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The concept of the forgiveness triad-forgiving others, receiving forgiveness from others, and selfforgiveness-is introduced and discussed. Each aspect is defined, presented as philosophically rational
and therefore appropriate within counseling, and described within a psychological framework of how
people go about that aspect of forgiveness. The interactions of the triad aredescribed, showing how the
counseling process that employs forgiveness strategies may become quite complicated. A counselor's
awareness of all 3 aspects of forgiveness may lead to greater clarity in the therapeutic encounter.
Implications for the helping professions andfor moral development of the client arediscussed.

The concept of forgiveness in the helping professions and in popular literature is growing rapidly. Although the vast majority of the works center on
forgiving, some are now exploring the related areas of receiving forgiveness
and self-forgiveness. As an example, in a recent magazine article (Vachss,
1994)/ a writer who focused on victims of emotional abuse made three
challenging points. First, a victim need not forgive. Second, an offender must
earn forgiveness by deeds toward the victim. Third, healing in this context
centers only on self-forgiveness. Self-forgiveness, the author stated, is
equivalent to self-reference, in which one no longer listens to the abuser's
insults (such as "You're crazy."), Although it is not our intent here to debate
the healing power of self-reference thinking, we examine the three aspects of
forgiveness contained in that article: forgiving, receiving forgiveness, and
self-forgiveness. Each has important implications within the helping professions. Together they form what we call the "forgiveness triad." In our
opinion, the terms forgive and self-forgiveness are little understood and are thus
easily distorted. A counselor reading about such issues may bring such
distortion to the therapeutic encounter if there is no thorough examination
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and critique of the concepts involved. We claim that an examination of all
three aspects of forgiveness enhances understanding of each and thus makes
counseling more effective.
It may be particularly timely for an examination of the forgiveness triad,
giving forgiveness, receiving forgiveness, and self-forgiveness, because the
three have not yet been examined together. All three concepts do emerge
within counseling, sometimes complicating the forgiving process, and thus
are worthy of exploration.
First we discuss the issues surrounding forgiving because it has the most
advanced literature to date. We define forgiveness, make a philosophical case
for it as both rational and moral, and describe a pathway to forgiving that has
proven successful in educational and counseling programs. Next we define
forgiveness received from an offender's perspective, discuss the philosophical nuances of this little-explored topic, and describe a possible pathway
toward receiving forgiveness. Then we describe self-forgiveness, focusing on
definition, philosophical subtleties to this construct, and again propose a
pathway that may be useful for counselors in their practices. Finally, we
discuss the interactions of the triad.
FORGIVING
Most of modem published literature on forgiveness focuses on one person
forgiving another for an unjust offense. Enright and the Human Development
Study Group (1991), following North (1987), have defined forgiving as a
willingness to abandon one's right to resentment, condemnation, and subtle
revenge toward an offender who acts unjustly, while fostering the undeserved qualities of compassion, generosity, and even love toward him or
her. Several definitional components are worth noting:
1. The offended person has suffered an unjust, perhaps deep hurt from

another or others.
2. The offended person willingly chooses to forgive. The act is volitional,
not grimly obligatory.
3. The offended person's new stance includes affect (overcoming resentment and substituting compassion), cognition (overcoming thoughts of
condemnation with thoughts of respect), and behavior (overcoming a
tendency toward acts of revenge with acts of good will).
4. Forgiving is primarily one person's response to the other.
Therefore, a forgiver may unconditionally offer this gift regardless of the
other's current attitude or behavior.
The final point just mentioned necessitates the distinction between forgiveness and reconciliation. When people forgive, they offer a positive stance
toward one who is undeserving because of the offense. They need not join into
a previous relationship (i.e., they need not reconcile, if the offender insists on
maintaining his or her injurious stance). As Holmgren (1993) articulated, we
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accept the wrongdoer as a person, not necessarily as an employee (who
continually steals) or a spouse (who batters). Reconciliationrequires a behavioral
change on the part of the offender when his or her behavior is injurious. We,
the authors, maintained elsewhere that trust is usually a part of forgiveness,
yet people sometimes forgive without trusting the offender in one, problematic
area (Enright, Gassin, & Wu, 1992). For example, a person may forgive and
even reconcile with a compulsive gambler, but not lend money to him or her.
To lend is to enable the gambler to indulge in the compulsion.

Forgiving as Rational and Moral
Although some have criticized the act of forgiving as inappropriate, a sound
case has been made for it as reasonable and moral. Consider Holmgren's
(1993) analysis, which consists of three points. First, it is erroneous to assume,
as Haber (1991)has done, that resentment toward a wrongdoer is the primary
moral response that should be followed. Haber argued that to resent a
wrongdoer and his or her actions is to foster self-respect. ''They cannot get
away with this; I am worthwhile." Forgiveness without the offender's repentance and behavioral change is a sign of weakness, of servility . Yet,as Holmgren
pointed out, a forgiver who knows that the act was unjust can see his or her
own status as equal to the other person, regardless of the other's stance
toward the offended person. In fact, resisting the act of forgiving until the
offender somehow changes is giving great power to the offender (Enright et
al., 1991;Holmgren, 1993).As pointed out elsewhere, an offended person who
refuses to forgive until certain contingencies are met suffers twice: once in the
original offense and again as he or she is obligated to retain resentment, along
with its concomitant negative cognitions and perhaps even negative behaviors (Enright et al., 1991). To forgive, then, is to show self-respect
(Holmgren, 1993).
Holmgren's (1993) second point of forgiving as appropriate and moral is
centered in Augustine's (397 A.D./1963) dictum of separating offenders and
offenses. We continue to view an unjust offense as wrong. Yet we may have
good will toward the offender, not because of the unjust act, but because he
or she is a person capable of good will. The forgiver, therefore, is showing
respect for morality by seeing the offense as wrong, but the offender as at least
capable of doing good in the future.
The final argument that Holmgren (1993) put forward is this: Some claim
that withholding forgiveness shows our respect for the wrongdoer (see
Haber, 1991).Retribution shows we have not given up on the other as a person
worthy of respect. Yet, is it not the case that while we hold the offender
responsible for the unjust actions, we also need not sit in condemnation or
judgment of him or her? As Holmgren clarified, our intrinsic worth is not
commensurate with our score on a moral scale. All people are capable of error
and good. Because all people have the capacity for good, even the offender,
we can respect all people, including the offender. Forgiveness, therefore,
shows respect for the offender as a moral agent. Holmgren made the important point that an offended person rarely comes to such a conclusion until he
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or she works through much of the forgiveness journey that we describe in
Appendix A.

The Psychology of Forgiving
The processes outlined in Appendix A are the best estimate we have made of
the general pathway many people follow when they forgive (see Enright et
al., 1991). We do not see this as a rigid, steplike sequence, but instead as a
flexible set of processes with feedback and feedforward loops. Some may skip
entire units as they forgive. Units 1 to 7 represent the uncovering phase of
change as the person becomes aware of the problem and the concomitant
emotional pain associated with deep, unjust injury. Unit 1 represents a preforgiving state of examining the possibility of one's own denial. Many will not
or cannot acknowledge that others have deeply offended them. Eventually,
as these defenses are examined and broken down even a bit, the person sees
the injustice and reacts with characteristic negative emotions such as anger or
even hatred toward the injurer (Unit 2). Holmgren (1993) clarified that a
forgiver, as a sign of self-respect, must accurately see and acknowledge the
injustice. At times, an offended person experiences shame or public humiliation (Unit 3), which deepens his or her emotional pain. As the injured person
tries to find a solution to the pain, he or she may attach excessive emotions to
the situation, which can deplete one's energy reserve (Unit 4). Cognitive
rehearsal (Unit 5) is a frequently observed companion of cathexis, in which
the injured person ruminates on the hurtful incident and offender. Kiel (1986)
documented the ideas in Unit 6, in which the injured person may compare his
or her unfortunate state with the injurer's more fortunate state, thus deepening the felt pain In Kiel's ease, he compared his quadriplegic state with the
gunman's ambulatory state. An awareness of permanent change (Unit 7) and,
in some cases, disability, may deepen remorse or anger, possibly leading to
an altered worldview in which the injured person sees the world as profoundly
unfair (Unit 8).
One's awareness of all the foregoing factors seems to stimulate new
decision-making strategies and willingness to try new ways of healing. Units
9 to 11 represent this decision, in our case the decision to forgive the injurer.
North (1987) noted what she called a change of heart, which is somewhat of
a turnaround from one's original position toward the injurer. Such turnaround may allow the person to weigh the merits of forgiving (Unit 10) before
actually committing to forgive (Unit 11). In committing to forgive, the injured
person often gives up notions of revenge, although complete forgiveness is
yet unrealized.
Units 12 to 15 represent what we call the work of forgiveness. In reframing,
the forgiver begins to see the other in new ways, focusing on the offender's
past (how he or she was raised, for example), the offender's own pressures at
the time of offense, and the offender's underlying humanity masked by the
offense. Reframing is not done to condone, but to better understand. Such
understanding may promote empathy (Unit 13), feeling the other's feelings,
and compassion (Unit 14), or a willingness to suffer along with the other.
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Acceptance or absorption of pain is at the heart of forgiveness. The offended
person soaks up the pain, as a sponge does water, so that he or she does not
transfer that pain back to the offender or others. In essence, this unit signifies
the giftlike quality of forgiveness as the forgiver stops a cycle of revenge that
otherwise may harm the offender and others.
Following the work just described, a forgiver may realize gifts returned to
self. At times, he or she finds new meaning in the forgiveness process (Unit
16); perhaps the self is seen as stronger, the self as more respected. One may
realize the self is imperfect and recall incidences in which it was necessary to
receive others' forgiveness (Unit 17), a factor that may deepen one's conviction to continue forgiving. Some realize they are not on the forgiving journey
alone (Unit 18), indeed finding support as well as taking new, helpful directions in life with a newfound purpose or goal (Unit 19). A key outcome is
improved psychological health (Unit 20); when the pain has been absorbed
(Unit 15) as a sponge absorbs water, that pain gradually diminishes, as the
water imperceptibly evaporates from a sponge. The paradox of forgiving seems
to be this: As we abandon a focus on self and give a gift of acceptance to an
offending other, we ourselves are often healed from the effects of that offense.

Validity for the Model on Forgiving
The foregoing model has been shown effective in three works to date. Freedman & Enright (in press), in an intervention with female incest survivors used
the model in a once-per-week educational program. The participants explored
the ideas of each unit at each woman's own pace for an average of 1 year to
complete the program. This was an experimental and control design that was
randomized. After the experimental group completed the educational program, the women who composed the original control group participated in
the education, thus becoming the second experimental group.
Three findings are worth noting (Freedman & Enright, in press). First, a
comparison of the experimental group with the control group after the first
year of education, showed that the experimental participants gained statistically more than the control group in forgiving and hope. The experimental
group decreased statistically significantly more than the control group in
anxiety and psychological depression. Second, after the first year, participants
from the original control group became an experimental group for the entire
second year. Thus, one could compare their outcomes within the second year
(as experimental participants), with their own outcomes during the first year
(as control participants). 'This comparison yielded results similar to the first
aforementioned finding about the experimental group and the control group.
The changes in the second year compared with those of the first year within
this group were statistically significant: there were greater gains in forgiveness, self-esteem, and hope and greater decreases in anxiety and depression.
The third comparison examined the original (first year) experimental group
scores at the I-year posttest within their scores at a I-year follow-up (l year
after intervention ceased for this original experimental group). These par-
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ticipants maintained their change patterns on all scales, thus showing that
there was no wash-out effect.
Two other interventions also validate the model of forgiving in Appendix
A. Al-Mabuk, Enright, and Cardis (in press) reported positive mental health
outcomes, following a short-term workshop on forgiveness education, for
college students who had been deprived of parental love. Hebl and Enright
(1993) demonstrated forgiving responses in the elderly following an 8-week
program. In the latter study, both experimental and control groups decreased
in anxiety. The overall pattern across these diverse samples suggested that the
model of forgiving is effective in bringing people to a forgiving stance toward
an offender.
In the discussion pertaining to the relatively unexplored areas of receiving
forgiveness and self-forgiveness, we use the foregoing model because it has
shown itself to be valid. Of course, adaptations are necessary because of the
nuanced differences among the three forgiveness postures of giving and
receiving forgiveness and self-forgiveness. These models should be viewed as
hypotheses in need of testing rather than as an empirically supported model
such as that in Appendix A.
RECEIVING FORGIVENESS

When one offends another, he or she receives forgiveness when the offended
person willingly offers the cessation of negative attitudes, thoughts, and
behaviors, and substitutes more positive feelings, thoughts, and behaviors
toward the offender. (Reader's note. We do not imply that an offender is not
receiving forgiveness until all six psychological components are completely
given-s-cessation of negative affect, cognition, and behavior and the initiation
of positive affect, cognition, and behavior. A forgiver may offer some degree
of them with a commitment to at least cease the negatives.)
When genuine-active forgiveness is received, the offender is not engineering the other's forgiveness, nor is the offender a passive recipient of that
forgiveness. Rather, he or she is willing to welcome that forgiveness, may
actively ask for it, and is willing to wait until it is given.
A distinction must be made between deserving and being worthy of receiving forgiveness. Unjust, offensive behavior makes one undeserving of the gift
of forgiveness. The behavior is wrong, as both parties view it. Yet, because all
people have the capacity for good will and, therefore, may receive respect, we
are worthy to receive that respect in the form of forgiveness.
Another distinction, that between hope and entitlement, must be made.
Offenders may wait in the hope of the other's forgiveness. Because forgiveness is a gift freely offered by the other, the offender is not entitled to it. If one
insists on the other's forgiveness, the offender is unaware of the supererogatory, giftlike quality of the offended person's act.
A final distinction, that between pseudo-passive and genuine-rection, must
be made. As the offended person gives forgiveness, the offender may receive
it in any number of ways. He or she may not expect or desire it and thus reject
it as irrational. In such a case the offender may be unaware of the impact of
his or her original act. One is not, in essence, receiving forgiveness under this
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circumstance. Or one might "receive" forgiveness as an excuse to perpetuate
the offending behavior, again a situation in which the offender is not receiving
forgiveness because he or she is failing to see the link between the offended's
gift and the original offensive act. Forgiveness is received more completely
when accompanied by certain attitudes, such as remorse for one's behavior
and respect for the offended person. One genuinely receives forgiveness
when he or she changes or in some cases is trying to change the offending
behavior. Of course, reconciliation need not follow the giving or receiving of
forgiveness if the offending behavior is chronic, regardless of the offender's
intentions.

Receiving Forgiveness as Rational and Moral
Some would claim that no one can in any logical way receive forgiveness. To
do so would be to wipe away the original act. Because that act is now part of
the historical record, it can never be wiped away (see Minas, 1975). Yet, we
must distinguish between the literal wiping away of an event in space and
time, which is impossible, and taking a new stance toward the event, a stance
that includes an acknowledgment of wrongdoing. As we take this new stance
it can be said that the offense is wiped away in that neither the offended nor
offender view one another or their relationship (if there was one prior to the
offense) in light of that offense. It is a logical possibility, then, to receive
forgiveness for an offending act.
Another criticism about receiving forgiveness is that the receiver is now in
an inferior position. In other words, the forgiver is showing magnanimity,
whereas the receiver is feeling moral inadequacy. Yet, if the forgiver is
genuinely giving compassion and benevolence, and if the receiver fully goes
through a number of processes (see Appendix B), then both forgiver and
receiver recognize their common intrinsic worth as human beings. Perhaps
the receiver, if he or she continues feeling morally inadequate, may enter the
self-forgiveness process described in Appendix C.
In receiving forgiveness, perhaps we are showing a lack of self-respect. After
all, we hurt someone and if we too quickly wipe away the offense, we are not
seeing ourselves as accountable moral agents. If we have traversed many of
the psychological components as shown in Appendix B and we see ourselves
as accountable, then there is nothing incompatible with receiving the gift from
another and being a moral agent. We are experiencing equality as persons in
receiving the other's gift, acknowledging that we are both of worth in that we
both possess inherent equality (Enright & the Human Development Study
Group, 1994).
As we receive forgiveness in the appropriate way, waiting for or hoping for
that gift, but not forcing the other's decision, we are showing respect for the
other. Such an attitude may promote a forgiving response in the other, as he
or she sees, in our waiting, our respect for persons. Of course, our receptivity
for the other's forgiveness will not guarantee that forgiveness. We who wait
to receive forgiveness must be aware of this possibility.
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Receiving forgiveness as just described also shows respect for the particular
moral nature offorgiving.We see forgiving in its proper, supererogatory context.
We see the moral nature of forgiving in its context of mercy and gift giving.
Such attitudes, however, would seem to require a particular journey toward
receiving forgiveness. In the following section we describe such a journey.

The Psychology of Receiving Forgiveness
Appendix B presents a model of forgiveness received. (Reader's note. We are
indebted to Hilary Groth who first suggested the parallelism across Appendixes A, B, and C.) It follows the pattern of forgiving (Appendix A) and may
be a guide to professionals who seek to help an offender in how to receive
forgiveness. As in Appendix A, we see this one as representing a flexible
system with feedback and feedforward loops. Units 1 to 8 represent an
awareness and exploration of pain and suffering, but in this case awareness
centers on the self-realization of hurting another. Those who refuse to acknowledge their offense or its impact may be denying the offense (Unit 1).
Many people do not realize, or do not wish to realize, the damage done. When
examination of the psychological defenses have allowed for some realization,
the offending person may experience guilt and remorse. Although these are
important steps, they are not sufficient to receive forgiveness. Some helping
professionals have related to our research group that offenders who only
show remorse, and no other psychological concomitants as described as
follows, tend to repeat offenses. Shame (Unit 3) is the realization that others
judge our act as morally wrong. We are aware of community consensus in our
error or offense when we experience shame. As an offended person can dissipate
energy by dwelling on the event, so can an offender do that when realization
occurs (Unit 4). Cognitive rehearsal is a typical accompaniment to cathexis. As
an offender compares his or her own state in life with the other (Unit 6),and
realizes how adversely the other was affected (Unit 7), the offender may take on
a more pervasive attitude of self-criticism that generalizes beyond the hurtful
act (Unit 8). Such realizations are the beginning of forgiveness received.
Units 9 to 11 represent one's decision to receive forgiveness. The person may
wish to change course (Unit 9). As one desires to be forgiven (Unit 10), a
helping professional may wish to assess the offender's understanding of forgiving and receiving forgiveness as moral concepts. At this point an offender
may mistakenly insist on the other's forgiveness, claiming a right to it. The
offender should be shown that there is a great distinction between approaching an offended person, apologizing, and waiting for forgiveness and approaching an offended person and demanding his or her forgiveness. Unit 11
represents a moral understanding of receiving forgiveness as the offender
waits in the hope of that forgiveness.
Units 12 to 15 represent the forgiveness work. Seeing the offended person
as hurt, as vulnerable, may enhance the offender's ability to wait for forgiveness and, at the same time, alter one's own offending behavior. Empathy and
compassion toward the other (affective counterparts to reframing) may serve
similar purposes. Absorption of pain (Unit 15) is an acknowledgment that we,
too, as offenders-remorseful offenders seeking change--can suffer as we
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realize the other's pain and wait for a response. Absorption of the pain shows
a respect for the other as a volitional being, one who is able to make the choice
of forgiveness or not in his or her own time and way.
Units 16 to 20 represent some of the outcomes or benefits of the above
processes. The offender may see the self and other in a new light, perhaps
seeing oneself as worthy, despite imperfection, and the other as equally
worthy (Unit 16). An offender may reflect on his or her own previous experiences as offended, realizing how difficult it is to forgive (Unit 17). Finding
others who are willing to share one's difficult journey (Unit 18) and a newfound purpose (Unit 19) may precede the emotional release. Such release may
come in two ways: (a) knowing we have done our best to change and reconcile
and (b) possibly experiencing the positive, transforming power of the other's
unconditional gift of forgiveness. Holmgren (1993) rightly wondered whether
such gifts received may be more transformational for us in the long term than
an exclusive attempt at retribution.
INTERACTION OF FORGIVING AND RECEIVING FORGIVENESS
A comparison of Appendix A with Appendix B offers a view of the complexity involved in working out interpersonal conflicts through forgiveness.
Three scenarios can further illustrate the conflicts.
1. First, James deeply offends Alice. Suppose he rather quickly traverses the
process represented in the first nine units of Appendix B. He is now ready to
be forgiven, yet he erroneously assumes that he can somehow engineer Alice's
forgiving. Alice, in contrast, remains in a state represented by Unit 2 of
Appendix A; she is deeply angry and unready for James' peace offering. As
James approaches Alice, he may be met with a cold indifference or a rebuff to
the entire reconciliation overture, which may result in James reverting to
states that Units 2 to 5 of Appendix B represent, in which he again experiences
emotional pain over his past actions.
2. In the second scenario, James again deeply offends Alice. Having worked
through all the processes shown in Appendix A, she actively and verbally
forgives James. He, however, denies the offense (Unit 1 of Appendix B).
Alice's gift is not accepted and, in fact, James responds with anger because he
is unaware of what he did in the first place. Alice may revert to a state such as
Unit 2 of Appendix A shows, in which her anger over the original event is
rekindled.
3. A third scenario finds Alice once again deeply hurt by James. Each in
relative tandem journey through the process shown in the first 10 units of
Appendixes A and B, respectively. Alice now commits to forgiveness,
whereas James is willing to both wait for and receive that forgiveness when it
is offered. Here, we suspect, both will be able to enter the work of forgiving
and receiving, without excessive feedback loops slowing down and complicating the process.
Our point is that a counselor whose goal is interpersonal forgiveness must
be aware of the processes involved in both giving and receiving forgiveness.
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That counselor may wish to identify the correct state (according to the unit)
at which both parties are. How one approaches forgiveness from a behavioral
standpoint for either party depends on each party's current state (that is,
corresponding unit). Receptivity to the other party may be partly determined
by those interactions, as defined in Appendixes A and B, being examined
concomitantly. When two parties are having severe difficulty forgiving and
receiving, we suspect that there is a history of mismatches between the people
regarding their positions as reflected by the Appendixes. Multiple attempts at
reconciliation (by either party) when the other is at a different point in the
forgiveness journey may complicate current efforts.

SELF-FORGIVENESS
Self-forgiveness is perhaps the least studied of our triad. Only one published
article to our knowledge exists (see Bauer et al., 1992).Our general approach
to the construct is this: Whatever one offers to another in interpersonal
forgiveness is offered to oneself now in self-forgiveness. If such a postulate is
useful, then self-forgiveness may be defined as a willingness to abandon
self-resentment in the face of one's own acknowledged objective wrong,
while fostering compassion, generosity, and love toward oneself. As in interpersonal forgiveness, a self-forgiver has a right to self-resentment for the
specific behaviorls) leading to self-offense, but he or she gives up the resentment nonetheless. Also, in the face of serious, acknowledged wrongdoing, the
self may not be duty bound to give oneself compassion, generosity, or love,
although self-respect is necessary. Perhaps self-respect may allow one to see
the offense and thus enter a self-forgiveness journey or another journey that
leads to healing.
As with interpersonal forgiveness, a self-forgiver is responding to objective
wrong. By this we mean that the person is not responding to some vague
uneasiness, but to an event or events in one's life seen as offensive to either
self or others. A person with an undifferentiated, unspecified feeling of
self-resentment may eventually discover an objective wrong, but until he or
she does, we believe self-forgiveness to be premature. Perhaps in such cases
a person needs self-esteem enhancement or assertiveness training, but we
question the need for self-forgiveness, which is centered in moral discretions
in particular, as are interpersonal forgiving and receiving. As in interpersonal
forgiving, self-forgiveness can be unconditional, regardless of the nature of
the original act.
Unlike interpersonal forgiveness, which is philosophically distinct from
reconciliation, self-forgiveness and reconciliation with self are always linked.
One does not offer only an affective or cognitive response to oneself, but truly
cares for oneself as a member of the human community. In this self-reconciliation, the person acknowledges that the self will give a genuine effort to change
in the future. Certainly one may mistrust oneself in particular areas, such as
mistrusting of an alcoholic in the realm of liquor consumption, but one does
not remain alienated from self.
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The process of self-forgiveness can be distinguished from the unnatural,
excessive self-focus of narcissism. The latter is centered in vanity, not love.
Self-forgiveness can also be distinguished from the more general positive
regard of self-esteem. Self-forgiveness occurs within a narrowly defined context of broken standards and in a context of negative, not positive, reactions
to self. The self-forgiving process has an outcome similar to self-esteem, but
the process itself is not the same as the self-esteem endpoint.

Self-Forgiveness as Rational and Moral
As in interpersonal forgiveness, a self-forgiver need not judge all of his or her
behaviors as morally good to practice a sense of inherent self-worth.
Holmgren's (1993) ideas in the interpersonal realm apply here: One can
respect oneself while frowning on one's own moral failures. Some may argue
that the self-forgiver will be unmotivated to alter offensive behavior if he or
she is resigned to self-acceptance before a change in that behavior. As in the
previous section on forgiving, self-forgiveness is not the same as excusing
oneself or condoning one's own unjust behavior. The earlier lessons on
inherent worth apply here. The self-forgiver may know that certain behaviors
must change, but nonetheless see the self as worthwhile. As this person
engages in thoughts and attitudes of self-worth he or she does not become
blind to the self's objective failures needing refinement; self-forgiveness, not
its pseudo form, may be a key for genuine positive change. In contrast, those
who merely excuse themselves are unlikely to change.
People may claim further that self-forgiveness is irrational because we
become our own judge. One cannot be a defendant and judge in any rational
case of jurisprudence. This argument, however, confuses legal pardon and
forgiveness. In the latter, we are not reducing a deserved punishment, as in
legal pardon. but instead are welcoming ourselves back into the human community. As Bauer et al. (1992) explained, in self-forgiveness we move from a
position of self-estrangement to being comfortable with ourselves in the
world.
Another indictment against self-forgiveness is that it is the new opia te
that not only blinds us to our faults, but makes those faults all the more likely
to occur without guilt. Yet, true self-forgiveness, in contrast to pseudo-selfforgiveness, originates from a position of guilt, remorse, and shame. It is no
opiate if it leads us directly into pain before it leads us out of that pain.
Still another criticism is that self-forgiveness may easily tum narcissistic. If
self-forgiveness is practiced to the exclusion of forgiving or receiving forgiveness, then perhaps there is an imbalance resulting in an excessive self-focus.
Yet, if self-forgiveness is part of the triad, then the self-forgiver reaches out not
only to self but to offended and offending others-hardly narcissistic acts.
Furthermore, a person freed from chronic self-resentment may be better able
to enter into mutual respect with others. If this is true, then self-forgiveness
becomes an indirect gift to others.
A final criticism of self-forgiveness as irrational is the argument that such
practice may actually separate people from others. Suppose Alice offends
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James. If she forgives herself, she may not be motivated to receiving James's
forgiveness. Yet, genuine self-forgiveness seems to even further necessitate
the need to so receive, and perhaps even ask forgiveness, as Alice sees her
objective failure, realizes James' pain, and wishes for a transformed situation
and relation. Bauer et al. (1992)made a similar point. A related argument can
be made against those who fear that self-forgiveness of people who are
religious may prevent those people from seeking their God's forgiveness.
Self-forgiveness, not its pseudo form, would more poignantly direct the
offender to seeking and receiving that forgiveness, as explained in the example of James and Alice. Thus, self-forgiveness is not at all incompatible
with repentance or sacramental reconciliation, but complements those forms
of seeking forgiveness from God.

The Psychology of Self-Forgiveness
Appendix C represents the self-forgiveness process. The uncovering phase
(Units 1 to 8) resembles the other forgiveness forms regarding awareness of
the pains experienced. Still, two points on the uncovering phase (for this
appendix) are worth noting. First, the helping professional needs to discern
whether the original offense was directed at self or other. If the offense was
directed at another person, receiving forgiveness as well as self-forgiveness
may be involved. Second, the counselor needs to assess which of a number of
affective responses is operating at the level of Unit 2. The dynamics of guilt
and self-anger are not always the same; either or both or another affective
form may be present.
As in receiving forgiveness, we must realize, regarding the state represented
by Unit 9, that good intentions to change do not necessarily produce that
change in some people. Even though the decision phase (Units 9 to 11) shown
in Appendix C is similar to those in the other pathways (Appendixes A and
B),it diverges from them in the following way. As a person makes a decision
to self-forgive, we as helpers need to explore the differences between forgiving another and forgiving self. These two constructs are not the same, especially regarding the role of reconciliation, which we have discussed. The work
of self-forgiveness (Units 12 to 15) parallels the other forgiveness pathways.
At that point, the person puts him- or herself in context, viewing one's past,
the pressures on oneself at the time of the offense, and considers whether he
or she should welcome him- or herself into the human community (Unit 12).
Unit 13 is not described as empathy because of our questioning whether one
truly empathizes with self; more likely, we become more aware of our own
suffering. As such awareness deepens, we are able to extend loving compassion toward ourselves (Unit 14). A key aspect, in our view, is represented by
Unit 15, in which we accept the pain. Here we accept the pain caused by the
actual offense and the suffering that has emerged over time as a consequence
of that original act. As in the other forgiveness paths, this acceptance is a crux
of forgiveness and perhaps of healing.
The outcome phase (Units 16 to 20) parallels that of Appendixes A and B.
Social support (Unit 18), as Bauer et al. (1992)explained, may be a central part
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of accepting oneself. If this unit is as important as Bauer et al. have stated, then
perhaps it should come earlier in the process, that is, in the decision phase. We
expect that those completing the process would experience the same kinds of
healing outcomes as we have found in the interventions focused on forgiving
others.
INTERACTIONS WITIlIN TIlE FORGIVENESS TRIAD
Counselors who incorporate forgiveness into their programs should be aware
of the complex interactions that may enhance or inhibit the work of forgiveness in clients. Because the interaction of forgiving, receiving forgiveness, and
self-forgiveness have not been explored in research or writing until now, we
can only speculate about the complexity. We suspect that self-forgiveness is
the most difficult of the three for at least two reasons. First, it is the most
abstract of the three forms. Whereas forgiving and receiving forgiveness from
others have concrete referrants, self-forgiveness does not. The idea of welcoming oneself into the human community, reconciliation with self, and
compassion toward self are difficult concepts. The cognitive demands, then,
in simply understanding self-forgiveness are more formidable than in the
other forms. Second, our experience is that most people are harder on themselves than on others. We find that most people can forgive others and even
realize that they themselves are forgiven by others, but still they cannot offer
forgiveness to self.
We recommend that counselors take Bauer et al.'s (1992) ideas seriously,
that experiencing love and acceptance from others is the catalyst to selfforgiveness. In some cases, this action may necessitate exploring the issue of
receiving forgiveness before the practice of self-forgiveness. This, of course,
can get quite convoluted if the offended person is in a state represented by an
early unit of Appendix A-unwilling or unable to offer forgiveness. In such
cases it may be best to commence the self-forgiveness journey independent of
receiving forgiveness. Instances of others' support in the past as well as
current supports may be discussed and employed as catalysts.
Processes of forgiving another, processes of receiving forgiveness from
another, and processes of self-forgiveness should not be perceived as pathways that occur sequentially. That is, we can imagine situations in which an
offender must first forgive self before desiring or being able to receive forgiveness from the offended person. In other cases, receiving the other's moral love
may be a catalyst to self-forgiving. In yet another example, there may come a
point at which an offender is ready to receive the other's forgiveness, which
is not forthcoming. In that situation, the offender might begin the self-forgiveness
process.
One might consider a final implication borne of the triad. Suppose that a
person requires self-forgiveness, is ready for it (Units 9 to 11), yet lags in
receiving forgiveness, perhaps in a state as represented by Units 1 to 8 in
Appendix B. In such a case, that person may not be able to complete the
self-forgiveness journey because he or she cannot yet receive the support and
concern of the one he or she has offended originally. If that person were a
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client, a counselor would do well to consider the interaction of each forgiveness journey in a client's life before deciding on a treatment regimen.
DISCUSSION
An even sharper understanding of the triad can be had if we consider more
thoroughly the ideas of Vachss (1994), as raised in the introduction to this
article. The first point is that a victim need not forgive a perpetrator of
emotional abuse. Our analyses suggest that this is correct on the one hand
because forgiveness is a choice willingly entered into or rejected. On the other
hand, if it is implied that the choice of forgiveness is unwise or somehow
unhealthy, we dissent. The philosophical analysis of forgiveness grounds that
act in self-respect and human concern. The psychological analysis of outcome
studies supports the foregoing claim with findings of enhanced psychological
health by those who forgive.
Vachss's second point is that an offender must earn the forgiveness. As
pointed out earlier, if forgiveness is an act of self-respect and concern for
others, it need not await a response from the offender. As we have stated, such
a choice may lead to unnecessary suffering on the part of the victim. If the
offender is entrenched in denial of wrongdoing, such overtures of seeking
forgiveness may never materialize. The final point Vachss raised is that a
victim of emotional abuse only needs to forgive self. Here we see a problem
with definition. That is, by definition, the emotional abuse victim was not the
offender. There is quite literally nothing to self-forgive for that offense. Because self-forgiveness is tied to objective offense, the self-forgiver would be
distorting reality if he or she engaged in this process. We could envision
situations in which a victim of emotional abuse begins abusing others. For
that, he or she may self-forgive and receive forgiveness, but not for the
original acts of abuse against oneself.
The concomitant analysis of the forgiveness triad shows us how we are
prone to distorting forgiveness unless we see the bigger picture. When a client
is stalled on the forgiveness journey, one or both of the other pathways of this
triad may be involved. Synchrony across the three pathways seems to foster
a more complete, deeper, and smoother transition to forgiveness in clients.
Asynchrony across the three presents challenges that may be overcome if we
can identify the state in which a person is, as represented by the phase or unit
of a given pathway.
A focus on the triad further implies that one person's forgiveness response
in a conflicted relationship may help transform the other person(s). The act of
offering forgiveness, to this point in scientific investigations, has focused on
outcomes for the forgiver only. Yet, if one examines Appendixes A, B, and C
altogether, one will see that complete forgiving may be a stimulus for an
offender to seek or receive that forgiveness. Receiving forgiveness may spark
the act of self-forgiveness. Self-forgiveness, when understood and practiced,
may encourage forgiving others in the future. The three parts of the triad are
complements of one another and may form in clients what we call a "forgiveness worldview."
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Such a worldview encompasses self-respect, as Holmgren (1993) has so
articulately argued. Yet, if our analysis of the triadic interaction is correct, then
forgiveness may go beyond self-respect and respect for others to the principle
of moral love. As a forgiver becomes more aware of the interaction of the three
forgiveness forms, he or she may willingly enter into the rehabilitation of a
chronic offender. After all, the offended person's forgiving him or her may
activate the offender's desire to be forgiven, which may alter his or her
behavior. This willingness to help others that is shown by the forgiver's
actions goes beyond the moral requirement of respect. Moral love implies a
greater willingness to become involved in the life of others than respect alone
implies. Of course, not everyone operates by the principle of love in their
forgiveness decisions, but a focus on the triad certainly displays the link
between the forgiveness processes and love.
Counseling with a focus on the forgiveness triad goes well beyond putting
out interpersonal conflagrations, although certainly one goal of such counseling is to quell interpersonal and intrapersonal conflict. Yet, the forgiveness
triad challenges us to make counseling a form of cognitive insight into the
interacting perspectives of forgiving, receiving forgiveness, and self-forgiveness. Such insight takes the focus exclusively off the client and his or her
conflicts, and places the focus on the relationship and on the intrinsic worth
of self and other. Such focus would seem to foster the development of both
self-respect and moral love. As a person cultivates and practices the issues
implied in the forgiveness triad, the person is actually gaining moral strength,
which should be a buffer against continued anxiety, psychological depression, and hopelessness.
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APPENDIX A
Processes of Forgiving Another
Uncovering Phase
1. Examination of psychological defenses (Kiel,1986).
2. Confrontation of anger; the point is to release, not harbor, the anger
(Trainer, 1981).
3. Admittance of shame, when this is appropriate (Patton, 1985).
4. Awareness of cathexis (Droll, 1984).
5. Awareness of cognitive rehearsal of the offense (Droll, 1984).
6. Insight that the injured party may be comparing self with the injurer
(Kiel,1986).
7. Realization that oneself may be permanently and adversely changed by
the injury (Close, 1970).
8. Insight into a possibly altered "just world" view (Flanigan, 1987).
Decision Phase
9. A change of heart, conversion, new insights that old resolution strategies
are not working (North, 1987).
10. Willingness to consider forgiveness as an option.
11. Commitment to forgive the offender (Neblett, 1974).
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Work Phase
12. Reframing, through role taking, who the wrongdoer is by viewing him
or her in context (Smith, 1981).
13. Empathy toward the offender (Cunningham, 1985).
14. Awareness of compassion, as it emerges, toward the offender (Droll,
1984).
15. Acceptance, absorption of the pain (Bergin, 1988).
Outcome Phase
16. Finding meaning for self and others in the suffering and in the forgiveness process (Frankl, 1959).
17. Realization that self has needed others' forgiveness in the past (Cunningham, 1985).
18. Insight that one is not alone (universality, support).
19. Realization that self may have a new purpose in life because ofthe injury.
20. Awareness of decreased negative affect and, perhaps, increased positive
affect, if this begins to emerge, toward the injurer; awareness of internal,
emotional release (Smedes, 1984).

Note. This appendix is an extrapolation from Enright and the Human Development Study Group (1991). The references at the end of each unit are prototypical examples or discussions of that unit.

APPENDIXB
Processes of Receiving Forgiveness From Another
Uncovering Phase
1. Denial. What I did to the other wasn't so bad.
2. Guilt (justice violated) and remorse (sadness); perhaps self-anger is
involved.
3. Shame. A pervasive sense that I am rejected, judged poorly in the eyes of
the public because of what I did; having embarrassment.
4. Cathexis. Energy is consumed as I dwell on Units 2 and 3.
5. Cognitive rehearsal. Replaying the event over and over in my mind
6. Comparison of myself and other. Realization that the other is deeply hurt
by my actions and I am hurt on my life journey; I compare my relationship with the other before and after the offense.
7. Realization that the one I hurt may be adversely changed, and in severe
cases permanently, by my actions.
8. The sense of "who I am" may be altered. Realization that I am imperfect;
generalized self-criticism; perhaps self-condemnationand possiblylowered
self-esteem.
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Decision Phase
9. Change of heart or conversion. Realization that I must change course in
relation to the other(s).
10. Desire to be forgiven. This may include overtures toward the other ("I'm
sorry, please forgive me.") and making amends. I may erroneously
believe that I can engineer forgiveness from the other.
11. Insight that forgiveness from the other is a gift. I am open to receiving
the gift. I commit to waiting to receive forgiveness from the other.
Work Phase
12. Reframing toward the other. Seeing the other as vulnerable, perhaps
suffering, and perhaps in need of time to forgive.
13. Empathy toward the other. Feeling the other's hurt, which I may have
caused or contributed to.
14. Compassion. Being willing to suffer patiently along with the other.
15. Absorption of the pain. Letting the other be angry; accepting my own
difficult path of receiving forgiveness in this circumstance.
Outcome Phase
16. Finding meaning in the event of offense and in the journey of receiving
forgiveness.
17. Realization that self has forgiven others. Having insights into this difficult process.
18. Realization that I am not alone. I have social support and others have had
to wait in receiving forgiveness.
19. A new purpose may emerge. How I will live life from this point may be
different, given the difficulties.
20. Release. Outcome of relief from excessive guilt and remorse and, perhaps gratitude toward the other.
21. Reconciliation may begin or continue.
In reconciliation, the offender must realize what he or she did (as represented in this appendix) and take steps to avoid the offending behavior
(especially toward the offended person). The offended person needs to be
receptive toward such changes in the other and have a certain level of trust in
the other. Depending on which point of the forgiving process one finds the
offended person at a given moment, he or she mayor may not be receptive to
reconciliation.

Note. This is not a rapid, mechanistic model. Units may be skipped and there
may be feedback and feedforward loops.
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APPENDIXC
Processes of Self-Forgiveness
Uncovering Phase
1. Denial. What I did to other or self is not so bad; I am not particularly hurt.
2. Guilt (one's own sense of justice was violated in what one did) and
remorse (sadness). Perhaps self-anger is involved as one acknowledges
wrong against self or other(s).
3. Shame. A pervasive sense that others besides myself condemn me.
4. Cathexis. Energy is consumed as I dwell on guilt, remorse, and shame
(Units 2 and 3).
5. Cognitive rehearsal. Replaying the event over and over in my mind.
6. Comparison of myself and other. If I hurt another person, I compare my
more fortunate state with their less fortunate state. If I hurt myself, I
compare myself before and after the hurtful eventts).
7. Realization that the one I hurt (which could be another person or myself)
may be permanently and adversely changed, and in severe cases permanently, by my actions.
8. The sense of "who I am" may be altered. Realization that I am imperfect;
generalized self-criticism; perhaps self-condemnation and possibly
lowered self-esteem.
Decision Phase
9. Change of heart or conversion. Realization that one must change course.
10. Willingness to consider self-forgiveness as an option. What is selfforgiveness? Is it a worthwhile endeavor?
11. Commitment to forgive self. The person makes a commitment to avoid
self-condemnation or even subtle self-revenge and self-abuse.
Work Phase
12. Reframing toward the self. One puts oneself in context, seeing the pressures one was under, past habits, or past responses. This is not done to
shift the blame to others or to the environment, but to see the self as
vulnerable, imperfect.
13. Affective self-awareness. Being more aware of one's own suffering as a
result of what one had done.
14. Compassion. Being willing to love oneself in spite of one's actions and
subsequent suffering.
15. Accepting the pain. Being willing to accept both the pain of one's own
actions and the subsequent suffering. Byaccepting the pain one does not
then transfer the pain to others.
Outcome Phase
16. Finding meaning in the event of offense and subsequent suffering.
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17. Realization that self has forgiven others and received forgiveness from
others in the past; thus, one could offer this now to the self.
18. Realization that one is not alone. There is social support and others have
had to forgive themselves.
19. A new purpose may emerge. How one will live life from this point may
be different, given the difficulties.
20. Release. Outcome of relief from excessive guilt and remorse.

Note. Self-forgiveness is equivalent to self-reconciliation, whereas interpersonal forgiveness and reconciliation are related but distinct processes.
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