; honor; respect; status'. (Carr
1993:90)”
20E Levinas, “Philosophy, Justice and Love” in Entre Nous 105 cited in Michael Morgan 2007 Discovering Levinas, Cambridge
CUP p 113
21Judith Butler, 2004 Precarious Life:The Powers of Mourning and Violence. London/NY, Verso Press p xviii
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(ii) the cessation of relationships of domination and subordination (especially those that flowed from the
colonial and imperial projects of the 19th and 20th centuries) (iii) the expansion of deep mutuality across
boundaries of difference and a (iv) reverence for nature and a commitment to sustainable development.
To what extent can Aotearoa-New Zealand in 2010 claim to be a place that Honours the Other; promotes
equality and justice and celebrates difference?
Before we can answer this question we need to know who is the Self and who is the Other in Aotearoa-New
Zealand? Where we stand, sit, live, work, walk, play, worship will determine what we see. What I see as a
white, middle class, aging male living on the Peninsula in Dunedin is very different from what non-white, non
middle class, young women living in Mangere Auckland will see? What we both see will be different from
what the elderly will see or what children and youth will see. What all of us see in New Zealand will be
different from what Chinese, Russians, Indians Arabs and Americans see. As John Berger put it;
“Seeing comes before words. The child looks and recognizes before it can speak. But there is
another sense in which seeing comes before words. It is seeing which establishes our place in the
surrounding world;we explain the world with words, but words can never undo the fact that we
are surrounded by it. The relation between what we see and what we know is never settled. Each
evening we see the sun set. We know that the earth is turning away from it. Yet the knowledge, the
explanation never quite fits the sight”. 22
Berger goes on to argue that what we see is affected by what we know or believe but more particularly by what
we look at. ―To look is an act of choice. As a result of this act what we see is brought within our reach –though
not necessarily within arm‘s reach‖. 23 Soon after we can see we are aware that we can also be seen . ―The eye
of the other combines with our own eye to make it fully credible that we are part of the visible world‖. 24
Berger is focusing on seeing as a way of understanding art, publicity and the seductive and manipulative role
of advertising. But I want to use him and Levinas to ask some questions about who we, i.e people like thee and
me, see. Who do we gaze at and attend to and who is excluded from our vision? What happens to us when we
see others in general and the Other in particular? Are we softened or hardened by those we see? On whom
does our attention linger and from whom do we avert our gaze? Do we mainly see the world in our own image
and look for and at others who are like ourselves?Do we only attend to people who will bring us contentment,
happiness and confirm us in our privilege or do we have eyes for more textured and challenging sights? Who
is Other to me and how do I honour him/her/them? How am I represented in words, literature, music, film,
history and how are Other‘s represented in these same media? Who is included and who excluded from our
gaze, sight , is a profoundly political decision.
If I apply Levinas‘ ethic of deep responsibility to and for the Other how might this help me determine whether
or not I am honouring and respecting those who are radically other to me, namely women, people of colour,
people of different classes, cultures and different beliefs. How do I as a European of British and German
descent see those here in New Zealand who are indigenous or of mixed descent and how do they see me? How
can we become more intentional and deliberate in relation to seeing, reflecting, relationship and responsibility
processes? And what sorts of institutional arrangements will enable us to honour the others we cannot see? It is
in relation to all those who are invisible third parties to me or for whom I do not necessarily have deep
personal self-other obligations that we ( i.e me and you in social institutions) develop principles of justice,
fairness and respect. This is why honouring the other, love and compassion must be the basis of justice, for
justice is, as Joseph Fletcher put it ―love distributed‖ it is a way of socialising the respect that we owe each
other in inter-personal relationship .
It is also important for me to understand , however, that I am also Other for those who are Other to me. They
see me from where they are sitting/standing/living and working. For us to live together harmoniously I need
to know that they know that I both mean no harm and will do no harm to them and that if I have done harm that
22John Berger, 1979 Ways of Seeing, London BBC and Penguin Books p 7
23Ibid p 8
24Ibid p 9
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I will acknowledge and make amends for it. More optimally, the Other needs to know that I will, wherever
possible, seek to do good with them. Since we are facing the same vulnerabilities we need to come to some
understanding of our mutual responsibilities for each other‘s welfare. What this means when the Other sees
me/us across different class, ethnic power and privilege lines is challenging. They [who have less] have no
reason to have radical responsibility-to-and-for- me especially if I am directly or indirectly oppressing ,
marginalising or excluding them or imposing my notion of what is normal /acceptable on to them. On the other
side, however, I cannot assume unconditional responsibility-to-for-the-other without some clearly defined
protocols based on a commitment to equality and justice and an acknowledgement of differences while
building on commonalities.
So how do white, middle class, Pakeha professionals operating from positions of power, privilege and prestige,
honour and respect those who are Other to them in Aotearoa-New Zealand ? In this process [of what might be
called honourable Othering] how do we overcome simplistic binaries and dualisms so that we can
acknowledge and celebrate the deep differences that characterise Others? How do we avoid totalising,
stereotyping, and de-individualising the Other thereby removing their uniqueness and singularity? What
difference would it make to our thinking of each other if we started from a strengths based model rather than a
deficit model. ( i.e instead of constantly talking about what Maori need to do to catch up with Pakeha on
educational, health, legal statistics etc-what difference would it make if we started thinking in terms of each
others strengths instead of weaknesses?) Do Pakeha New Zealanders , for example, honour their Maori brothers
and sisters and do they in turn have any reason for honouring us? If we start seeing each Other from a
position of respect and Honour what difference will that make to our inter-personal , economic , political and
ecological relationships?

Honouring Maori- Honouring Pakeha
Aotearoa-New Zealand is notable for the fact that in terms of human settlement it is a young country. Until
about 1200 there were no people here and apart from a few bats, whales and seals no mammals either. Paul
Star asserts that the first Polynesian invasion dramatically changed the pristine environment but the second
European invasion and settlement was devastating. It destroyed large swathes of forest and eliminated much
local fauna.25 He quotes William Fox who said in 1868, that Europeans
―came to lay the basis of a true civilisation, not only to subdue nature and till the soil; but impelled by
Anglo-Saxon ardour and energy , to develop all that was worthy of development‖. 26
Thus while most Maori were concerned to try and maintain their natural resources through iwi and whanau
guardianship, many Colonists had a more instrumental and exploitative view of the forests, the rivers, the
wetlands and the landscape. From an early time, therefore, it has to be said that indigenous instinct to preserve
and revere life and land in Schweitzer‘s sense ran up against a European desire to exploit it. It also has to be
said though that it would be a gross simplification to say that all Pakeha were rapacious exploiters of natural
resources and all Maori automatically conservationist. There were instrumental and conservationist tendencies
in both cultures. The instrumental tendency, however, prevailed throughout the 19th century and well into the
20th before both Pakeha and Maori, became conscious of ecological loss and started acquiring slightly more
reverence for the land and waterways and the fragile eco-systems that exist upon them. Recent debates about
opening up National Parks or coastal waters for mining or Iwi desire to exploit their own land and resources
for economic purposes, demonstrate that Maori and Pakeha face similar pressures in the 21st century to
objectify and commodify nature rather than revere it. Honouring the Other in human terms [here and
everywhere] must begin, however, with an Honouring of Papatuanuku Mother Earth and a new consciousness
of how all life is dependent on her.
The first contacts between Maori and Pakeha (in the late 18th to mid 19th century) were an interesting example
of two peoples coming together from a position of what is called ―dual agency‖. 27 This meant that

25Paul Star, “Humans and the Evironment in New Zealand,c1800-2000” Chapter 3 in G Byrnes(Ed) The New Oxford History
of New Zealand 2009 Australia OUP p 48
26Ibid p 49
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encounters between British and Maori individuals, institutions , whanau and iwi were , initially, more or less
equal exchanges on mutually acceptable ground. In these first interactions grudging respect was given from
one side to the Other and there was some degree of parity in the exchanges. In fact many colonists learned Te
Reo and were fluent in the Maori Language. They acknowledged the value of Maori language, culture and
traditions and were dependent on Maori for food, transport, shelter and housing and paid cash and goods for
these items. These early cash and goods transactions meant that many Maori were able to establish themselves
in business. The traditional kin based economy was gradually incorporated into the global market economy as
finance capital started shaping the exchanges that took place.
This period of dual agency and mutual respect, however, rapidly eroded as Pakeha migrated in larger and larger
numbers and their demand for land far outstripped the supply from Maori who were willing to sell. The
opportunities for respectful relationships diminished even more when the colonisers resorted to force and
military co-ercian to acquire land and then imposed tradeable individual titles on collectively owned land.
As Linda Tuhiwai –Smith put it. ― They Came, they Saw, they Named, They Claimed‖28 and from that
moment onwards New Zealand became a white settler society which defined itself positively in relation to
what they saw as negative Maori Otherness.
Colonial British rule meant that many indigenous people of Aotearoa-New Zealand were stereotyped, labelled,
and objectified as primitive, uneducated and in need of humanising and civilising. There was no attention to
the Face of the Maori Other ( except by artists like William Goldie and photographer Samuel Carnell who used
Maori faces to advance their own artistic and photographic reputations). With a few exceptions (such as
sympathetic commentators like Percy Smith and Elsdon Best) 29 from the late 1850s onwards there was,
therefore, little Honouring of the Maori Other on the part of Pakeha and from the Maori side growing despair
and contempt of Pakeha.
In the last forty years of the 19th century New Zealand history was overwhelmingly written from the perspective
of the Coloniser who saw Maori as inferior. This negative othering resulted in 19th and 20th century assaults
on Maori language, customs, traditions and lineage, a dramatic decline in Maori population and the emergence
of deep rooted structural inequality and injustice. This resulted in a dominant Pakeha culture and a
subordinate Maori culture.
This dominant Pakeha culture generated many illusions about positive race relations in New Zealand during
the 1950s and 1960s. The Civil Rights Movement in the United States,however, started challenging Pakeha
and Maori to think more critically about ethnic inequality. Movements for Maori Sovereignty, active
opposition to disrimination ( eg the Auckland University Haka controversy) the reclaiming of the Maori
language from the 1970s onwards and the development of Kohanga Reo ( not to mention Bastion Point, the
1981 Springbok Tour and growing Pakeha consciousness of white privilege resting on Maori deprivation)
generated a growing number of different Maori and Pakeha who wanted to return to basics. By this they meant
the foundational document that lies at the heart of Aotearoa-New Zealand, namely Te Tiriti o Waitangi. In
doing so white treaty workers and their Maori counterparts helped generate a climate of opinion and
institutional provisions within which it was possible to start addressing the historic injustices that flowed from
indifference to the Treaty for the first 150 years of European history. In Levinas‘ terms there was a growing
desire to replace past unjust relations with just ones.
The results of all this have been quite spectacular in terms of generating the basis for more equal exchange
and respect and a restoration of some of that early 19th century ―dual agency‖ at the heart of a bi-cultural and
multicultural New Zealand. But much remains to be done. Maori in all their Iwi,Hapu and cultural complexity,
represent 17% of the 4.3 million people living in New Zealand. While cultural identity is much stronger now
than it was in the 20th century and the Maori language has been revitalised. The gap between Maori and non
Maori is large and pervasive. Irrespective of cultural strengths there are some unavoidable deficits that also
need to be addressed if we Pakeha are to learn from what is strong and vibrant within Maori culture and
society. For example, Maori life expectancy remains 10 years less than non Maori and household income is
27See Paul Monin, “Maori Economies and Colonial Capitalism” Chapter 6 in G Byrnes, The New Oxford History of New
Zealand, op cit p 127
28Linda Tuhiwai Smith, 2006 Decolonizing Methodologies:Research and Indigenous Peoples, Dunedin-London U of
Otago and Zed Press p 80
29Ibid p 87
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72% of the national average. Over half of all Maori males leave school with no qualifications and 50% of New
Zealand‘s prison population are Maori. 30 While such inequality exists and while there is an unwillingness to
accord deeper Manaaki from one side to the Other the prospects for Pakeha really honouring Maori and vice
versa are bleak. The questions that we Pakeha and Maori confront in the 21st century are many. What comes
after Treaty Settlements have been concluded? What sorts of relationships do we want to have with each other?
What sorts of joint futures do we want to see negotiated? Whose faces are we willing to attend to and what
might flow from this attention?
What is interesting is that Maori intellectual leaders like Linda Tuhiwai Smith are proposing protocols for
engagement with Maori which are completely consistent with Levinas‘ idea of focusing on reading the face
of the other in order to discern right and peaceful ways of engaging. She says that there are seven principles
that should guide Maori and Pakeha research on or engagement with Maori communities. These are
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Aroha ki te tangata ( a respect for people)
Kanohi kitea (the seen face,that is present yourself to people face to face).
Titiro,whakarongo…korero (look,listen…..speak)
Manaaki kit e tangata (share and host people, be generous)
Kia tupato ( be cautious).
Kaua e takahia te mana o te tangata ( do not trample over the mana of people)
Kaua e mahaki ( don’t flaunt your knowledge).31

Applying all of these principles to everyday Pakeha-Maori relationships will go a long way towards creating
the conditions under which it is possible for Pakeha and Maori to Honour each Other. Both cultures have
traditions of Aroha (charity, love and compassion), Manaaki ( hospitality towards others) and Utu ( basic
norms of reciprocity). While paying rigorous attention to justice under the Treaty there must be a simultaneous
focus on ways of realising these deeper traditions of love, care and hospitality.
Pakeha in particular need to pay much more attention to the face of the other, to direct engagement and
encounter with the other and to the negotiation of new bases for equal and just exchanges with the other. If we
follow these processes we might be able to see/discern the Other in all his/her complexity and strength
and in this process discover how to discharge our unconditional responsibilities-to-and-for- the other at a
bicultural level. This may mean going to places with the Other where we might make ourselves more
vulnerable. If we do not engage in this deeper attention to what the Other‘s face is telling us; or do not
establish our harmlessness to the other or
attend to her /his needs on their terms the prospects for
harmonious and peaceful relations between Pakeha and Maori will be slight. By seeing and being seen by
Maori ( both individually and collectively) from a position of common vulnerability we might begin to
understand how to guarantee the welfare of the Other on their own terms. Of course it is equally important not
to limit our gaze to Maori. They are not the only other Other for us Pakeha. We also have to look at/see New
Zealand‘s Pasifika, Chinese, Indian and other migrant communities as well. They too have their place and
need to be engaged with respect and honour also.
Dame Joan Metge, has given her life to exploring the challenge of difference in New Zealand. In her most
recent book, Tuamaka, she surveys three competing models of nationhood and ponders which is most likely to
yield outcomes that will generate what I call positive othering of Maori by Pakeha and vice versa. 32 The first
model is the ―assimilationist‖ we are all New Zealander‘s model. She accepts that this model emphasises
national unity but rejects it because it devalues diversity and the distinctive Maori contribution to AotearoaNew Zealand. It is an imposition of assimilation imposed by a dominant majority on the Maori and other
minorities and as such fails to do justice to the Treaty Partners or those who migrated to New Zealand more
recently. The second model, is biculturalism and focuses on the relationship between the heirs of the two
parties to the Treaty of Waitangi. This is the model that is preferred by Pakeha and Maori Treaty Workers
30See Caecile Mikkelson, (Editor) The Indigenous World 2010, IWGA Copenhagen. P 267
31Linda Tuhiwai Smith, 2008 op cit, p 120.
32Joan Metge, 2010 Tuamaka:The Challenge of Difference in Aotearoa New Zealand, Auckland, Auckland University Press
pp10-11
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because it enshrines the Treaty at the heart of Maori –Pakeha relations. Metge rejects this model though
because it tends to sideline discussions of national unity and the place of other minorities. 33 The third model
is, therefore, the multicultural model which directs attention to the large number of different ethnicities and
cultures that exist in New Zealand and their ―right to recognition‖. Metge is worried about this model because
it seems to reduce Maori culture to one among many and also sidesteps the issue of national unity.
“Each of these models leaves out of account one or more of the elements I have identified as
essential features of New Zealand nationhood”.34
The fourth model and preferred one for Metge is what she calls the ―He Taura Whiri‖ model. This is a plaited
rope which as a metaphor is commonly used to describe the way hapu are plaited together into the Iwi by
common descent and ― the diplomatic skills of their rangatira (Chiefs)‖. ―Disparate elements are combined in a
unity without loss of their individual identities‖ .35 This traditional rope making model was aimed at ensuring
disparate strands became stronger in unity. The reason this differs from all the other models is that it is based
very firmly on the two Treaty Partners.
“Such a model would begin with strands representing the two parties to the Treaty of Waitangi,
Maori and Pakeha, splice in a diversity of other ethnic groups, and plait them all together into a
strong and effective whole, creating a sense of belonging to each other, of national identity”.36
The point that Metge is trying to make is that we need to work hard at generating a coherent sense of national
identity while giving primacy to our Maori-Pakeha roots. In particular we need to give space and recognition to
all the many new ethnicities and cultures that are making their own distinctive contribution to the New
Zealand of the 21st century. This model challenges many Maori and Pakeha who want to assert a single duality
at the heart of the nation and suggests that we can honour Maori and Pakeha while honouring others at the
same time if we are actively working on the plaiting, re-plaiting and strengthening of the rope that is AotearoaNew Zealand.
The idea of where to next after Waitangi Claims have been settled is one that is beginning to challenge white
Treaty Workers. Ingrid Huygens 37 for example, discovered when talking to White Treaty workers about
their work and what they felt they had achieved, that most were worried with where to from here and whether
the processes of Treaty consciousness that they had set in train could be trusted to deliver positive outcomes
for all.
Having facilitated an awakening of Pakeha to the Maori Other; to the Treaty Partner, for example, what next?
What if that partner wanted to go in a direction that excludes the Treaty Worker or Pakeha more generally?
What if Maori want a future that has a marginal place for Pakeha? Having facilitated an awakening and
consciousness of the Maori other why should Pakeha trust mana whenua to devoting any of their precious
time to attending to Pakeha and incorporating us in their future ? On a basis of past experience why should
Maori gaze at Pakeha with honour rather than contempt?
The dead white males that have framed this lecture would say that it is at this moment that we need to double
our efforts to attend to the Other to seek forgiveness for past wrongs, to establish common vulnerabilities and
to establish an unconditional responsibility-to-and-for-the other. In that process of positive Othering, Levinas
argues we will arouse in those, (who have historic reasons to treat us with contempt) a human gentleness
based on a deep recognition of our common mortality, an acknowledgement of the ways in which we have
historically done harm to each other and how we might do such harm in the future. In acknowledging our
common vulnerabilities we will discover the basis for a new and different kind of relationship. We might be
33Op cit p 10
34ibid
35ibid
36op cit p 11
37I Huygens, 2007 Processes of Pakeha Change in Response to the Treaty of Waitangi, Ph.D Thesis University of Waikato
and also I Huygens,2004 How Pakeha Change:Focus Group Records are sensitive representations of changes in Treaty
worker’s perceptions of their role and challenges to the future.
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able to begin this process of Honouring the Other by summoning what Levinas calls ―The abiding necessity
of small goodnesses‖.38 When it looks as though communities are becoming less caring and more objectified,
less willing to explore creative options in relation to each other and are not attending to the weak, the
vulnerable and the dishonoured; that is when we have to resort to the small goodness, that is, the goodness
that persists despite the regime, or despite the indifference of the majority of the population. These small
goodnesses can and do occur in the face of the most appalling regimes. Small goodnesses precede the state
and come after the state. They are what make us fully human and they enable us to make small steps for justice
and peace at any time and in relation to any person or group.
We need to look for and nurture these small goodnesses in New Zealand in order to build mutuality and
responsibility across boundaries of ethnicity, culture, gender and class. These small goodnesses will create a
community of care, responsibility and inter-subjectivity in the face of the objectification of others; the cult of
youth and celebrity and the totalising forces that prevent us from seeing the Other in his/her complete
singularity and uniqueness.
There is a lovely section in Levinas in which he states,
―There are, if you will, tears that a state functionary ( or functionary of any other socio-political
order) does not see, and cannot see: the tears of the Other. In order for business to function well
and run smoothly, it is absolutely necessary to affirm the infinite responsibility of everyone, for
everyone, and to everyone. In such a situation (of socio-political order) there is need of individual
consciences, for only they can see violence, the violence flowing from the effective functioning of
Reason itself. … In my view , the promotion and defense of subjectivity rests not on the fact that its
egoism would be holy, but on the fact that only the ego can see the “secret tears” of the Other, tears
brought about by the efficient function of the socio-political hierarchy. Consequently, subjectivity (
of the responsibly established ego) is indispensable for the achievement of this non violence which
the state ( and every socio-political order seeks), but while also passing by the particularity of the
ego and the Other”39
So when we hear the tears of those who die ten years younger than they should; the prisoner crying in his/her
cell; the refugee struggling to make sense of her displacement; the mentally ill, the elderly; the sick and the
dying, the marginalised , the abandoned , the unemployed, and the oppressed our first and immediate instinct
must be what small goodness can we give to these persons. Our second instinct must be political. What
institutional changes need to take place to ensure that the conditions generating this grief and tears are
addressed by a caring state committed to serving the public good instead of private interest.
The decolonisation of our European minds, our awakening and openness to others, the willingness to take the
time and energy to attend to the incomparable Face (s) of the Other are not optional extras. They lie at the
heart of all loving relationship, and are imperatives for just and peaceful communities.
If you don‘t find Buber, Schweitzer and Levinas helpful, you could return to George Fox who knew that when
our hearts are softened ―Then you will come to walk cheerfully over the world, answering that of God in
every one; whereby in them ye may be a blessing”.

38See Burrgraeve, 2002 p 174
39 Totality and Infinity, quoted in Burggraeve ibid p 177

