Abstract Taking a point of departure in theories which explde relation between victimization
and sacred groundings of community, the articlates to the recent and evolving literature on
memory, forgiveness and reconciliation, reflectomgthe need for a restoration of the potential
which lies in memory and forgiveness. Of speciglirtance are the theories of Habermas,
Derrida and Ricoeur, which assert the necessityefmorizing the traumas of founding violence
and creating a more conciliate climate. A commaiit iis a fuller affirmation of a post-secular
agenda in humanities. While Habermas defends a comaative approach, Derrida will defend
a deconstructive messianicity affirmative of redigs hospitality. Ricoeur will defend a caritative
approach: Confronting violence makes necessarytlaicseof memory and forgetting where
forgiveness sustained by love form a therapy fembst-secular epoch. Towards the end of the
article we discuss this disagreement. Ricoeur'sapgh suggests a middle way between
Habermas and Derrida. Giving significance to Ricogtheory of linguistification of the sacred
through metaphor and speech-act, we learn that<Tianity's emphasis on gifted and incarnate
mutuality, communicate a performative gesture ipeiissable for dialogue.

PAUL RICOEUR’ S SUGGESTION OF FORGIVENESS AS
THERAPY FOR THE POST-SECULAR CONDITION
By Dag Helge Moldenhagen

1.0. Some theoretical presuppositions for theessity of forgiveness on the ethico-politicaglev
A trait in contemporary ethics is that no one wantstreat back to the devastating manifestations
of state terrorism and the romanticism around conitpidentity that evolved in the midst of the
twentieth century. Through deeper reflexivity, @preeciation of peace, commitment, and human
rights, ethics tries to establish a more just gmehademocracy. Yet, our sorrow is that these
hopes of democracies have not been fulfilled. Ridlerror and deep oppression was still
haunting Europe until the turn of the millenniurhp®ing that violence againgteotheris part
of a larger problem of identity and othernessnaSroatia in 1992 (Volf 1996). Some of the
reactions after the event of 9/11 have also béegndsed as a new romanticism around state
identity (Butler 2004). This suggests that victiatinn with its reduction of citizenship lay at a
very deep level in Western morality, and is notidace phenomenon, but part of our social
traditions. Variables of pathological emotions, iatyx shame, desire, stigma, moral panic
(Goffman 1963;Nussbaum 2004), or efforts to cleasiety from contagious elements (filth),
together with social misunderstandings, the calledraumatic, the prohibition of mourning,
upheld and regenerated by symbol making, form atésy” of victimage society (Douglas
1966;Goffman 1963;Hughes 2002;Nussbaum 2004).Tieexreleep inability to communicate
trauma (Caruth 1996;Gillis 1994;Natzmer 2002).The=owill even suggest thegligion and



societies are structured frofoundationalviolent events: In the beginning of culture is faered
victim. Religion may reconcile people, but does so by waylegitimizingfounding murder
(Girard 1977;Taylor 2006). Sacrificial processesguiee a certain degree of social
misunderstanding and forgetting.

New theory seems to make a difference to howfthgetting is treated ipost-secular
societies. For Agamben the difference between diségecular society, an archaic situation
where the murder is hidden in ritual practice, arfdlly secular order where religion’s way of
hiding the reconciling murder is manifested, id the victimage constraint now seems to be
partly hidden, partly manifesAs Agamben impliessictims must now be held captive without
ritual and without murderThe idea of the sacred victim is indissociablerfribe idea of state
sovereignty. The sovereign sphere is the sphasdich it is permitted to killvithout committing
homicide and without celebrating a sacrifidée state of exception is a situation where sacred
life is laid out as bare life, placed in a suspehzene, a zone of anomie (Agamben
1998;Agamben 2005). According to Butler, this retatto a hierarchy of grief, a prohibition of
certain forms of public grieving, performed by pestular governmentality (Butler 2004).

What Agamben and Butler point to, ipassibilitywhich makes necessary efforts of
reconciliation. Their theory is related to theicat theory of Benjamin, Adorno and Horkheimer
which suggests anamnestic (recollective) solidastya pragmatics of reconciliation. Earlier,
Adorno’s theory was extended by Habermas’ appea fberapeutic, reparatory agenda in ethics
and an imperative of reconciliation through thelmubse of reason (Habermas 1992,55-57;
1995b). Societies must be grounded on memoratpas constructions of identity; a memory
that reconciles with victims and makes democratty aproject of humanization. Other
discourses reflect on establishing a conciliatdimate out of memory and mourning strategies
(Bloom 1997), a caritative approach of healing @hmory through public forgiveness (Ricoeur),
societal hospitality (Derrida 1994;Derrida 2002;a & Vattimo 1998), political forgiveness
(Amstutz 2005), Ubuntu spirituality (Battle 2008),the traditions of religions (Heft, J eds
2004).

A repeategbroblemin these discourses, is the status of the clafmaligions seen in

relation to violence towards the victim, the pdesise of trauma and false memampdthe



thesis of a possiblgumancapacity to forgive and release the offender ftbenact. We may also
ask what paradigm of forgiveness is congruent taraterstanding of how forgiveness can be
operative in institutions? Is the practice of fergiess a question of religious spirituality or
secular reason? How will arguments relate to winaiphilosophy of language tells us of the use
of language?

In this article | show how Ricoeur defends atigeof reconciliation 1) inclusive to
christian thought, 2) a view on how the linguist#iion of the sacred (gifts) both limits and
enable practice, and 3) a pragmatics of how ingirtal and pragmatic constraints must be taken
into account. Giving significance to his theoryfafgiveness as universalizegeech-actwe
learn that emphasis on gifteautuality,communicates a performative gesture which is
indispensable for dialogue, but not exclusive edlguments of Habermas and Derrida. Situated
between Habermas and Derrida, Ricoeur, is also abhig with Agamben and Butler's
understanding of post-secular society as a bluwfrige borders between sacred and
governmental regime.

2.0Paul Ricoeur’s therapy for the post-secular coraiti

Ricoeur’s alternative route must be understootbimbination with his understanding of
language, a dialectic between a hermeneutic ofidospand a recollective technique giving
tribute to a restorative move from “naive faith"adsecond faith” that is attained by
phenomenology, tribute to spiritual convictions aradlitions, analogy and kinship (Gadamer),
observance of fault, solitude, death, liminalitgggders), a hermeneutic of the significance of
action, combined with a plea for difference, saiettizenship (Arendt), and the need for just
democracy (Ricoeur 1996). Evil and frailty are cogeént structures and can only be explored
through symbols and metaphor in how the symbolisethinking. Ricoeur criticizes an approach
where symbol is reduced to a system of signs withay anchor in a subject or extralinguistic
factors (Ricoeur 1996 ,22,29). In accordance wasults in analytical philosophy, Ricoeur finds
the speech-act theory of Austin and Searle to glrable support to his own theory: To Ricoeur,
speech-act theory facilitates the integration diba¢ hermeneutics and ideas of speech as an
event (Ricoeur 1996,32-33,40;Wallace 2000). Thikesat possible to see speech-events in

relation to “the sense of history in general, tleee of violence and nonviolence in history, the



sense of history and Christian eschatology, preg@asbiguity, hope,...”(Ricoeur 1996,cit. 39).
Ricoeur’s hermeneutical phenomenology is enriclyaaltheory of narrative configuration
(Ricoeur 1994,113-115).

In his ethics written in the nineties Ricoeuraassthat there always will bet@nsion
between 1) the right of individuals to ground thdentity, 2) the demand of societies to define a
political identityby explicating a meaning of founding events, ggibhnings, its epoch-making
events, and 3) the histories of the victims themeselmemories of the horrible crimes that must
not be forgotten, memories of sufferings (Ricoe2®1b,187,246). Ethical reconstruction of
citizenship-identity is a function of societare, extracted from Heidegger’s view of care as the
form of human identity: in Ricoeur’s texts this is miteti to be consistent with imperatives of
hospitality to the other, developed from the etluitkevinas (Ricoeur 1995b,5), and Arendt’s
understanding of natality as the potential ofititevidual to make new beginnings (see below).

This implies that there is always the optionetling a story where the victim and the
collective who has legitimized terror give themssha new identity. In that way Ricoeur seeks to
replace the communicative scarcity which createtinas with an ethics of hospitality on sharing
language and identity, making a twist to Habernohservations of the risks of communicative
fatigue (Ricoeur 1991b,254; 1994,163,190,202,2P002133-145). In accordance with the
Arendtian plea for a politic which regards diffecerand pluralism as facts of life, political
identity must always be open to reform, in a sgifiasking and giving forgiveness for the
impingements nations impose on one another. Fargais a specific form of the revision of the
past belonging tthe order of charitya tool to resist fanatism (Ricoeur 1991a,312,5109). A
nation’s tale of founding events can be reorganimexinew articulation on strangers, sufferings,
crimes, amnesties, rehabilitation, and the instituof pardon. Pardon seems to be an equivalent
of forgivenessPardon is a kind of healing of memory, the enchofirning. Pardon gives
memory a future, signifies our capacity to recreateselves in a new future (Ricoeur
1995a,12,13; 2000,145).

At the turn of the millennium Ricoeur seems tadrae more aware of the persistence of a
collective traumatism in cultures. This concerrgeesally the memorizing of the founding of

nations: “What we celebrate under the title of fding events are, essentially, acts of



violence....what was glory for some was humiliationothers...in this way symbolic wounds
calling for healing are stored in the archivesafective memory” (Ricoeur 2004b,cit p.79,82).
Memory is considered as a vulnerable, risky actiast out to uses and abuses (Ricoeur
2004b,57). Memory-healing presuppose®mbined work of memorgnd mourningo make the
person capable of reconciliation with the past.eDilise persons will repeat traumas as actions
and there will be no reconciliation (Ricoeur 2004)), This also regards the pathology of
collective memory and the therapeutic perspeciivéise society which the demand for
reconciliation opens. To break the memory whicteegp the violence the joint work of memory
and mourning should occupy a strategic positioreflection on the failures and abuses of
memory. The target of this work is a happy menwalngre mourning comes to completion
(Ricoeur 2004b,80,77). Forgiveness is put intockr@re of ethics: "Forgetting and forgiveness,
separately and together, designate the horizoh weasay about an ethics of memory, included
the horizon of a happy forgetting” (Ricoeur 200414di2).

As to the lermeneutiof those key issues, forgetting and forgivenessodur asserts that
they must be held separate: For forgetting, thelproatic relates to memory and faithfulness to
the past, for forgiveness, the problematic reltdeguilt and reconciliation with the past (Ricoeur
2004b,413). If we compare Ricoeur's approach vghtheories mentioned in the opening of this
article Ricoeur seems to place anxiety, shamegdasile in a lower place of the hierarchy of
significant emotions (Ricoeur 1966,74; 1994,314,328). Real suffering, as experience of lack,
and vulnerability to social violence, plays a gesable (Ricoeur 1994,3). Besides, Ricoeur
considersvonderas a strong emotion; Wonder is the emotion whig#ns tahe otherand gives
food to imagination (Ricoeur 1966,101).

Ricoeur’s opinion is that to understand the plafci®rgetting and forgiveness in an ethics
of memory we must look &ow the line between them is blurred in abuse aisdmderstanding
and how they sometimes must be held togéRieoeur 2004b,448,476,479). Misunderstanding
results in an overhasty assimilation of forgiveness an eéchangedefined by reciprocity. A
reciprocal relation between the offender and tieéaiignores the fact that the victim is the first

subject of forgiveness. Forgetting is hereits abusea semi-passive, semi-active behavior



affecting an unfinished mournir{icoeur 2004b,450). A question then is how, imbat against
misuse, the boundary between forgetting and fangigan be kept intact

From these prospects, Ricoeur turns to the guesfifault, and the possibility of
forgiveness. On the one hand, there is fault (s&m guilt), andhe unforgiveablén the abysses
of history, held to paralyze our power to use datiaction to care for society, but on the other
hand there is the possibility of ta@nouncementf forgiveness from a “height”, which says:
“There is forgiveness”, held to release the poweadt in capable ways. According to Ricoeur the
first phenomena wilbring to languagean experience of solitude, failure, struggle, ehmgents
bind themselves to their action, while the secoilbdopen the imagination to the possibility and
praise of forgiveness (Ricoeur 2004b,457-459,466-460rgiveness givesiceto an
eschatology of the representation of the past,titatess the common horizon of memory, history
and forgetting (Ricoeur 2004b,457). According tod®iur, this speech-act is congruent with
“announcing anonymized source”(illéité, [Levinas]in Ricoeur's phenomenology séIf
described as a voice from the heart of hearts stemse (Ricoeur 1996,59). In a contemporary
theological essay Ricoeur describes consciendeeasrer forum where the justification and
mandate of God is heard in hymns (Ricoeur 1995dAt@l2000;Wallace 2002). Ricoeur will
insistently state that philosophy and theologydisparate discourses. Yet, at the level of speech-
acts, they may come together. Ricoeur relaté&mnshipbetween forgiving and giving, found in
numerous cultures, and the power to communicatdumidnimagination of Gods forgiveness.

As part of the eventualization (1*) of speechsafiirgiveness eludes us. As a horizon, it
always slips away from any grasp, is always inca@tepinot belonging to us, butdo other
economyin contradiction to the abysses of faults andtgErgiveness belongs to anonomy of
gift, as love also belongs to a faculty of gift (Rico2004b,467), - this idea being inseparable
from the kerygmaf Jesus Christ and from its inscription into anftarianproclamation and
typology of gifts, stated in the litany of the gachurch: 1.Cor, 12:1,31, about the gifts of the
spirit, implying that “There is forgiveness, asrhes joy, extravagance, love. Forgiveness
belongs to the same family.” (cit: Ricoeur 20043,468). Ricoeur’s argument is that this

kerygma and proclamation are early speech-actsievientualizatiorof the imagination of

1* Eventualization : how events manifests in tinmind, history (philosophically ) or creationétilogically).



forgiveness. It states the imagination which badlianguage performativitgffects. These gifts,
then, through their altarity, makebeeakinto human history and instalieative newnessat the
same time as they reign beyond our control. Weotdynreach them through wonder, imaginary
language and in oditanies as in 1.Cor 13, 8, saying: Lovemains(Ricoeur
2004h,456,467,469). The gifts are not at our diahbsit belong to a family of sovereign
phenomena in human life, situated far from the sbyg{speech-acts) of guilt and falicoeur
seems to regard love, joy, and forgiveness as gicalcoperations which seem to bear
relationships between immanent meanings and vahuelably reminiscent of what Wittgenstein
termed “family resemblance” (Ward 2000,ix).

Since forgiveness does not belong to an econdrayahange, Ricoeur makes the proposal
that forgiveness operates differently on the insthal level than in the margins of institutions.
Inside the institutions forgivenessiimspossiblebecause forgiveness creatingpunityis a great
injustice (Ricoeur 2004b,470). Unforgiveness remmaind true justice must be done. Further, an
important argument is that institutions are cagyout kinds ofincognito forgivenessit this level,
acts of forgiveness, which originally did not take meaning, because they were incapable of being
transformed into institutions, can be professegestures or speech-actsich as pardon, amnesty,
or truth commissions, showing forgiveness in a tilmake alistan@ between persons and the
crime. Moderation, magnanimity, or self-limitatiohthe state, are “the shadow of forgiveness”.
These gestures are also “quests for forgivenesbdt\Watters is their exceptional character. They
signal their membership in two orders of thinkiklgiforgiveable guilt, and exchange where guilt
begins to be chipped away (Ricoeur 2004b,477-4B3485-486). To Ricoeur forgiveness will then
happerhere through a rich differentiation of speech-actspignito actions, public exercise, and
rituals, such as Chancellor Brandt kneeling in VdarzRicoeur also says, with Derrida, that there
seems to be a spread, simply by staging, of théptyithg of scenes of repenting, confessing, and
forgiving on the geo-political stage (Ricoeur 20@4469). Outside the institutions forgiveness is
possible by a return to the self, whereitigividual makes use of a more direct capatatyinbind
the offender from the att a pure giving. The absolute measure of theigifie love of one’s
enemies (Ricoeur 1994,3,18;Ricoeur 2004b,467) .



This brings us to the last important argumerRicoeur’s therapeutic recommendation, his
use of Arendt’s philosophy of natalitiatality meaning: how human beings are introduced and
introduces themselves to the world through bittbught, biography and new action. Natality marks
a realm obeginningandgift inherent in life itselfa beginning prior to debt and gufBustained by
the different modi of natality new action looksdila miracle and it is this miracle which sustains
forgiveness’capacity to unbind the actor from the actd makes the guilty capable of beginning
againand thus to be restored to the capacity to renewvtirld (Ricoeur 2004b,489,493). Political
reconciliation, as an institutional praxidhich make promiseis then placed into thisther
eschatological realized economy of creativity (afigf). Accordingly, Ricour seems to identify
another set of recapitulative speech-acts: proras&jish for a reconciliate future. “The originglit
of this wish is that it consists not in action but representation taken up again in a series of
speech-acts constituting the declarative dimensinsemory” (Ricoeur, 2004b,494 cit). “We will
remember the victims of.., we promise,..we wishy (phrases). As with the case of forgiveness,
Ricoeur seems both to separatel fuse the political and theological horizons (Rizge004b,
492-493). We owe the possibility ohappy memorya memory at peace, crowned with joy and
professed ircare (Ricoeur 2004b,505). Reconciliation is then pdssiim spite of the unforgettable,
througha dialectic of unbinding and bindinghich creates a new climate (Ricoeur 2004b,496).

3.0 Expanding the regimes of forgiveness
From our analysis of Ricoeur’s reconciliation pregics we can now make a further comment on
the theories commented in the opening of thislartBy placing pathological memory in the
centre of his agenda for a therapy of modernityBRic’s framework is inclusive of these
theories. Victimization, differentiated through thgecter of stigma, shame, social
misunderstanding (term), or through ritual or seigam administration, where people are placed
in limbo-like situations, or excluded, is alwaysamplished by a forgetfulness of the violent
event, the reconciling murder. We also observe Raweur adds new dimension to the theories:
Through théblurring of the lines between forgiveness, memory and fargg victimization
persists in society. Through blurring practicesghstures of incognito forgiveness are constantly
threatened with being immersed into calculationsafket exchange and administrative

manipulation. Indirectly Ricoeur seems to sustamtheories of Agamben, Butler and Habermas;



It appears that society, because of tressving semi-memorizing practices and communieativ
fatigue,possibly, (but not certainlyjpay bein a new, risky, and instable post-secular phiise:
mourning and memory practices are not extendedemiible in gestures and performatives,
litanies, public rituals, which reveand make operthe human capacity of forgiveness, life
might fall into new forms of sacred violence or egeinto the technological versions of
governmentality. Society may lose its wid@rizon of thoughtand exchange it in small picture
narratives, simulacra or substitutes to the loghorges. For Ricoeur, expanding the regimes of
forgiveness is possible only if there are commanithatepeat the performative gestures of the
family of gifts, together with incognito forgiveseas indiscriminate speech-acts which societies
can not be withoutThrough this use of the language of gift we obsdrw Ricoeur aims to
rescue life from a loss of memory of gifts. By refgce to the economy of gifts a possibly post-
secular nihilism is attempted avoided and a notewntary relinguistification of the sacred, is
configured.

40 Which paradigm of reconciliation?

It is now time to compare Ricoeur’'s model of reabatton with the debate on
reconciliation mentioned in the opening of thiscdet While we have explicated Ricoeur’s
relation to the discourses of memory, trauma arnldl @i too briefly), we will explicate
Ricoeur’s position in relation to Derrida and Hahas, to answer the question in the opening of
this article.

First, to Habermas: in line with almost all authon the theme, Habermas speaks of the
necessity of mourning the pa3tréuerarbei), and of memory as a bulwark against a repressed
reconciliation (Habermas 1987,138;Habermas 199ZHahs 2003b,107). In congruence with
his early theory of communicative action, his “anttheoretical approach”, Habermas will put a
contested rationality grounded in anamnesic reashich resists the forgetting of victims, and
also the forgetting of forgetting, in the forefrdptabermas 1989,377, 380). Since philosophy
does not begin from the premise of an almightyjastideity, it cannot make use of the question
of theodicy or the dogma of the resurrection ofwieéim in its plea for a culture of loss and what
has been withheld from public consciousness. litmseslf open the dimension of validity claims

which transcend social space and historical timen6w it is argumentative reason itself which



reveals, in the deepest layers of its own pragngtpositions, the conditions for laying claim to
an unconditional meanirigHabermas 2002cit 134). Speech-acts are dirdotgdrds

illocutionary goals (wishes), communicated in tbencunicatively un-coerced act, goals that do
not have the status to be realized inwardly (Habsr2002,91,89). Post-metaphysical thought
differs from religion in that it recovers the meagiof the unconditional without recourse to
religion (Habermas 2002 cit.108)et, he acknowledges how western philosophy isnsitally
informed by the symbol of redemption and historygnms of salvation” (Habermas 1995a,15).
Habermas will also acknowledge the potential afjrelis discourse toonsole people.

Consistent with these mandates, Habermas’ dtlais®ften, wrongly, been interpreted to
be congruent with a progressive thesis of secaltioz. The linguistification process, the process
of reconciliation transferred through overlappimgsensus and ethical discourse on collective
life-form seemed to presuppose a theory of religisran intermediary stage in the development
of cultures. The cleansing of modernity is fulfillby a linguistification of the sacred,
rationalization of myth, linguistification of theotential in the sacred, reconciliation without
reenchantment (Habermas 1983; 1989,238).

In his recent work Habermas has reservationseraimgy the power of reconciliation
reason to secure ethics. After the events of 20Q1 he comments; “We are rightfully disturbed
by the irreversibility of past sufferings...injust&cthat exceed evehumanpower of redemption.
The lost hope of redemption has left behind a pdpamptiness” (Habermas 2003a). Habermas’
argument defends religion’s practical contributifmasn a thesis of risky emptiness which makes
out the instability of post-secular ethics. A tisesn religion as intermediary stage does not fit
into a post-secular societyThe boundaries between secular and religiousoreaare tenuous”
(Habermas 2003a). Religion is a force against wimde not only a source of violence. But
already, inPost-metaphysical thinkingabermas applies for a collaborative coexistenite w
religion, where philosophy surrenders its extraordinary stsaReligious language is considered
as bearer of a semantic content that is indispémsalol continues to resist translation into
reasoning discourses (Habermas 1995a 51).Yetjghd#icance of what itneanghat religious
speech-acts resist translation seems to be unsgsdwnother, repeated critique from the “warm

current of critical theory”, sees Habermas’ theasyun-adaptable to the roleeshotionsn
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consciousness raising and responsible action (Fi8898). The role of religions in cleansing
emotions, is unanswered.

Now, to Derrida, as indicated in the openinghig article, the affirmation of religions
role as a force against violence, takes a newituDerrida’s work. For Derrida, we should
always think about the political crime. Grief exgges the necessity of a wrong that must be
righted, a violence to be repaired (Derrida 199%) pF-or Derrida friendshipto come means a
mode of love which is, perhaps, a totally new eigrere, unheard of, a friendship for the future,
friendship which relates to the community of thes#hout a community, a weak community
without foundationreligion without institutional religion, in comtdiction to ethnocentrism,
populism or xenophobia (Derrida 1997 p.29,42,81,200,219,306). To Derrida, like Girard,
messianic religion exists once the secret of tieeesk orgiastic has been, if not destroyed, at leas
integrated, and finally subjected to the spheneegponsibility (Derrida 1995,2,20,50)ue
religion begins in the heart of the single humaimdpethe soul, the untouchable, innocence, in
secrecy (Derrida 1995;Derrida 2005). According tridla,the othemwill represent a regime of
the tender, the weak and indefinite, which undagsastempt to secure ethics or politics in
established metaphysics, rites, constitutionalismgtitutional design (Derrida 2003). For
Derrida responsible religion is the solution an@dof the post-secular condition. While
Habermas takes a distanced stance to religionsdfdpé#illing promise, Derrida desires religion
with its gifts. Derrida, who once worked with Rieoet the University of Sorbonne, is
overlapping with Ricoeur’s arguments on the rearsaof gifts to a rational ethics. Habermas
would possibly not deny this possibility, but wouldt affirm it either (Habermas 1995a, 51).

Decisive in Derrida’s work is the descriptiontbé absolute non-violent event of religion
(messianicity) as the impossible possibilligyond historic horizon$-orgiveness and memory
appears as important topics for a reflection ohgesnocracies. New justice is an
undeconstructible horizon manifesting the needléweloping an unconditional hospitality to the
other (Derrida 1978; 1994; 2000). He appeals foew religious cosmopolitanism, exercising a
loving friendship and universal hospitality whichriscends thpresentsphere of international
law which operates in terms of reciprocal agreemsantl treaties between sovereign states. This

is to think a politics, friendship and justice winteeginby breaking with national “naturalness”
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or homogeneity (Derrida 1997,105). Hospitality isoadition of culture itself (responsible
culture) and not one ethic among others, insofdrfess to do with inclusion of the other which
cultures else seek to appropriate, control andenéSerrida 2003, 8,16). Proliferation of the
scenes and stages of forgiveness signifies hawniécessary to turn towards the past, and take as
necessary the act of memory, self accusation, tapeabeyondthe juridical instance, or nation
state. We need to develop a new geo-politics @fiveness, a globalization of forgiveness,
justified by the sacredness, and secrecy of theahyDerrida 2003,30). He defends theity of
forgivenessas non-normality, not by ethical or spiritual i, but by the necessity to maintain a
reference to an-economical forgiveness, in accmelavith a weak community to come (Derrida
2003,30,38,59). Forgiveness should not be nornoamalizing. Itshouldremain exceptional and
extraordinary, in the face of the impossible; astérrupts the ordinary course of history (Derrida
2003,32).

Habermas and Derrida, though they profess diitgohilosophies, both project the idea of
a quasi-messianic eschatology. Yet, we note a tahb difference. In Habermas’ work the
linguistification process, the process of recoatitin transferred through overlapping rational
consensus and ethical discourse on life-form,g®orative to the idea of a communicative
society, a victimless society created throegternalinter-subjective communication (Habermas
2001,82,86,88;Siebert 1985,12). The work of Dergdesupposes gifts, a religious messianicity
restored fronwithin, in the interiority and depth of the human self.ilWklabermas seems to
imply a post-Hegelian, post-Kantian paradigm, fétkthrough critical theory, Derrida develops
an anti-Hegelian, quasi-judaic idea of reconcitiatiDerrida’s work presupposes another
departure from critical theory, filtered througle thhilosophy of gift, prophetic eschatology, and
cosmo-political messianicity, the messianic asrpr&e, aiany momengDerrida & Vattimo
1998). While Habermas’ therapy is designed thrauggchnique of institutional design,
reflection on good reasons and processive co-aperdderrida’s vision of cosmopolitian
democracy is informed by an ontology of promisecahiepiphanizes in singular events and
breaks with processual collaboration and repetitigétutional design. While Habermas seems to

imply reconciliation and healing of nations througioperation of institutions, Derrida will await
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new “democracy” through the inner interventiontod totally Other, through absolute
eschatology.

This makes a question of how wghtconsider Ricoeur’s project alongside that of
Derrida and Habermas. There are certain argumemgdeur, among them the reference to
liminality, aporia, promise, inner economy of tledf sgift, Kierkegaard and Levinasian other-
orientated ethics, which fit more to Derrida’s inperity of forgiveness than to Habermas’
external “reconciliation through the public use@dson”. With Levinas, and subsequently
Derrida, he defends the priority of narrative htdgy. Simultaneously Ricoeur, against Derrida,
seems aware of the necessity of reconciliationasbéc institutional practice, even if it must be
done as an “incognito” speech-act. Ricoeur saytsHhhermas’ project is a “strong approach®,
complementary to his own (Ricoeur 2004a,213). Reitiation through the public use of reason,
differentiated in levels of ethical discourse, $agiive processes, and expansion of rights, may be
interpreted as a far-reaching example of recortichaas an incognito-speech-act. Simultaneously
(discussing Derrida’s idea of a pure forgiveneR&peur warns of a simplification of forgiveness
in exchange, through a test of universalizatioeetfing the confusion between universalized
morality and internationalization and globalizatigRicoeur 2004b,cit 469). The communicative
ethics debate is indebted to Ricoeur for bringhmgdomplexities of narrative discourse into
sharper focus (Rainwater 1996). The speech-acepsed through the communicative forum,
seems indispensable for creating a conciliatomate, but is not sufficient.

How are we to understand thoseigarditionsAf religion professes its own
indispensable knowledge claim (as Habermas asseots)could we understand suchlaim and
differ it from claims that assign to the quasi-gacviolent foundations of nations which
Agamben and Butler talk of? Could the Christianesieact of forgiveness itselfaim more than
a Habermasian recognition of religious consolatidfewill ask if Christianity, as one of the
religions, communicates a performative gesturesipeisable for dialogue. When Ricoeur
integrates arguments related to gifts, emotiond fargiveness as an incognito deliberate
practice, the question arises if the approach co®ir can be interpreted as a middle-route
between Habermas and Derrrida, close to Chrisyiareéimphasis omutuality and presendsee

below).
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0 Ricoeurs approach interpreted asngddle-route between Habermas and Derrida.
As already indicated in our analysis of Ricoeudaaeption of gift and caritative logic- the
argument of how joy, love, extravagance, makesakinto human history - Ricoeur will, when
he applies his theory of speech-acts, indicate rcemge withhowthe kerygma of Christology
and the proclamation of Trinitarian dogmsgerformed historicallyRicoeur will then, not, in his
own opinion, have gone beyond the limits of thdqauphy and how philosophy situates speech-
acts aworldly events. Philosophy will point to the aporia ottgifwhat Derrida calls the
impossible), simultaneously as the phenomenologpeéch-acts points to kerygma and
proclamation agventdn the world We have already mentioned how Ricoeur hintskatship
between how the forgiveness of God is presentednsciousness and how the human capacity
to forgiveness is presented in the specter of $paets (p.6). Responsibility, religiously narrated
or not, is situated, sustained and recapitulatezlitih the differentiated sovereign utterances of
love, joy, fecundity and natality, and also throtitgxt”, sapiential poetry, public litanies, and
narratives - leaving dialogue open for discussioy different speech-acts may release a
reconciling climate.

From Ricoeur’s inclusiveness of theology as spesat, a significant question regards
Derrida’s and Habermas’ stance on the Christiafopaative. When Habermas argues for a
relinguistification of the substance of salvatiastbry, as resource for communicating
reconciling reason, this implies a distanciatioghftly), to dogmatism and religious irrationalism
(Habermas 2002 p.1,2). In the institutional-commative modé&/erséhnungan be identified or
known only as aindefinitereality - in continuation wittBildverbot- prohibitions of making
images of God (Habermas 1978,35). Derrida is,Hkbermas, negative to any identification of
themessiani@srepresentedn concrete religion (Derrida 1995).To Derrida ttker will
represent a regime of the tender, whicimdefinitg and undoes any attempt to secure ethics or
politics in established rites, constitutionalismrstitutional design (Derrida 2003).
Deconstruction is a regime which undoes its utoprashorizons as quickly as they are
established (Derrida 2002).

A repeated critique against Habermas and Derisdat they, in respect of religion,
abide in the desert of jewish (quasi) messianityBitdverbot and ignore the religion which
makes a knowledge claim from incarnation, presecitaxity, and mutuality as presupposition for
divine sustenance of the world. Christianity withim that gifts are incarnate in nutrition,
energies, structures of embodiment, utterancaseataul, needpuissanceeconomy of love, the
neighbour and the possibility which eventualizesoading to howcosmosventualizes (Ward
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2005 p.86,250). Theologians emphasize how Dernidaks with the ontological models of
presenceahat have grounded philosophy and theology (Ldd@B32130;Lowe 2003;MacCammon
2002;Ward 2003,76,89). A similar argument can e gbHabermas when he limits Christian
speech-acts to being adrmalizing discourse of the extraordinaryih theology creation
cosmology and cosmic Christology will be the prgmsition for eventualization as embodied
pleroma(fullness), so that there is an economy of growith @xpansion through “the operating
of him operating in me in power [ten energeia autduenergoumenen en emoi en dunamei]’
Eph, 2, 12-13.

According to Ward, making a twist to Derrida’snte“the regime of the tender”, this
pleroma is presented as the wisdom of God fillirgpace (=presence), manifest in the wounding
of love, weak love, in the concrete history of tieath, burial and resurrection of Jesus (Ward
2005,257-261).Which theologically is the presuppaosifor the redemption of the victim, and
the scandalizing of sacred violen@s Habermas rightly says). This argument is aémtr
Girard: To Girard what Christ manifests on the srigsnothing other than a manifestation
throughperformative repeatinthis scandal, the victimage mechanism, so thais@hogy
manifestdn thisicon boththe original trauma and the possibility of anotheaying and
celebrating community without violent groundingsidritual is a paradigm of every discourse
which manifests victimhood (Girard 1977;Girard 1980,174,178-179,184;Lefebure 1998). It
can be considered as the speech-act of Jesuslinats opposed to an idolatric one, a naming
which is not only a naming but a de-naming, alethe human tendency toward idolatry, (Girard
1987p 170;Robbins 2003, 121-124.).Which, from alihgical viewpoint, deconstructs what is at
issue in the negative theology of Habermas andid®rbecause it informs us ofrautuality
already here, shown through Jesus™ performativihifa as address to Gdderemias 1972).

Thisdifferenceis, of course, as Habermas and Derrida subsegudmphilosophy, not
theology, acknowledged in Habermas and DerridaeHahs states that cosmos is a metaphysical
or archaic presupposition that philosophy must @edcwithout. He substitutes it with the
formula of the life-world. The horizons of our lifestories and forms of life, form a porous
whole of familiarities that retreat in the facerefiexive incursions, and expert cultures in
science, morality and law (Habermas 1995a,16,28)dé€s not admit the possibility of a post-
secular reflexivity that makes cosmos appear asaaxiction to totalizing thinking through
unfamiliar self- estrangement, chaocosmos andithelsneous possible impossibility of
eventualizations. “Making room for otherness isgd¢adly implied by the idea of
creation”(Gregersen 2003 cit 207).When Habermasertfad argument that religion’s language is
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“indispensable in ordinary life for normalizing etcourse with the extraordinaryHabermas
1995a,51)he ignores that for theology discourse on the exdiaary will not meamwithout
presenceThe creation, in prophetic proclamation, doesraf#r to the archaic life-world, but
reflective religion in the biblical sources themas, where creation sometimes means an
estrangement of religions’ historic life-worlds aga affirmation of creation as non-normalizing
intercourse of God. As | see it, the mutuality,e&ed by Jesus, in Msbbaspeech-act, is
singular, anewnaming.This naming of God, as other, but mutual counterp&s indispensable
for the Christian dialogue on reconciliation

Derrida seems to be open for a reappraisal @hameventualization, but will admit that
Christianity involves a thought on creation, preseand mutuality which is unacceptabléia
qguasi- judaism. It is only possible in a messianittiat goes beyond Christendom. Contact
between God and the soul or the mind of humanityardy be mutualrutuus contactusin the
gracious tactility of love. According to Derrideetlessence of Christian loving is immediate
transitivity, dissymmetry- and reciprocityT his particular reciprocity would no doubt,..be
unacceptable in a discourse, such as Levinas tifmdudaism in general, because of the
touching and because of this mutuality as expeeeri¢he divine{Derrida 2005 p.250).

In Ricoeur’'sloublecharitable paradigm of reconciliation mutualitypi®supposed: When
Ricoeur on philosophical bases identifies a spatwlispeech-acts of forgiveness, through
different sources, and also, on theological basgsifies reconciliation (justification) as a
speech-act of God, the discoursesrarecontradictory to each other. To Ricoeur the chhld
gift “forgiveness sustained by love” is itself newutuality, it appears as wonder, akin to religious
miracle and promise. When forgiveness is a forAgjyRicoeur presupposes a natal
eventualization, which is cosmic. The saying: “Ehes” forgivenessasthere is joy, wisdom,
extravagance (=hospitality), means that this familytterances, with its resemblances in action
and closeness to natality, are intimate with comatRicoeur’s philosophical paradigm
presupposes intersubjective communication anddiyercommunication, as alreadyformed by
love and natalitylt is because of the love we experience in dailyual contact and spacing, that
“There is” a possibility tainderstandhe performative of the incognito forgiveness, aund it
into a knowledge claim of our promising. Love, japdnatality, as incarnated powers from the
earth are nearer to us in our vulnerability, pathologyeofotions, anomie, misunderstanding and
blurring of practices than we are ourselves. Thgaiot work of mourning, memory and
forgettingcanmake us anticipate another future. Sustained\® ikocan heal emotions, reopen
horizons, put wonder back in place. It is by intetimg that we can hear again. Ricoeur’s re-
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linguistification of the sacred happens then, tigioa “second naivitée in and through criticism”.
It is, in my opinion, a criticism after trauma, eafstate terrorism, after the cross, and after
celebration and singing of hymns. The purpose laioels speech-acts is not to explain, but to
disclose and evokia the human hea response. To Ricoeur metaphor and icon are beyon
rhetorical or tropical device. They function asufigtive conveyors of possible meanings.
Metaphor is a complex intersection of logical, setitaand imagistic movements which resist
any simplistic limitation to a starched oppositibftamat -as indicated in Derrida’s
deconstructionism. “Icon”, refers to the non-verkainel in the quasi visual kernel of
imagination, imagery understood in the quasi-visqgahsi- auditory, quasi-tactile sense.
Metaphor will also initiate new meaning that haglications forreality, in that it makes new
experience come to languadéving metaphor has the capacity to change thddydoy 1988,
520-521).With metaphor and speech new experieno®igght unto concept, and eventualization
intersects in the self of the listen&he to comewhich Derrida speaks of, is, in Ricoeur’s text,
congruent with realized eschatology, and Ricoellrascape absolutisms.

What we assert is that the mutualityolwlChristianity talks of, is an indispensable
argument for an understanding of the reason whgne&lways motivated. Because of the happy
memories of this first mutuality, in fecund relat®) love, and action, that stay in consciousness
and symbols beside the unhappy traumatic mematieg| always be a possibility that we
expect new mutuality through forgiveness. Withoat@mory of first mutuality, it becomes
incomprehensible why the offender would seek themoin a movement of a plea for forgiveness.
Ricoeur opens post-secular thought to a considerati gifts agemaininghere. Reconciliation
is also from the earth, since through natal gifésare given incarnatetewnesspossibilities to
restore life. Reconciliation is not indefini®ontert can be memorized in celebratory practices,
making us ready fathe to come

In Derrida’s texts authentic religiseems emptied of content and even of horizons. The
opening of the future is, or must be, without honiof expectation, with an absolutely
undetermined messianic hope at its heart (Der@® Derrida & Vattimo 1998,8,17;Derrida
1976). Habermas seems to understand reconcilias@slightly formal procesgerséhnungan
be identified or known only as an indefinite rgaliin continuation with prohibitions of making
images of GodRildverbo). Habermas and Derrida both profess an abstrassiarecity, they
marginalizereconciliationat the level of convictions and emotions (Rica2004a,214).
Christianity, as a teaching of incarnation, wilktaf reconciliation both from the inside and from
the outside, manifest in celebration. Ricoeur presa model of reconciliation that is critical to
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an absolute abstracted eschatology: Reconciliafppears inclusive to a thinking of God as
incarnated, mutual counterpart. Reconciliationthegun. Reconciliation, at the level of hearts
and politics, is consistent with a caritative mooleteconciliation, since societal care is professe
as the form ofheliberative life. If care is the form of human lif€od is the giver of this life.
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