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If it has any hoped-for outcome which it serves. Even a spiritual outcome such as

redemptionorsalvation,mourning, compromisesitspurity. Forgiveness is not normal for Derrida—it

must function as if it interrupted ordinary temporal historicity. Formal, merciless description:

"forgiveness forgives only the unforgivable."

There is no moral mandate, "one should forgive," for Derrida. One should never forgive. Forgiveness is

a phenomenon that "happens anyway." In this sense it precedes morality. Effort by the forgiven to

avoid the return of evil enters forgiveness into the economic sphere. It compromises its purity.

Andrea Dworkin does not clearly believe that economic forgiveness, of the repentant, is possible. It is

not clear that she believes that unconditional forgiveness of the guilty is desirable.

I avoid forgiving B because I want to avoid making his abandonment intelligible by acknowledging the

extent of my wrongdoing. My wrongdoing would possibly make his abandonment conceivable, even if

he really loved or loves me. I don't want to forgive B, because it would require admitting that he loved

me, which would make the reality and evitability of his abandonment of me hurt more, and be more

tragic.

Hannah Arendt says that punishment and forgiveness both bring an end to an otherwise interminable

thing. She believes that people cannot forgive what they cannot punish, and cannot evaluate. Thus, we

can't punish the unforgivable, because we can't evaluate it as unforgivable. Evaluating something as

unforgivable cannot but be a form of punishing—punishing equally either the action or the actor. And

yet, if we could punish it, we could forgive it, and thus it would not be unforgivable. We cannot

forgive the unforgivable, because in not being able to evaluate or punish it, neither can we forgive it.

Against the idea that forgiveness becomes meaningless in the face of the irreparable ("out of proportion

to all human measure"), Derrida says the very history of forgiveness begins in the unforgivable. It is

like original sin, if original sin means that we have committed a wrongdoing that is unforgivable and

which we cannot hope to repent of, fully. But the unforgivability of this radical evil, for Derrida, does

not open a horizon onto Christian redeemability. He seeks to think forgiveness beyond the horizon of

redemption. It is forgiveness that spills open into an abyss.

It seems easier to forgive someone who is not unforgivable. Rape is more of a violation when

perpetrated by one we love, or in and through love. An unloved rapist harms us in a topical, "physical"

sense only. We can forgive rape, only when it is unforgivable. Rape is only unforgivable when it is the

beloved who rapes us. But if they rape us—how are they the beloved? If you repent, how can I forgive

you? You are no longer the unrepentant you, who needed forgiveness. If you have raped me, it means I

must have loved you. But you cannot have raped me, or else I would not love you. But if I did not love

you, then there would be a clear horizon to the intelligible harm in rape, and rape would not be

radically evil—a state of affairs unlikely to satisfy Andrea Dworkin.

Thus, not just "all sex is rape," but only that sex to which we consent to, is rape. An unloved rapist



harms my body, topically, finitely, and hence in a way I can forgive. The loved rapist harms me more

profoundly, and unendingly. The profundity of this pain makes us greater. But it would be unbearable,

and would kill us, without the topical foil, to render it intelligible. We pretend the loved rapist is not a

"real" rapist, in order to make reality survivable. Unconditional forgiveness relies on the conditional for

its intelligibility, and conditional forgiveness relies on the unconditional for its movement.

In Abrahamic religion, we repent "because" the unconditional forgiveness of God is, itself, what

condemns us.

The radical purity of forgiveness is both necessary and excessive, hyperbolic, insane. Its radical

hyperbole makes it not (just) impossible but the only thing that truly "arrives" in the sense of

interrupting the ordinary course of history. It is outside law and politics. It originates outside them and

it cannot be their foundation.

If secular forgiveness—the cosmopolitan goal of international law—remains Christian, as

Derrida says, that is bad for Christianity. Getting rape recognized as a violation of human rights is an

extremely limited, unambitious goal. Even an attempt to bring about a messianic promise, or a supreme

good, would be considered conditional, and not directly engaging forgiveness. But what is the

messianic promise without this unconditional forgiveness, a forgiveness which makes us human?

Derrida unravels it. We can only understand it as a failure, or else must understand ourselves as a

failure to be more-than-human.

Forgiving for the sake of survival may be necessary but makes pure forgiveness impossible.

New love is a violation of fidelity to B. It is possible that only a new love could make surviving to

understand the violation of B's abandonment possible. Which is all that makes his abandonment

forgivable, because I would not be able to understand his abandonment as a loss unless I survive. And

if I understand it as loss it is unforgivable.

he loved me.

After murder, forgiveness is impossible. The forgiver is dead. People who loved the victim may

represent the victim, but only mediately. They cannot forgive.

Some desire an Other to be unforgivably bad so that they can become good, in forgiving them. It is an

insane desire for one's own victimization, but does it not arguably motivate some?

If B is never going to forgive me, that is unforgivable, because I am going to strive forever to become

worthy of forgiveness. I would only strive forever given the possibility he is good enough to be

justified in not forgiving me. Only B's unforgivability would allow me to unconditionally forgive. This

would not require that I be worthy of forgiveness, but only that I forgive.

Forgiving the rapist allows us to forgive consent.

Only if rape is unforgivable, and hence forgivable,

can we conceive of the harm done in consensual sex as conceivably forgivable.

Without that, we have no touchstone

(as Kant had no touchstone in experience for the a priori)

from which to come close to understanding consensual sex as violation.

It is only because rape is forgivable that consensual sex as lesser rape is.



Forgiving consent lets

us make forgiveness of rapists intelligible. Absent the former as

conditional forgiveness,

forgiving a rapist would not be legible. It would be only a "pure,"

personal forgiveness outside language.

Forgiving consensual sex, from woman to man.

I forgive you for obtaining consent and thereby coercing me.

Forgiving consent, from man to woman.

I forgive you for consenting, and thereby making me a rapist.

If it harms B irreparably to forgive me, then I could not forgive him for forgiving me.

I could not forgive him for loving me.

If he loves me, his abandoning me is unforgivable.

If he loves me, he might risk a harmful forgiveness.

But if he loves me, he will not let himself come to harm by forgiving me,

Depriving the world of himself, who I love.

Letting myself hurt myself by not forgiving him (and acting out of despair) means I betray him—

But forgiving him seems to mean I love him enough to harm myself (via the loss of him) or that he is

not worthy of love (in which case the loss is not a harm).

Letting myself risk hurting myself by not forgiving him (and acting to remedy the harm) risks

betraying him, and betrays him by not forgiving him, but is perhaps an unconditional that would make

forgiveness possible. If I am hurt in such a way that the world loses me, then B is unforgivable. But if I

am hurt in such a way that the world loses me, it will have been for the sake of a love that was not

unconditional, and hence was not worthy of sacrifice—and hence I will be the mistaken one, harming

those who do love me, by sacrificing myself to counterfeit love. Thus I will be unforgivable.

A refusal to harm myself out of fidelity to B would involve a refusal to forgive him his

abandonment and thus a refusal to accept the loss of him. A refusal to harm myself in fidelity to him

leads via forgiveness to a refusal to love him.

I love him, so I refuse to harm myself by loving him.

I refuse a harm, which is why I do not love, if it is unrequited—for that would be a harm.

I recall other harms, such as a bad relationship,

which his harm of abandonment sought to evade.

I refrain from evaluating these potential harms as "greater" harm—I forget them—

so that he may be unforgivable, (perhaps on behalf of his child, which we never had),

so I may forgive him.

But one cannot be asked to repent of

harmingaperson who never was even conceived.

So perhaps only the child of another, a child

whophysicallydied in part because I loved B ,

could demand accountability insuchawaythatB wouldbe unforgivable.

I cannot forgive on behalf of this child.

B is unforgivable,

andonlynowcouldIunconditionallyforgivehim.

But in that case thelossisreal. Where the harms of our bad relationship are handled agnostically,

and are not evaluated as greater than the harm which B caused by abandonment, he harms a love,



which was valuable, and he harms the child of an Other's love, incalculably valuable. No bad

relationship could be more harmful than death. Only B's causing the death of a child, without knowing

it (and he cannot know it even if I tell him), could ensure that any bad relationship is preferable. Only a

child, who was never able to know that B caused his or her death, could unconditionally forgive B.

Only this is unforgivable; only here I—ghost / mother / of mother / of ghost—am able to approach a

remote horizon of forgiveness. But arriving is impossible.

If thelossofthelove of B is real,

Forgiving B would harm my ability to love myself

by giving myself what I desire, which is him

by harming my ability not to hurt myself

by refusing to love

(If I refuse to love you then the loss is not real).

(If I refuse to love you then the loss is not real).

And harming myself (harming an unborn child) harms my ability to love B

Because if I loved him I would not make his harm unforgivable

In this harm. And if my ability to love him is harmed,

Then so is the reality of loss.

But I cannot refuse the reality of loss in the death of my child who was concieved and unborn

My own personal refusaltodie of loss preserves theloveandtheloss.

But in

thedeathofmychild, which isunforgivable, wepreserveonlytheloss.

Thereisnolove, after thelossofdeath. There is onlyanunforgivable.

If I die to end

the loss of love,

a loss which consists insuffering,

I will also lose

the reality ofalove,

whose reality will not

abandonus to death.

If

the Other is intimate enough with me to risk not only their own death, but my

death, without overstepping an ethical boundary, then the love is real, and the loss is real. It is only if

the love and loss are real that my death is risked in a forgivable way. Love and loss need not both be

real for my death to be unforgivable.

Refusing to end therelationshippreserves

the lovebutalso the harm in it.

Ending

the relationship ends someharmbut it also harms the reality of love.

Ending

the relationship also creates anewharm of loss beyond the firstharm,

ofbadlove.

Ending

the relationship creates the possibility of notending the relationship,

by ending

the harm and witnessing

the love thatisperserved

preverted

The love that is preserved is redemptive only



ifitisnot unconditional.

Predicating the love onanycondition makes it conditional love.

Unconditional

Redemptive



love mustbe (andcannotbe)

love canbeandmustnotbe

mustbeand must notbe



redemptive.

unconditional



Redemptive love is conditional and non-redemptive

No forgiveness is absolutely redemptive.

No real redemption is conditional.

No truly loving forgiveness is unconditional.

No unconditional forgiveness is forgiveness

No conditional forgiveness is forgiveness

No unconditional forgiveness is unforgivable

No conditional forgiveness is forgivable

No conditional forgiveness is unforgivable.

Seeking pure forgiveness demarcates a relationship consisting of the unforgivable.

Abandoning me traps me

We cannot forgive without a common language, but forgiveness that makes itself intelligible

creates a third

party.

Forgiveness is thus mad. It must plunge, but lucidly, into the night of the unintelligible. (49)

For forgiveness "it is necessary that at the most intimate of that intimacy an absolute hatred

would come to interrupt the peace." This would be radical evil, but it is also the only thing that makes

the question of forgiveness emerge, because only radical evil is unforgivable.

Radical evil aims at the face of the Other.

A fnalized forgiveness is not forgiveness;

it is only a political strategy or psycho-therapeutic



economy. (50)



The ghost of B 's child, who was never conceived,

Harms the ghost child of new love who died

because conceived.

THE DEAD GHOST MAY FORGIVE AN UNCONCEIVED GHOST;

only if all other things are

irreparable.

Even then, it is only

Even then, the unconceived is

Even

Potential conceives

Unconceived



potential.

potential.

potential

potential

potential conceives



potential

In the dead

potential Not irreparable

The ghost cannot forgiv



I may be reconciled to my fate for the sake of survival

Without forgiving its conditions

Pure and impure forgiveness

are irreducible to one another

and they are indissociable

In order to change the law (inflect it)

we must refer to a hyperbolic ideal (of forgiveness)

B needed purity which made him unforgivable.

It makes him forgivable

if he includes me as an object of purity. Including me makes him non-forgivable.

A man also becomes unforgivable if a need for purity consists in pedophilia.



|



|Trust can be broken



|Virginity can only

|Be lost once and it

|Is not an object,

|Defne it as violated

«|when prohibiting

|themselves from taking



a ,men



IT

Including me in the category of purity is forgivable only if I am Good

Pedophilia is only forgivable when arising out of the love of life,

Not the fear of death.

Since fear of death needs to be overcome for life to be livable, pedophilia becomes

un

forgivable/givable.

Children are the only appropriate pedophiles.

Only adult pedophiles are forgivable because only adult pedophilia is unforgivable.

Children love children if they love life.

Men love children when they fear death.

Only the weak may be punished, by the powerful, for crimes against humanity.

Only children, may be punished, by adults—irreducible injustice



The sovereign is jealous of their own sovereignty

And B is jealous

I cannot forgiv him

as he does me

Death penalty is never justly imposed if it can only be imposed

by powerful nations on the weak ones;

Even when punishing crimes against humanity.

The imprescriptable signals toward the transcendent order

of the unconditional. (53)

Crimes against humanity of this power and my powerlessness

Crimes against humanity of my self-harm, making

it a crime to abandon me.

Absolute legislative condemnation can coexist with forgiveness.

Acquittal and amnesty can coexist with the unforgiven.

IMAGINE A VICTIM OF TERRORISM, A PERSON WHOSE CHILDREN HAVE BEEN

DEPORTED OR HAD THEIR THROATS CUT, OR ANOTHER WHOSE FAMILY WAS

KILLED IN A DEATH OVEN. WHETHER SHE SAYS 'I FORGIVE' OR 'I DO NOT

FORGIVE', IN EITHER CASE I AM NOT SURE OF UNDERSTANDING, AND IN ANY

CASE I HAVE NOTHING TO SAY. THIS ZONE OF EXPERIENCE REMAINS

INACCESSIBLE, AND I MUST RESPECT ITS SECRET. (55)

Nietzsche describes mercy as the privilege of the most powerful man.

Derrida says that France can afford to take inventory of the unforgivable.

B can afford to take inventory of his harm to me.

B can afford to remember.

He can afford to be unforgivable, and REMEMBER,

AND IN REMEMBERING, give my love meaning.

This reproduces a heterosexual logic which is itself unforgivable,

Which means he would have been right to abandon me in love.

His rightness makes the loss I have incurred to myself in losing him unforgivable.

Nietzsche describes mercy as the privilege of the most powerful man.

In one sense Derrida says it is the responsibility of the powerful not to grant mercy

To the unforgivable unless necessary to survive.

WHO CAN TELL US WHAT IS UNFORGIVABLE

We can never be certain we are being just by forgiving

The unforgivable. Knowledge and certainty would make it transactional and not unconditional.



Because certainty explains motivation toward a specific end.

The future cannot tell us if we were right in having chosen,

Because having chosen is irrevocably participatory and changes the situation.

Forgiveness, as a concept, for Derrida, is a

Question,

Not a claim.

Andrea Dworkin seems illegitimate

when she indicts all sex

as all founding violence

is illegitimate before it

successfully founds. Founding force

is always "violent"

even if only because

it lacks legitimizing law.

Forgiveness which is possible is odious it comes from the top down

Derrida says that an absolute victimization which deprives

the victim of life deprives them of an ability to even consider

forgiving.

And he says this victimization is not only confined to murder.

If my love of B contributed to the death of my child, then

I cannot say that my child forgives me

because they are not alive to consider

forgiveness

Only forgiveness without power is pure

Unconditional forgiveness is not only unconditional

because it can afford to be unconditional.

This is Kantian because

A concern with outcome and inclination

WILL divert us from morality.



Only a raped woman can forgive.

If all sex is rape. Only then can we forgive men.

If I consent only because you will not rape me, then my consent is

conditional and does not involve pure forgiveness.

If I consent absolutely, then my consent is unconditional and is

no longer legible as consent.

If I
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