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Abstract
The world of differences provides various outlooks and perspectives, such as ideological 
dissimilarities in human beings’ lives, and, therefore, people may experience distinctive 
challenges in contact with others. With a concrete realization of the phenomenon and 
how to respond to any external and internal force, any unique individual may start to 
think of the bases and formulation of such incidents. Everyone’s outlook and the method 
of analysis would be distinctive based on their experiences, gender, belief, religion, age, 
and other possible factors, and consequently, the structure of their standpoint would be 
divergent. The current study aims to reveal how people may respond to the happenings 
around them by relying on their experiences, beliefs, needs, and outlooks throughout 
their lives within a philosophical context. In this respect, three notions of “Fate and 
Belief,” “Need,” and “Responsibility” will be discussed in the light of Emanuel Levinas’ 
philosophical perspective throughout this research. Thus, this study intends to illustrate 
how people might face miseries and difficulties in their lives and daily encounters with 
ethical notion deficiencies. Gaining analytical power on the matters through various 
practices, one would be equipped with a bearable, easier, and better life. 
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Öz
Farklılıklar dünyası, insan yaşamına ideolojik benzeşmezlikler gibi değişik anlayış ve 
bakış açıları getirir ve bu nedenle de insanlar başkalarıyla ilişkilerinde belirgin zorluklar 
yaşayabilir. Bir olayın somut bir şekilde kavranması ve bir dış veya iç güce yanıt verilmesi ile, 
herhangi bir birey bu tür olayların temellerini ve formülasyonunu düşünmeye başlayabilir. 
Deneyimlerine, cinsiyetine, inancına, dinine, yaşına ve diğer olası faktörlere bağlı 
olarak herkesin bakış açısı ve analiz yöntemi kendine özgüdür ve bu bakımdan, kişinin 
bakış açısının yapısı da farklılık gösterecektir. Bu çalışma, insanların yaşamları boyunca 
deneyimlerine, inançlarına, ihtiyaçlarına ve bakış açılarına dayanarak çevrelerindeki 
olaylara nasıl tepki verebileceklerini felsefi bir bağlamda ortaya koymayı amaçlamaktadır. 
Bu bağlamda, bu araştırma boyunca Emanuel Levinas’ın felsefi bakış açısı ışığında “Kader 
ve İnanç”, “İhtiyaç” ve “Sorumluluk” olmak üzere üç kavram tartışılmıştır. Bu nedenle, 
bu çalışma, insanların yaşamlarında nasıl sefalet ve zorluklar ile karşılaşabileceklerini 
ve günlük yaşamlarında etik düşünce eksiklikleri ile nasıl karşı karşıya kalabileceklerini 
göstermeyi amaçlamaktadır. Çeşitli uygulamalarla, farklı konularda analitik bir güç 
kazanan kişi, daha katlanılabilir, daha kolay ve daha iyi bir yaşama sahip olabilir. 
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nature in terms of her/his reaction against any upcoming 
matter may lead one to a better understanding of the 
phenomenon. Thus, this study aims to reveal any possible 
troublesome and argumentative discussions that appear 
because of dissimilarities and suggest feasible ways to 
avoid their occurrence.  

Fate and Belief in a Philosophical Context
Believing in fate or any ideological stand which 
may rely on personal experience and subjective 
achievement is beyond and contrary to events that do 
not stand on particular reasons. From a philosophical 
perspective,  fate or destiny is a phenomenon that is 
articulated and governed by extraordinary power, and 
those fates are predetermined according to this vision. 
Alan Aldridge attempts to reveal what fate is and how 
it relates to religion  in modern Western societies. 
In  Religion in the contemporary world, he articulates 
that “modernity involves a move from fate to choice, 
including choice of religion. Religious movements 
operate now in a competitive marketplace (2007, p. 
90). Aldridge’s illustration of ‘fate’ marginalizes this 
phenomenon when the matter of choice comes up 
and diminishes the frequency of ‘fate,’ even while 
confronting the matter of selecting religion. I would 
say that some choices might stand on rationality, and 
the role of the mind becomes significant in this process. 
Hence, people can process the events in their minds and 
predict the consequences of their choices, thus believing 
in fate and its role in modern society might be lessened. 
Undoubtedly, believing in any predetermined fate or 
supernatural power in making decisions might turn 
into a business and provide opportunities for some to 
use others’ naivety. In this respect, the notion of belief 
might be relevant to religion and religious beliefs, 
which sometimes are beyond rational thought. That 
belief would assist one in formulating her/ his belief in 
something, and the opposite is possible to some extent, 
but a rational way of thinking will bring up many 
relevant arguments in this regard.  
The majority of people in different eras have historically 
believed in a power that has had a considerable effect 
on their destiny and that authority can control and 
change their fates according to its regulations. Following 
these rules and instructions may result in prizes and 
encouragement for the followers, but on the contrary, 

Introduction
Philosophy, in general outlook, would study and search 
for reason-based facts and the reasons behind those 
facts. It not only would seek for possible ways to reflect 
troublesome and painful elements that human beings 
encounter and suffer in their lives, but it also would intend 
to suggest feasible solutions via numerous statements or 
arguments. By increasing the level of awareness among 
people, they would try to make a better community 
and better understand the happenings around them. 
In this respect, numerous problems among people 
may occur due to distinguished landscapes and beliefs. 
Although the continuous invention and improvement 
of high-performance technologies ease human beings’ 
lives, such as their connections, it also causes serious 
troubles accordingly. Addressing each other ‘dissimilar’ 
and distinguishing them for any purpose may result 
in separation and severance. A variety of perspectives 
rooted in dissimilar beliefs, needs, education, gender, 
ethnicity, and more of the same would cause conflicts by 
lack of respect to others’ interpretation of events around 
them. Since various perspectives stand behind all 
these differences, one’s relationship with others would 
vary significantly. To diminish the distinction among 
people whose viewpoints differ, ethical behaviors may 
play a major role in uniting and making them feel like 
members of one united society. 
Ethics and ethical behaviors that one considers while 
confronting others would play a significant role in 
keeping that connection consistent. Being responsible 
toward others without considering one’s benefits in a 
relationship might be addressed as a noble relationship. 
Thus, such a society with responsible habitants might 
be addressed as a livable one with fewer troubles. 
Considering an optimistically constructed environment 
with a thoughtful community may redefine the humanity 
of human beings in the light of ethical behaviors. 
This study aims to discuss divergent ideologies and 
perspectives that result in dissimilarities among people 
in a community, and consequently, quarrels and debates 
that may appear accordingly.  Bearing all mentioned 
differences in mind, this study will focus on the notion 
of  fate and belief,  need, and  responsibility  by having 
Emmanuel Levinas, a French philosopher’s stand at 
the core. Taking dissimilar perspectives on any issue 
into account and realizing human beings’ inconsistent 
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they will face punishment if they do not obey those 
prescribed orders. It might be perceived as the result 
of what they have done, but in some cases, people 
may ignore what comes across as the consequences 
of their acts and believe in only  fate. Following such 
a perspective would deny one’s role in constructing 
a future life for him/her, and everything would 
come to them as it comes. One may tend to believe 
or worship an extraordinary power that is stronger 
or above other powers, and that belief not only gives 
them a kind of satisfaction but also constructs their 
ideology, methodology for life, and the lens through 
which they observe the world. The way people think 
and the concept by which they perceive the world with 
all stereotypes lead them to construct an easy path to 
face events. Coming across with an old saying or a 
quote that belongs to a specific era reveals the mentality 
of people in that period. One may not necessarily have 
to know where those quotes come from or what stories 
exist behind them. What remains significant is that 
many people become institutionalized by following 
some rules, traditions, and ideologies without rational 
reason. They respect and keep those traditions alive 
because they may hesitate to confront any changes. 
New methods and heterogeneous thought would 
oppose the one which has already existed so that new 
ideas might be troublesome. 
They believe in the existence of a power that controls 
everyone’s fate and considers authority as a whole that 
screams out traces of religion in such a belief. Any 
religious believers or non-religious ones depict an 
imaginary path that leads them to triumph according 
to their needs and expectations. Since there is no 
concrete and stable proof to align with what people 
predict to face in the future, they may name the 
phenomenon as fate. This belief may be constructed 
by human beings themselves for various reasons or 
by an authority that prescribes these fates for them by 
leaving no alternative. Is fate a belief or a phenomenon 
that has come up because of being afraid of the 
darkness of the future? There have been distinguished 
dogmatic ideologies, which sometimes are tied to 
religious beliefs putting a deniable power as God 
at the center who controls everything. By believing 
such a philosophy, human beings might be assumed 
as passive creatures since they will have no roles in 
constructing their fate, and all they do throughout 

their lives might be nothing but vain. Following 
such an idea and addressing someone useless in 
formulating her/his own life path, the person shall be 
called a consumer without production or a robot with 
predetermined orders.          
Believing that human beings’ wisdom is God-gifted 
and this wisdom helps them realize and conceptualize 
the world becomes evident by diving into 
philosophical arguments such as Kenneth Richards 
Samples’ discussion on how people conceptualize the 
events. He believes that power is transmitted to human 
beings by God. In  A World of Difference, he argues 
that “human beings can know the facts because God 
made people with necessary capacities to apprehend 
what is true” (Samples, 2007, p.76), and he continues, 
“… people can come to know through exercising 
their God-giving rational capacities, through 
empirical observation (which includes science), 
and from understanding and reflecting upon God’s 
unique propositional revelation – scripture” (2007, 
p.80). Kenneth’s discussion deliberately uncovers his 
religious belief, which is reflected by his words. That 
might be a perspective that limits any power against 
God’s imaginary power and subordinates all of them 
accordingly. It will be God who rules the world and 
whatever in the world severely and deliberately. 
Assuming God’s role in constructing a prearranged 
path for humankind and guiding them to follow such 
a path would diminish one’s role in falling into sin. 
The person might deserve neither any punishment 
in case s/he does bad nor reward by doing good. 
Following Sample’s discussion, rationality would be 
a strong base for any act or decision that one makes 
while having more than one alternative. It is not a 
matter of discussion that one’s rational capacity is 
gained through evolution or given by any superpower, 
but what remains significant is that human beings are 
rational creatures, and they may distinguish right 
from wrong.
The idea of predetermined fate, which describes human 
beings’ role in formulating such a phenomenon, 
might be nothing except an illusion. However, since 
the events and happenings in the world have been 
accepted under God’s control according to religious 
thought, the power of nature in obsessing a similar 
power should not be ignored, according to Peter 
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exploration of ‘atheism’ beside ‘modernity’ manifests 
why people might attempt to believe in God. He writes 
that “modern atheism is not about whether God exists 
or not as an object, but whether one needs this idea in 
order to live” (pp. 50-66). According to Large, modern 
atheism is not seeking to find out whether people believe 
in God or not, but on the contrary, his methodology 
intends to explore why people ‘believe in God’ and what 
philosophy is behind their belief. 

The world’s creation and management through a specific 
system by God is a belief that some people believe in. 
The idea has been controversial and still includes 
debates that come up via scientific development and the 
emergence of technology which paves the way for more 
detailed investigations. Kant finds out the reasoning 
behind human beings’ minds and leads them to think 
so. According to Large in the statement above, Kant does 
not see God as an object who has a physical existence, 
but in contrast, he assumes God is an idea formulated 
within one’s mind. In this sense, it will be pretty evident 
that everyone will create a sort of power in their minds 
based on their logic. The assumption gains its credibility 
when one observes a variety of believers of God carrying 
divergent mentalities and beliefs. Differences result 
from distinctions by putting a line between two family 
members or two close friends who never had serious 
problems before their beliefs emerged. Conflicts and 
wars based on dissimilar ideological thoughts may be an 
example of any confrontations among distinctive tribes, 
groups, or even countries in which beliefs precede any 
other subjects. Realizing which acts are humanistic 
and which are not, morality and ethical behaviors may 
be prioritized in any relevant discussion. Since one’s 
mindset differs from others and may change in time 
passing in various conditions, the criteria that may 
define a concrete line for moral acts and ethics will vary 
accordingly.  

Emanuel Levinas (1906-1995), a French philosopher’s 
argument on God’s presence is on a moral act that 
someone intentionally does, becomes considerably 

Harrison. In The Book of Nature in Early Modern Europe 
and Modern History, he indicates nature’s power is not 
less than ‘the book of scripture, which is known as a 
great source in religious thought. He says that “common 
to most uses of the book metaphor was the implication 
that nature, like the book of scripture, was an important 
source of religious knowledge” (Harrison, 2006, pp.1-
26). The idea reveals how powerful God is and to 
what extent God can change the world—if intends to. 
Assuming that God knows everything that happens 
and is the only one able to change human beings’ fate, 
then why doesn’t God protect millions of people who 
are in trouble, and what is the logic that can be merely 
discussed in God’s fairness? The discussion may bring 
up controversial arguments between believers and non-
believers. Should one thank God while getting rid of a 
problem or getting into trouble or getting into trouble? 
Human beings’ role in formulating the concept of life 
philosophy might become futile, and the methods that 
someone would put into practice to gain her/his targets 
during the life journey may remain dark in case they do 
not find logical answers to some fundamental questions 
such as God’s power in changing one’s destiny. The idea 
of ‘God’s role in changing mans’ fate is undeniable’ might 
be questioned by many thinkers. A study took place by 
William Large, exploring that “atheism is no longer a 
matter of God, but the subject of inferiority in which 
God is merely a mechanism in the intensification of 
the process of identification (Large, 2000, pp. 335-349). 
Contrary to the ordinary interpretation that addresses 
‘atheists’ as non-believers in God, Large illustrates the 
idea differently. He may call ‘atheists’ who consider God 
a ‘mechanism’ to fulfill their needs and satisfy them 
by fulfilling their dreams. However, Large conducted 
another study in 2008 and discussed the distinction 
between a traditional and modern religion, which 
stands on belief in God. In this work, Time and Money: 
Philosophy of Religion and the Critique of Capital,  he 
discloses viewpoints toward each of these distinctive 
perspectives standing on Kant’s argument on God’s 
existence. He attests that “traditionally, philosophy of 
religion treats God as though it were an object possessing 
attributes that could prove or not prove its existence” 
(Large, 2008, pp. 50-66). He points out Kant’s idea that 
“God has been translated from an object to an idea” to 
show that God is an abstract rather than being an object 
to attempt to assist one to catch his dreams. Large’s 
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argumentative. In  God, death, and time,  he states 
that “God is not necessary to the moral act. On the 
contrary, it is based on the moral act that one can 
describe God” (Levinas, 2000, p.64). This viewpoint 
by Levinas eliminates ‘God’s presence in creating 
any moral behavior. That would be morality which 
represents God’s existence concerning the matter. It 
might be assumed that Levinas’ argument diminishes 
God’s power over human beings in controlling or 
guiding them. This debate does not occur if one 
believes God’s metaphysical superpower in sending 
messages and guiding people toward good acts 
brought in religious taught. If human beings are free 
to choose between good and bad, the responsibility 
and outcome will return to the person who does so. It 
is elicited from Levinas’ statement that God might gift 
one if s/he does good or, in other words, acts morally. 
It might be assumed that God’s presence comes after 
the action is already done or intended to be done. In 
this case, it will be the doer of the action to confront 
any upcoming consequence and taste the fruit of the 
act, whether sweet or bitter.
Believing that everyone is responsible for what they do 
and accordingly faces the consequences of their actions 
becomes inevitably logical. It is worthy since the person 
has an alternative to choose between  good  or  evil. 
Eliciting Levinas’s thought mentioned above, God is 
presented where a moral act occurs, but it will not 
mean that one necessarily needs to believe in God’s 
existence to act a’ moral act’. Bumping into outlook, 
a new vision might be formulated. It would say that 
believing in God does not necessarily take someone 
towards good. To believe in God would be considered 
a method to relieve from sin in someone by standing 
on two aspects. The first is that God is the  infinite 
power, and at the second, God forgives our sins because 
God is good and does all good. If so, why do millions 
of people fight against each other by standing on the 
same God’s rule? Isn’t it time that we should doubt 
our logic or methods? There might be millions or 
even billions of believers of the same God, but one 
may differ in the extent of belief. This idea is reflected 
in  The Dead Zone  by Stephen King, a contemporary 
American novelist. One of the main characters of 
the novel named Herb, condemns his wife’s belief in 
God and says, “I don’t believe in God the way Vera 

[his wife] does” (King, 1979, p. 65). He opposes the 
method that Vera, his wife, believes the same God 
that he does. This idea may be considerably applied 
in the depth of the believers’ needs and expectations 
from their believed God. What people lack in their 
lives and wish to fulfill those shortcomings or what 
they are afraid to lose may assist them in selecting 
their methods of believing in line with their needs.
People have worshipped various idols in different 
eras, depending on their beliefs. Some of these were 
handmade, like wooden idols. These people were 
seeking a power that would be able to solve their 
problems while in difficulty and fulfill their needs 
when necessary. Human beings have changed their 
lives with new inventions day by day, and these 
changes structure new visions in both machinery 
life and outlooks. Some people believe that power 
created the world, supervises and controls the events 
purposefully. This power knows everything in great 
detail, such as their secrets in their lives, and connects 
with them via any language they speak or emotionally 
by their hearts. They thank this power when they 
achieve success or may damn that power in opposite 
conditions. The presuppositions they create in their 
minds are positively manipulated adjectives for that 
power, such as kind and generous. Dissatisfaction 
appears when they do not accomplish their targets 
which they were expecting that worshipped power 
would assist them in achieving. That is the highest 
power to control and supervise everything in an 
unimaginable way. Believing in such authority will 
vary considerably since there are many factors in 
formulating the needs and problems of people, 
such as place and time. Any of these driving forces 
might be perceived as a remarkable reason to address 
peoples’ beliefs divergency. 
Distinguishing generations with various beliefs and 
needs in different eras may formulate new critics and 
various argumentations, but what remains constant 
despite all those differences would be the power of 
God which is infinite. According to followers, this 
God is responsible for guiding them toward the 
right path of life, which ends in happiness whether 
in the current life or better one after death. What 
makes all these believers create different religions 
with various stories attached to God is the way they 
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ends in a kind of satisfaction can be considered a need, 
whether physical demand or soul elevation. Considering 
both physical and soul needs, the latter might be valued 
to some extent, but what Levinas argues is a distinctive 
path toward transcendence. He discriminates ‘need’ 
and ‘desire’; meanwhile, the former ends up somewhere 
according to the needs and achieving her/ his target/s 
while the latter is infinite. 
The significance of praying to God and its relevance 
with human beings’ suffering becomes inevitably 
quarrelsome and argumentative. This phenomenon is 
discussed in The Levinas Reader (1998). Levinas states 
that “there is a way in which the suffering self can pray: By 
praying for the suffering of God who suffers through my 
human suffering. I do not have to pray for my suffering. 
God, before any demand, is already there with me” 
(Levinas, 1998, p.234). Levinas’ viewpoint distinguishes 
believers of God into two various groups. In the first 
group, a believer may pray to God only because s/he gets 
soul satisfaction without any demand such as physical 
needs or being situated in demanding conditions. In 
this sense, one may not find any other reliable power 
than God, who is invisible and listens to any objection 
or demand with no refusal. The other group may try to 
use God as a tool that solves their problems when they 
face hard and unbearable conditions. This shall also be 
named as a business with God and exchanging praying 
with God’s assistance. Following such a mentality that 
supports conditional praying of God, such as being 
in trouble, would be contrary to the main streamline 
of praying itself. Asking anyone’s support while being 
trapped would sound ordinary to yell and ask for help, 
but may God be assumed at the same level as a person 
who asks for assistance? This controversial dispute has 
brought up paradoxes that have no clarified responses 
and lacks transparency since it is tied to somewhere far 
beyond the rational mind.
Events in an ordinary life that one faces might be 
consequences of contributing beliefs and viewpoints 
to construct one’s path. In other words, human beings’ 
behavior would construct and demonstrate the path 
of life to a considerable extent. This idea of making 
relevancy among events, whether positive or negative, 
may be constructed in human beings’ minds since the 
mind systematically is searching for reasons for any 
coming phenomenon. Reasoning any event would be 
rooted in our direct and self-experiences or indirect 

observe and comprehend the facts of life. If only a 
power controls everything, why do numerous religions 
with different titles exist and herald themselves as 
the right one? To  answer this question, one may find 
that human beings’ minds create all these without any 
observation; otherwise, how possible it is for a believer 
to belittle others only because of their different belief. 
This issue is of the highest importance to be realized 
since many conflicts among believers occur according 
to their varied ideologies. To stand on Levinas’ thought, 
egoism may play a significant role in upcoming 
misunderstandings and separations among individuals 
or nations. In  Totality and Infinity, he argues that 
“there is no natural religion” (Levinas, 1979, p.117). It 
is interpreted from Levinas’ statement that people with 
varieties of concepts and dissimilar viewpoints that are 
gained through distinctive sources vary in beliefs by 
standing on their ‘egoistic’ perceptions. Although all 
religious believers might believe in a verified power 
as the only authority, their religious perspectives may 
find different streamlines because of their egoistic and 
personal interpretations.

Need and Belief in Religious Context
One of the fundamental questions that structure 
arguments afterward and might leave relevant 
implications among believers is whether God requires 
human beings’ praying. Believing that God creates 
the whole universe through numerous perspectives, 
especially religious ones, introversions may rise due 
to God’s need. In this sense, one will compare God 
with any other objects around him/ her; thus, God’s 
imagined and believed power might be diminished in 
their imagination. The adjective ‘needy’ for God will 
strictly reduce God’s magnificence and greatness which 
seems ridiculous to many believers to pray for such a 
God. Genuine believers might be those who pray to God 
for any possible purpose such as self-satisfaction rather 
than praying and imagining that it would be God’s 
need. As Levinas in The Levinas Reader argues, “prayer 
never asks for anything for oneself; strictly speaking, it 
makes no demands at all, but an elevation of the soul” 
(Levinas,1989, p.232). Soul satisfaction, or in other 
words ‘elevation’ that may result in soul eminence occurs 
if a person does not pray for her/ his transitory needs. 
To go through the discussion and find out more about 
what need means, it might be argued that anything that 
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ones which come to us by reading or listening to 
others. People are facing these pre-judgmental issues 
and judgments day in and day out based on those 
achieved experiences. Among those who believe in 
the causality of the events, some would put them in a 
dissimilar category such as ‘fate.’ This notion might be 
a manipulated belief in something, and it also might 
be interpreted so that other people would oppose it 
because it would be far from rationality. That belief is 
made, proceeded, and controlled somewhere else and 
by someone else. This may seem strange at first glance 
when one faces an unfamiliar belief or ideology, but 
going through and studying various stands, one may 
come across them occasionally. These distinctive lenses 
may emerge since everyone’s mind works differently. 
Many other issues, rather than self, are involved in 
building a mindset, such as a piece of background 
knowledge and religious beliefs. A belief in a specific 
religion also leaves traces in one’s behaviors and brings 
her/his interpretations of the events in line with 
believed information such as religious thought. In this 
case, the person analysis the events according to her/
his background information or experience, including 
their belief. This belief varies from one to another 
since the needs and purposes behind those needs are 
divergent.
Need and its analysis might be better studied in 
a psychological context since everyone is unique, 
and consequently, s/he should be determined from 
a specific lens. To find out one’s actual need and its 
relevancy to her/his belief, the phenomenon remains 
subjective since it stands on a personal experience 
or idea and cannot be applied to a community. Some 
problems may occur if the idea penetrates policy 
since a dictatorship system may not welcome such an 
idea. The idea is in line with Levinas’ thought, which 
prioritizes ‘objectives’ rather than ‘subjective’ ones 
and extends this idea for what comes from a group 
as opposed to an individual since the possibility of 
making the wrong mistake is higher than the prior 
one. Judging others and classifying people considering 
their positions in a society according to one’s mindset 
would be a demanding job because the criteria may 
change by the passage of time. Since no one can 
experience the events in the same way that others 
face and methods and psychological visions vary as 
well, the outcome will be specific, and therefore, the 

individual’s decision will be less reliable than the one 
which a group makes. 
Omar Khayyam (1048-1132), one of the distinguished 
poets born in Nishapur, Iran, distinguishes some 
people with disparate illusions or fantasies by which 
they imagine being on the right path toward God. His 
ideology toward any belief is skeptical, and he believes 
there might not be concrete competence behind any 
path. He ascertains his doubt of any possible belief to 
come true to the end. He says:

Some ponder over faith and cult and creed,

Some seek the doubtful from the sure to weed;

Of sudden then a voice from void proclaims:

“Nor this nor that, O Fools, the path you need”   

           	             (Khayyam, O., & Aguado, 2013, p.25)

According to Khayyam’s declaration, no one is sure of 
what way is significant to go through and reach the 
assumed target, supposedly God. That will be one of 
the reasons behind the emergence of varied beliefs, 
ideologies, and followers. In this respect, everyone 
will assume that they may be on the right path 
toward God or believe in the best way to embrace 
the willing target. It may not seem unusual and far 
from prediction if anyone possibly opposes the 
other’s belief while coming across differences. Based 
on Levinas’ previous argument of “there is no natural 
religion” (1979, p.117), various outlooks come up 
by different perceptions on events because the path 
is nontransparent, and people are not aware of how 
to distinguish the phenomenon. They would have 
already changed their minds if they had come to that 
point of knowledge.
Believing in something, whether right or wrong, 
is instantly in change, at least to some extent, and 
will not be concrete because all of them are human 
beings’ production. Referring to the uniqueness 
of one’s mind and its’ inner working system, these 
constructed mentalities will vary fundamentally. That 
might be one of the reasons behind any hesitation 
in a decision-making process because the future is 
dark. This uncertainty puts the decision-maker in a 
problematic situation by its bleak landscape. In line 
with the idea and relevant to Levinas’ thought, John 
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(Derrida, 1995, p.2). To put Derrida’s idea into practice, 
one should realize the significance of human rights’ 
priority to any believed ideology. Undoubtedly, a well-
depicted system rules any safe and well-managed society 
with major or minor responsible elements. That society 
or community consisting of a variety of thoughts would 
not be a safe place to live if the rulers’ individual beliefs 
precede standard rules of that society. In other words, 
the interference of their unique landscape, such as their 
religious vision, would bring up troubles or conflicts. 
This argument might be similar to a family structure 
when the argument is limited to the family environment. 
In this sense, a family structure might be exemplified 
like a minor society that has its own specific rules 
and may differ from others to some extent. One does 
not necessarily need to grow up within a family with 
responsible members, but the family would significantly 
impact how the children grow up and behave later in a 
whole society. Having this idea in mind, it is inevitably 
true and not deniable that one’s friends, teachers, and 
the people in contact would play a significant role in 
formulating their characters. 
The term responsibility may not be limited to a specific 
area since it might be discussed with no determined 
boundaries. Considering responsibility as a limited 
concept and putting the phenomenon within a 
fabricated frame will diminish its superiority and 
eminence. Levinas is considered a philosopher of the 
Other, and one may find most of his works relevant to 
what revolves around the other person.  Totality and 
Infinity (1979) is one of his well-known works in which 
he discusses a variety of subjects by concentrating on 
the  Other. Levinas’s priority to the  Other  concerning 
the self makes him a fascinating figure among other 
thinkers. He says, “The face [of the stranger] I welcome 
makes me pass from phenomenon to being in another 
sense … as responsible I am brought to my final reality” 
(Levinas,1979, p.178). It would be the face of the other 
who calls the person towards responsibility. This thought 
is extended and goes beyond an ordinary conception 
of the other by Levinas’ thought as he writes, “When I 
seek my final reality, I find that my existence as a “thing 
in itself ” begins with the presence in me of the idea of 
Infinity. But this relation already consists of serving the 
“Other” (p.178). Levinas’ claim represents the greatness 
of the Other while confronting self. This confrontation 
manifests the magnificent role of the Other while being 

Sallis writes, “Levinas does not hesitate to stress the 
instability to which thought is exposed in approaching 
the there is.” (Sallis, 1998, p.154). Eliciting from Levinas’ 
perspective, Sallis’ statement on stability or non-stability 
of any phenomenon reveals that nothing would be stable 
and might change from time to time. There might not be 
an objective frame to place a vision into and study that 
only from that specific angle because the sources of the 
conception will differ to an extent. That might construct 
hesitation on ‘to stay or go’ or wishing ‘to live or die.’ These 
dire conditions may come into being when one faces 
agonizing and challenging situations that create restless 
challenges with no clear outcome from the beginning. 
One who struggles for a target such as life might not 
be aware of the next step, ‘gain or loss. A question that 
might be left unanswered to many readers is how can s/
he be sure of ‘being at peace? Since the answer to this 
question is indefinite and remains incomprehensible, 
it lacks transparency, and it is also dark enough to go 
through and express a confidential perspective on it. To 
be in peace or not after one passes away remains dark 
and full of ambiguity, but what makes people ride their 
horses steadily is ‘hope,’ to hope for better or to diminish 
the current and existing suffering. There is no evidence 
to prove any standpoint to claim any signs of life after 
death, and still, many questions are left ambiguous. 
What human beings will face after death is one of the 
controversial arguments with many different responses. 
Among all these various perspectives on death and any 
possible fear of death, hope for a better life can be a well-
located concept in the discussion. 

Ethical Responsibility in Confronting The Other
Responsibility in a general sense might be relevant to 
our ability to do something for others by removing our 
benefit. This perspective will marginalize the self by 
putting the other at the center in any confrontation. 
Considering that the phenomenon might appear in 
various contexts or occur in dissimilar conditions, 
the type of responsibility and its frequency will vary 
extensively. This matter of discussion finds its significance 
based on other conditions and circumstances. In other 
words, it is relevant to the situation and feeling of the 
responsible person towards others on various occasions. 
In this respect, Jacques Derrida, for instance, argues 
responsibility from a religious point of view and states 
that “religion is responsibility, or it is nothing at all” 
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in a relationship with self.
Giving priority to the Other and diminishing ‘self ’s role 
in a relationship between them screams out Levinas’ 
magnificent thought, which attracts not only enthusiastic 
readers but also numerous scholars as well. Apart from 
having a strong belief in an infinite power like God’s, 
there might be another matter such as responsibility 
which requires one to put the ‘self ’ in danger. One clear 
example would be ‘protecting a child from danger by 
parents.’ In this regard, the action would be addressed 
not as a belief but a responsibility. Those who feel like 
members of a big family in society will contribute to any 
upcoming event to do their best for a better society. Each 
community’s inhabitants have a specific role in building 
and proceeding that community by taking part in any 
contribution. They might feel responsible for any event 
that they face day in, day out. Levinas discusses the 
idea in Totality and Infinity  in which the whole existed 
authority is surrendered to the Other by letting the ‘self ’ get 
commands. Self in this sense is totalized, and the Other is 
specified and is the master to give commands. Levinas 
argues that “to be attentive is to recognize the mastery 
of the other, to receive his command, or, more exactly, 
to receive from him the command to command.” (1979, 
p.178). Any command or desire from the other will put 
the ‘self ’ in a situation to forget his needs by listening to 
the commander. The ideology brings up a revolutionary 
and notional indication of infinite responsibility toward 
the other person. 
Some people intend to profit from the situation 
without realizing the  Other  and her/his needs. To 
uncover the significance of desire against the need, 
one may find its ultimate transparency among Levinas’ 
perspective about the discussion. He distinguishes 
these two opposing concepts concretely in Totality and 
Infinity as:

This difference emerges with peculiar clarity in the 
case of my meeting with the other person. I may either 
decide to remain within myself, assimilating the other 
and trying to make use of him, or I may take the risk 
of going out of my way and trying to speak and to give 
to him. This does not fulfill a need. I can satisfy my 
needs more adequately by keeping to myself and the 
members of the in-group with which I am identified…
This desire is never satisfied, but it seems insatiable 
and feeds on itself. (1979, p.16)

Levinas’ argument on need and desire reopens the 
realm of satisfaction for the egoistic  self, which I 
suggest is one way to fulfill the self ’s expectation. 
One’s relationship with another person might go on 
well as long as the ‘self ’ benefits from the situation 
that s/he is exposed to and makes use of the other 
person. On the contrary, their relationship might 
go deeper and deeper, and the desire will be infinite 
and never satisfied. Desire might be physical or non-
physical, but Levinas demonstrates a new sort of 
desire as metaphysical desire that is never satisfied 
according to him. In  Totality and Infinity, he states 
that “...metaphysical Desire is above life, and with 
regard to it one cannot speak of satiety” (1979, p.114). 
The metaphysical desire that Levinas discusses in this 
context may lead man toward transcendence and 
loving God with nothing in return, whereas human 
beings’ daily needs are tied with physical and soul 
needs.
To realize the real meaning of welcoming the Other 
and conceptualize its crucial role in the relationship 
with self might limit one’s freedom to a great 
extent. This specified vision may critically affect the 
relationship between  self  and  the Other. A feasible 
thought might be demonstrating the significance of 
responsibility toward others, as Levinas repeatedly 
argues in the heart of his works. Levinas  discusses 
the idea in Totality and Infinity and states, “to identify 
the problem of foundation with the knowledge of 
knowledge is to forget the arbitrariness of freedom, 
which is precisely what has to be grounded…To 
welcome the Other is to put in question my freedom” 
(Levinas, 1979, p.85). The essence of Levinas’ thought 
might be realized as limiting ‘self ’ for the ‘Other.’ 
Levinas’ thought might not be comprehended quickly, 
and everyone may not reveal his intention since his 
language is not easy enough to be interpreted. At 
first glance, one may assume his mentality in a frame 
that might be called a total limitation, but it could be 
addressed as transcendence since Levinas considers 
‘ethics as first philosophy’ several times mentioned 
earlier in this chapter. In this respect, Levinas puts 
another step forward and utters: “The absolutely 
other is the Other” (1979, p.39). Levinas follows 
the influential and self-sacrificing ideas which 
end up with human beings to exalt. It might be the 
‘transcendence’ which Levinas numerously mentions 
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ideology by declining others would be vague and bring 
up controversies accordingly. Many wars, racism, 
violence against women, and various sorts of abuses 
might be conceived in this category and occur because 
of egoistic mentalities. The feeling of being superior to 
others and having a selfish sense might be one of the 
reasons behind such a phenomenon which was the main 
discussion of the current study. Deficiency of ethical 
behaviors and morality, being irresponsible toward 
others, having a subjective vision of human beings, 
and several similar notions that Levinas discusses in 
many of his works might be significant issues in society. 
Articulating moral-based principles to increase the 
trust and sense of responsibility toward others in a 
community and following Levinas’ famous statement 
‘ethics’ as his first philosophy might be a crucial and 
humanistic achievement. Thus, people would not face 
many problems and difficulties in their daily encounters 
if morality and responsibility toward others ran as a 
significant issue for every association. 
Levinas’ philosophical concepts on the ‘ethical’ 
relationship with the ‘Other’ become evident when 
one deciphers the texts and lays the latent meanings 
bare. Levinas’ critique of Western philosophy on 
subjectivity and the relationship between self and 
the Other delineates the issue extensively in Totality and 
Infinity.  His main argument on marginalizing the self ’s 
role in confronting the other becomes a significant matter 
of discussion by the absence of ethical behaviors such as 
irresponsibility and abasements. Hence, exploring the 
traces of miseries and troubles that appear due to the 
absence of previously discussed ethical notions reveals 
numerous troublesome events resulting from egoistic 
outlooks and discriminations, and ends in human 
beings’ involvement in undesirable outcomes situations. 
Bearing Levinas’ thoughts in mind, constructing a 
better society needs a man to put moral behaviors into 
practice, leading her/him to transcendence. 
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