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Abstract
The aim of this research is to find out primary school teachers’ types of forgiveness and to
discuss organisational reflections of these types. The research is based on a qualitative study.
The selection of participants is based on the criterion sampling method which is categorized
under purposive sampling. The data for this research was obtained through interviews with
five teachers working in the same school. The data from these interviews was categorised
into 20 case studies. Data is analysed by descriptive analysis. The results show that teachers
totally forgive students, parents and other teachers whereas they do not forgive school
managers.
Keywords: Organisational forgiveness, types of forgiveness, school, teacher.
1.Introduction
Forgiveness is accepted as one the universal human virtues and it is being discussed for
centuries with regard to its affective, cognitive, behavioural, moral and cultural features and
from a theological, philosophical and personal aspect (Kerns, 2009; Peterson & Seligman,
2000). At first, the concept of forgiveness was seen by Hegel and Kant as a concept that
damages justice and as an “unethical human reaction” encouraging wrong-doing or the guilty
(Aquino, Grover, Goldman & Folger, 2003). Later on, it was discussed on an individual
level by psychologists. Psychologists argue that forgiving is a cognitive process based on
understanding, sympathy and affective reactions that decreases a person’s negative
judgement about a guilty person despite any negative feelings (Goodstein & Aquino, 2010).
Bright (2005) defines forgiving the disappearance of rage, anger, revenge, negative feelings
and ideas despite negative experiences. Worthington (1998) defines forgiveness as a
131ehaviour of insisting on retaliation against a person who displayed anger, revenge and
offending behaviours, and staying away from or avoiding the person who hurts. In other
words, forgiveness is the act of decreasing the negative feelings and disposition against the
person who hurts or is guilty. As it can be understood in definitions, forgiveness happens at
an individual and intrapersonal level.
From an interpersonal level, forgiveness is forgiving a person who hurts or harms. When
the party who is harmed forgives, then the person who harmed receives undeserved apology.
Thus, both of parties or one of the parties move from a negative situation to a positive one
and the relationship is characterized by reconciliation (Paul, 2009). Aquino and others (2003)
define intrapersonal forgiveness as a relational process during which the person who is
damaged copes with the negative feelings of rage, anger and hostility against the guilty
person, starts to show understanding towards the guilty and avoids hurting the guilty. In other
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words, such a change in feelings, behaviours and opinions has an intrapersonal characteristic
and is formed not suddenly but it rather extends over a period of time. This process does not
only involve the change of behaviour, opinion and feeling at an individual level of a person
who is hurt but also includes a shift to a positive situation in which both parties reconcile and
reconstruct their relation or a shift to a neutral situation in their relation. In this context,
forgiveness is assessed as an interpersonal and social process due to its interactional nature,
and efforts of forming a balance, reconciliation and creating a neutral situation (Kelley &
Waldron, 2006).
Forgiveness may emerge in different forms depending on whether it materializes at an
intrapersonal or interpersonal level (Kelley & Waldron, 2006; Zechmeister & Romero, 2002).
The types of forgiveness may vary depending on how people feel, think and what they do do
when they face hurting behaviours. If a person who is hurt is not a forgiver either at an
intrapersonal level or in interpersonal relations, this is called no forgiveness. If the person is a
forgiver both at an intrapersonal level and interpersonal relations, it is a total forgiveness
situation. When the person is a forgiver at an intrapersonal level but not a forgiver in
interpersonal relations, it is a silent forgiveness situation. Finally, if the person is a forgiver
interpersonal relations but not a forgiver at intrapersonal level, then it is a hollow forgiveness
(Baumeister, Exline & Sommer, 1998). In cases of no forgiveness, the person who is hurt
does not forgive the person who harms at the intrapersonal level, does not forget the incident
and shows to the other party that he did not forgive. Total forgiveness brings reconciliation
with the hurting person. In this type, the person who is hurt puts an end to his sadness and
rage against the guilty person and makes the person who hurt him feel this or shows him this
by the behaviours. In such a case, relationship may go back to the situation it was in the
beginning or even if the relationship does not go back to normal, the person who hurt gives
up feeling guilty as he will be aware of the good intention of the person who is hurt. In silent
forgiveness, the person ends the feelings of rage and hostility against the person who harmed
him but he does not explicitly express this. Not showing through verbal means and body
language that one has forgiven would not create an effect on the person who harmed, and
therefore there is only a small possibility that the behaviours of the person who harmed will
change. Another point that needs to be emphasized is that in such a situation, there is not a
tendency for compromising between parties at an interpersonal level. Hollow forgiveness
describes the situation in which interpersonal forgiving occurs regardless of the intrapersonal
forgiving attitude. In this case, the person who is hurt does not forgive but the person who
hurt thinks that he has been forgiven and therefore, it makes it possible for the relationship to
continue.
Forgiveness is an important topic that needs to be focused at organisational level by both
institutional theorists and managers. Organisational forgiveness adopts a positive and
forward-looking perspective for the future of organisation and it is a process of materializing
a transformation through forgiving and a process of helping individuals implement this
transformation (Cameron & Caza, 2002). Forgiveness in organisations provides the
individual with the opportunity of reconstructing the relations and coping with the negative
emotions and ideas arising from interpersonal damages (Aquino et al., 2003). When people
face with an offending behaviour or mistakes in the organisations they work, such acts may
bear detrimental consequences for the maintenance of organisational relations. Forgiving
provides an important exit in coping with these negative results (Paul, 2009). Forgiveness
which is seen as a reaction against interpersonal hurting behaviours in organisation and the
reconciliation education following this are perceived as alternatives to revenge or maintaining
the anger (Palanski, 2011). In institutions in which a person faces injustice and a mistake,
leaders seek different solutions to restore the organisation and to provide and increase
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positive energy and efficiency. Forgiving is accepted as an effective mechanism in reaching
such conclusions (Cameron, 2014).
Researchers also studied effect of forgiveness on organisational operation. Stanton (2011)
prepared a counselling programme about forgiveness for the employees in a medical centre
and the program showed to be successful in improving the performances of employees. Law
(2013) argues that forgiving help employees work in a more harmonious and fruitful in
organisations and it also motivates individuals and positively support their job performances.
Lagzian, Kafashpor, Mansourian & Farhadinejad (2013) argues that forgivers in
organisations have higher level of physical health, spiritual peace and adaptability.
Researchers looking into positive effects of forgiving on different levels of organisation
found out that forgiveness lead positive results in issues such as focusing on collaboration at
organisational level, development of honour in organisation, respect for human values,
flexibility and improving social trust culture.
The concept of forgiving and its relation with organisations is a topic that is not being
studied much in in Turkey. There only few studies and these do not look into the topic in
education organisations. A study conducted with 290 employees in various public and private
organisation (Akın, Özdevecioğlu & Ünlü, 2012) showed that dispositions of forgiving have
a positive and meaningful impact on employees’ mental health. The study of Yılmaz (2014)
in five star hotel managements in Izmir determined that there is a negative relationship
between perceptions of victimisation among employees and forgiving dispositions. The study
conducted with 436 teachers by Sarıçam, Çardak & Yaman (2014) showed that there is a
negative but a meaningful relation between mobbing and forgiveness behaviours. This issue
has not been studied within the education organisations in Turkey so far. Therefore, studying
this issue together with the concepts of organisational climate, organisational culture,
organisational justice and related concepts will scientifically contribute to the knowledge in
this field. The forgiving types of employees in school organisations, the level of forgiveness
and the person whom they forgive are topics that should be researched.
Teachers try to materialise main aims of school with school managers, students and
parents who are the fundamental components of school community. In doing so, teachers
may face various problems with these people during. The act of forgiveness may play an
important role in overcoming these problems without causing organisational conflicts.
Therefore, it is necessary to research how teachers forgive the problems they experience with
other people in order to understand the effectiveness of organisational operation. The main
aim of this research is to find out teachers’ types of forgiveness and to discuss the
organisational reflection drawing from the incidents primary school teachers experience at
school. Thus, the research seeks to answer two following questions:
1) What type of forgiveness teachers prefer when they experience a hurting
incident at school?
2) What sort of consequences can teachers’ type of forgiveness bear in operation
of schools?
2.Method
In this study qualitative research design is used to find out teachers’ types of forgiveness.
2.1. Study Group
The participants of this research are five primary school teachers who were working in the
same school in Samsun during 2013-2014 academic year. The negative and hurting incidents
teachers experienced with their school managers, students, parents and other teachers during
their service were taken into consideration in selection of teachers to be interviewed. In other
	
  

133

Burgaz & Bakan

words, not experiencing a problem with any of these groups played a role in not selecting
teachers into study group. The study group was determined by criterion sampling which is
one of the methods of purposive sampling. The selection criterion for this study was that
teachers in their relations with four different groups should experience an incident, which
harmed them, and which required forgiveness.
2.2. Data Collection and Analysis
To determine the types of forgiveness of teachers, teachers were asked if they experienced
any unpleasant events with school managers, parents, students or with other teachers that
harmed them; only the teachers who experienced such an event separately with each of this
group are selected. Only five teachers were identified who had experienced such an incident
with all groups. The aim of the study was explained to teachers and they were asked whether
they would want to participate in the research. The teachers were asked to tell a case they
experienced with these groups. A separate interview was held with each participant and thus
“interaction effect” was prevented. The case studies were noted down and additional
questions were asked during the interviews to elaborate on case studies if they were not clear
enough. The written notes were read to teachers after the interview and their approval was
received. Each teacher told about 4 different cases and in total 20 exemplary case studies.
The participants were given following codes and pseudonyms in data analysis: T1, T2, T3,
T4 and T5. Then, the noted transcripts were read a few times. This is followed by a
categorization of transcripts of each participants as “incidents experienced with students”,
“incidents experienced with parents”, incidents experienced with managers” and “incidents
experienced with other teachers.” Descriptive analysis was used to analyse of each incident.
Table 1 presents types of forgiveness matrix to show types of forgiveness of teachers. This
matrix is formed by using two variables such as ending the resentment and anger at
intrapersonal level and expressing that one has forgiven the person who hurt (interpersonal
level). The sign of “x” in the table indicates that the person did not show forgiveness
behaviour in that level whereas the sign of check stands for the display of forgiveness in the
related level.
Table 1. Types of forgiveness matrix
Level of
forgiveness
Types of Forgiveness
No forgiveness

Intraperson
al
(individual
level)
x
ü

Silent forgiveness

ü
x

(dyad or
interpersonal level)

x

Total forgiveness

Hollow forgiveness

Interpersonal

ü
x
ü

The types of forgiveness teachers showed in the incidents are coded based on the attitudes
they displayed at the end of the incident. Coding was done separately by the researchers.
Researchers calculated the agreement percentage by using Miles and Huberman’s reliability
formula. The agreement between the coders was calculated as 82%. This percentage shows
that the research is reliable.
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3.Findings
The research findings were obtained through analysis of incidents teachers experienced
with students, school managers, parents and other teachers at school. Analysis helped us
identify the forgiveness types. Reflections of these on the way school operates were analysed.
3.1. Teachers’ Types of Forgiveness
Below, teachers’ different types of forgiveness based on their experiences are presented.
3.1.1. Types of forgiveness in the incidents teachers experienced with students
When each case told by teachers was analysed, it could be seen that teachers warned
students in case of disobedience to rules and if students did not take this warning into
consideration and displayed disobedient behaviours, these behaviours can be argued to hurt
teachers.
T1: During the class one of my students’ mobile phone rang, I warned him and asked him
to give the phone to me. But he insulted me. His parents came and apologized. For the first
time, I forgave him quite reluctantly after the request of the parent. After I forgave him, there
were positive changes in students’ behaviours and attitudes. When we were saying goodbye
to students in the last school day of the academic year, he approached embarrassingly and
said: “I have been disrespectful to you, Please forgive me and give your blessings.” I really
forgave him when he said me this. I do not regret forgiving him. I am happy that I forgave
him. I feel myself better.
T2: One of my students was using slang words when talking with his friends in school
garden, I warned him. A week later, I realized that my car had a flat tire and tires were cut.
After I investigated, I found out that he was responsible for damaging my tires. His parent
kindly asked me to forgive him and I did so and he did not get any punishment. Then, student
apologized yet it was not a sincere one. So, I did not genuinely forgive because I did not see a
maturity and an embarrassment in his behaviours. Even if I did not forgive him, there was
nothing to do. The school management did not do anything about it and did not want to deal
with legal procedures. I forgave reluctantly just to please the parent. Indeed, I did not forgive
him and could not get over this incident. It affected me a lot.
T3: I was on duty that day. Some students were also expected to be on duty but one of
them was not there and I asked that student to join his friends for duty. He attacked me. His
friends helped him by holding my arms tightly. After I was beaten up, I forgave neither
students nor others. No one apologized anyway. I was psychologically affected, I could not
go to school for a while and some other health problems appeared. Nothing happened to
student. To be honest, I would like student to be punished but nothing could be done because
it was a student with learning difficulties. It was a very bitter experience for me. I never
forgave the student. Even now while I am talking about this incident, I go back to those days.
It was an incident that put me off from working as a teacher.
T4: It was time for class. I warned one of the students to go into class. That student
complained about me to his parent at home and accused me of applying physical violence to
him. Then, he came and apologized. There was a change in his behaviours after the apology
because he was feeling embarrassed and whenever he saw me; he understood that what he
did was wrong. He became more interested in my class. I could feel that he was feeling
embarrassed even when he was looking into my eyes and he was trying to overcome this
embarrassment by actively participating into my class. Therefore, I took this incident easily
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and I did not develop hatred or feel like taking revenge. I forgave. He was like other students
for me.
T5: I was invigilating an exam and I saw that one of the students was cheating. I wanted
to take his exam paper but he threw the paper and left the class. Then, he apologized. I
forgave him when he apologized and there was a change in his behaviours after the apology.
It did not happen again. I was relieved that the incident resulted in this way and the student’s
behaviours improved.
When these incidents were analysed, it can be seen that three teachers (T1, T4 ve T5)
totally forgave the students who apologized after their hurting behaviours. Upon forgiving the
students, it can be understood that teachers felt good and relieved and their relations with
those students were normalized. It could be argued that in the forgiving behaviours of
teachers, the genuine and sincere apology of students and the display of positive changes in
their behaviour played an important role. Decrease in teachers’ anger in due course can also
be said to be effective in these behaviours. Another important point is that when teachers
displayed forgiveness behaviour, the situation resulted in favour of both them and students.
Moreover, there are a number of important incidents in schools that teachers did not
forgive. For instance, two teachers (T2 and T3) did not forgive the students who applied
physical violence irrespective of whether students apologized or not. It can be argued that
ignorance of school management about behaviours of violence played a role. It can be said
that teachers who did not display forgiveness may still be under the effect or influence of the
incident. Kerns (2009) expressed in his research that forgiving has a positive impact on job
satisfaction, physical health and happiness and forgiveness eases the psychological recovery
by reducing stress. It could be seen that teachers who genuinely forgave feel peaceful and do
not experience any negative feelings in the workplace. On the other hand, it can be
understood that performance of teachers who were not forgivers were affected by the
experienced incidents and they even felt alienated from their profession.
3.1.2. Types of forgiveness in the incidents teachers experienced with parents
When incidents teachers experienced with parents were analysed, it could be seen that
students mostly reflected the problems they faced in school to their parents and parents
usually came to school upon this. The problems faced by parents can be summarized as
follows:
T1: There was a student who was constantly causing a problem in the class. I warned him
a few times in the class. He told this situation to his parent differently. The parent came to
school with the idea that “the teacher gives a hard time to my kid.” We quarrelled with the
parent and she was disrespectful to me. I felt very sad. However, after she listened to the
situation both from me and from other teachers, she apologized. Then, she started to come to
school regularly to see if anything can be done about the student. Then, everything returned
back to normal.
T2: I had a girl who constantly spoke and giggled in the class. I told her to act like a lady
and she told this very differently at home. Upon this, her brother came, he was very angry
and he literally challenged me. I felt resented by his words. When he learned the actual story,
he apologized to me. Then, the student also felt embarrassed about what she did. I forgave. In
the end the brother was also young and uneducated. So, there may have been a
misunderstanding.
T3: A parent came to warn a student for the rude words the student uttered to her child. Is
such a thing possible? We are also responsible for safety of children at school. We quarrelled
with the parent. She said she only wanted to talk to that student but I did not allow her to do
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so. Then, she uttered rude words to me. I got disappointed. She was such an inconsiderate
person. I asked her to leave since I had to go to class. I did not make a big deal about it and
the parent did not apologize. We have serious cultural differences in our parent profile so I
could understand her. I am OK with the student but I have always tried to avoid the parent.
T4: A parent came to school to complain that the projects done in the class were very
difficult and the materials used for them were very expensive. Then, the parent nagged and
told me that I was inconsiderate. I felt sad. Then, it was understood that the student was
doing projects at home for pleasure and then was telling his parent that the projects were
asked by the teacher. So, he constantly made the parent buy something. When the parent
found out this, she apologized. I did not make a big deal because the parent believed the
child’s words when he said that the teacher asked for the projects. We did not experience the
same thing again.
T5: The student had severe behaviour and failure problems and I warned him. Then the
parent came and told me that his child did not want to come into my class. He questioned my
teachership and uttered rude words to me. Then we talked with the teacher who was
responsible for that class. Then, it was understood that student did not come to school many
days without his parents’ knowledge. When the parent listened to other teachers, he
apologized. I was relieved that everything came into light.
Except for one (T3), all teachers indicated that students reflected and told the incidents at
school differently to their parents and once parents understood the truth, they apologized to
teachers. Teachers expressed that they totally forgave the parents (total forgiveness) and felt
relieved afterwards. This finding shows that teachers display forgiving behaviours if the
person who does wrong apologizes and the incident is not repeated again. Thus, teachers feel
relieved. On the other hand, T3 justifies the cause of incident with the low educational level
of parents. It could be understood that despite the rude and hurting words of the parent and
unapologetic attitude, the teacher showed understanding and ended the negative feelings at an
intrapersonal level. Moreover, teacher’s explanation shows that she did not mention this to
the parent, so it could be thought that teacher showed silent forgiveness. It could be seen that
the problems teachers face with parents results from the problems they experience with
students at schools. These problems were generally solved when parents saw that teacher was
right and apologized to them. It could be seen that teachers forgave parents and thus they did
not make something out of nothing.
3.1.3. Types of forgiveness in the incidents teachers experienced with other teachers
The problems teachers faced with other teachers are not only school related but they also
involve personal problems. These problems can be summarized as follows:
T1: My friend made students imitate me and then he was telling this to our colleague to
make fun. He told this in teachers’ room as if it was something pleasant. First, I also laughed
but then I felt disappointed. I said “Are you dealing with such things in class instead of
teaching? It is not pleasant at all. You decrease the respectability of teachers.” She
apologized once she realized that I did not like it. She told me that I would enjoy it. I could
see that she felt really sad. I forgave.
T2: In every celebration at school, we, as the branch teachers, are very active but primary
school teachers are not doing much. They even don’t want to deliver a speech. Our workload
is increasing and we don’t have much time for other activities. It is very unjust to assign work
to the same teachers all the time. This created a problem at school. Upon this, there was a
big discussion among teachers. Some teachers uttered rude words to us. No one talked to
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each other for a long while. Then, it was agreed that tasks would be distributed equally to
everyone and the problem was solved. Resentments were forgotten. We are ok now.
T3: I had an excuse and kindly asked one of my colleagues to invigilate in my exam. This
friend let students cheat and also provided the answers of some questions. I repeated the
exam. I also got mad at her as she fooled me. I also said this to her. She apologized and said
that she did so because she felt pity for students. But I had to repeat the exam. It caused me
more workload. My anger did not last a lot. We are good now but I can never ask such a
thing from her again.
T4: There is a committee in our school who is responsible from buying presents to staff on
special days. We had a small discussion upon seeing that this committee arbitrarily bought
presents and sometimes they did not buy presents for certain people and made excuses for
this. We abolished the committee and the problem was solved. One friend from the committee
spoke a bit harsh to me so I am not talking with him anymore. I will never speak. He is a
primary school teacher and I am a branch teacher, so we don’t need to talk each other. He
really hurt me.
T5: We had a problem with a colleague of mine about allocation of courses. The school
managers backed him. This was unfair. I did not discuss about it with my colleague. I did not
say anything about it. During the year, he was sarcastic to me a few times. I was angry at him
for the entire year. He also became part of this injustice. I am still angry. We are not talking
at all.
The problems between teachers are thought to result from both formal and informal
relations. Yet, most teachers (T1, T2 and T3) remarked that they talked about the problems
they faced with their friends. Although most of these talks were hurting, the problems were
solved. The apology of teachers who hurt or the fair solutions of school managers resulted in
teachers’ forgiving the people who hurt them (total forgiveness). Apology and fair decisions
can be argued to play a meaningful role in ending the resentments among teachers. When the
persons who have harmed other individuals do not apologize or when the person who is hurt
feels that the school management treats him unfairly then these situations lead teachers who
are hurt (T4 and T5) not to forgive their colleagues (no forgiveness). In summary, individuals
who forgive within the organisation are more successful in solving the problem and have
inner peace whereas individuals who do not display forgiveness can be argued to experience
problems in accessing inner peace.
3.1.4. Types of forgiveness in the incidents teachers experienced with school managers
The problems teachers experience with school managers involves permission request,
course programme, duties and responsibilities. The problems they face with school
management can be summarized as follows:
T1: When there were new regulations about the dress codes, our principal was frequently
commenting on what we should wear and what we should not wear. When he was saying all
these, as a principal, he was not even wearing a tie. I criticized this situation. I told him that
there was freedom about the dress code and he cannot just tell us what to wear. Then we had
a discussion and some other friends also involved in it. A year passed and I did not forgive
the principal. His attitude was not nice. It did not affect my performance and I was keeping a
distance from him. I did not talk to him unless I had to.
T2: I was not going to attend annual meeting due to my health problems but the principal
started to criticize me without even saying get well soon. He said that I was a new teacher
and therefore I needed to attend this meeting. He reluctantly gave permission. I felt sad. I
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seemed as if I was a teacher who was avoiding my duties. I did not talk much with him after
this incident.
T3: The principal was assigning a duty to me in every meeting for years. He was excusing
other teachers by saying that they have babies or they could not undertake such a task. When
I told him that this was unfair, he got angry and reprimanded me. He said unpleasant words.
He is discriminating. I started to feel myself like a dump after a while. I am not talking him to
at all unless I have to.
T4: I came to my morning duty early in the morning. There was no one at school and we
decided to have tea with other colleagues who were on duty. The principal assistant came
and talked as if he was reprimanding us. We got disappointed but we did not say a word out
of courtesy. After that incident, we did not talk except from exchanging hellos. What he did
was quite wrong, I witnessed that he also treated other teachers in the same way. Then I
realized that this person was not liked in the school. While he had an authoritarian attitude
and approach towards staff the teachers would not obey to what he was saying.
T5: I was assigned to another school but I was also planning to teach in my school. The
school manager distributed the courses to the other teachers at school. I was feeling tired
since I was going to another school and I was also teaching very few classes in my school. I
was unjustly treated. The school managers were a bit unfair to me both in terms of material
and psychological terms. When I voiced this concern, next term they even scheduled a worse
teaching programme. This situation affected my performance and psychology a lot. I never
forgave them. We are not talking anyway.
It could be understood from the explanations that all teachers displayed no forgiveness
attitude in the problems experienced by school managers. Teachers expressed that they lost
their trust in school management and they were seeing the school manager only when they
had to. It could be understood that teachers kept a distance from the school managers and
they hardly talked with them except when they had to discuss important issues. This situation
negatively affects the performance, psychology of employee and organisation climate. It is
known that forgiving plays an important role in improving relations and creating a positive
interaction between people at the workplace (Struthers, Dupuis & Eaton, 2005). The results
of the research that Akın, Özdevecioğlu & Ünlü (2012) carried out in different private and
public sectors show that there is a meaningful and positive relation between the forgiving
others and mental health. In addition, the study also revealed that there is a meaningful and
negative relation between mental health and intentions of revenge. In this case, unlike their
relations with other groups, teachers displayed a stricter attitude towards the school
managers.
3.2. The Possible Consequences of Teachers’ Types of Forgiveness on School
Organisation
Mistakes and hurting behaviours in organisations may cause problems that could create
difficulties for organisational operation and affect interpersonal relations and lead dismissal.
They could even cause national tragedies. These mistakes can affect an individual, a family,
an institution or the entire country (Madsen, Gygi, Hammond & Plowman, 2009). In such
situations, there could be dispositions such as seeking revenge or not tolerating the mistake as
a counter response. These reactions not only make the individual and the others sad but also
damage the relations. These behaviours were effective in the case of individuals seeking
revenge if the individuals who harmed continued to make a mistake. Replying to these
negative reactions by forgiving rather than by acting aggressively or acting in a way that
could damage the relations is a much stronger behaviour. Forgiveness does not mean
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compromising with the guilty person or with the one who makes the mistake, and
overlooking the incident. Forgiveness means reducing and stopping the urge of harming or
avoiding mistakes and anger. The person who benefits the most from forgiveness is the
forgiver and this reaction positively affects the efficiency in the organisation (Kerns, 2009).
In this respect, the act of forgiving within the organisation will positively affect both the
individual and the organisation.
According to Bradfield and Aquino (1999), the experienced incident is important in
determining whether employee will display forgiveness or revenge as a reaction to
organisational injustice. Several researchers indicated that there are some situations which
ease the process of forgiving. These situations are related to the individuals’ intentions, the
level of intimacy with the harmed party, apology or the feeling of regret from the person who
hurt, the severity of the mistake, personal characteristics, social conditions, whether the hurt
party is still harmed, and the attitudes of other people (Gauché & Mullet, 2005; Kamat, Jones
& Row, 2006; Sastre, Vinsonneau, Neto & Mullet, 2003; Molden & Finkel, 2010). The
differences in teachers’ disposition of forgiveness may result from any of the aforementioned
reasons.
When research findings are looked into in terms of forgiveness types (total forgiveness, no
forgiveness, silent forgiveness and hollow forgiveness), it could be seen that teachers
displayed 10 for total forgiveness, 9 for no forgiveness and 1 for silent forgiveness
behaviours (Table 2).
Teachers did not forgive the incident that hurt them at an intrapersonal level yet they did
not show hollow forgiveness which means that they did not pretend to have forgiven the
persons who harmed them. It can be argued that teachers generally display forgiveness
behaviours. This result is important for organisational life. Cameron and Caza (2002) define
organisational forgiveness as the capacity of collectively abandoning the rightful pain and
resentment and indicate that positive and forward looking effort will form a good foundation
to face the possible negative situations in the future with courage.
Table 2. Teachers’ different forgiving behaviours related to various groups
Teacher
Code

	
  

Students

Parents

Other teachers

School
managers

T1

Total
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

No
forgiveness

T2

No
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

No
forgiveness

T3

No
forgiveness

Silent
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

No
forgiveness

T4

Total
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

No
forgiveness

No
forgiveness

T5

Total
forgiveness

Total
forgiveness

No
forgiveness

No
forgiveness
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When variables affecting teachers’ types of forgiveness are looked into, the behaviour of
apology affects the type of forgiveness. When the incidents in which teachers totally forgave
(total forgiveness) were analysed, in 9 out of 10 incidents, the person who hurt apologized. In
that one incident, despite there was no direct apology due to intervene of school management,
the teacher still displayed total forgiveness. In one of the cases in which teacher did not
forgive at all, the person who hurt apologized superficially and reluctantly and therefore
apology did not seem genuine to the teacher. These results reveal that genuine and sincere
apology positively affects teachers’ behaviour of forgiveness and teachers prefer total
forgiveness in such a case. Enright & Coyle (1998) think that genuine forgiveness is showing
mercy to the person who hurt and renouncing the right of retaliation. Apology, in this respect,
led teachers to display total forgiveness.
Another variable that affects the type of forgiveness that teachers show is the perception
of the hurt person about the severity level of the harming behaviour. Teachers do not forgive
if they think that the incidents involved “fight, insult and violence.” For instance, the reason
why two teachers (T2 and T3) did not forgive the students was the violent behaviours.
Violence causes a broken relationship between two parties (Sells & Hargrave, 1998) and it
deeply affects the life of the person who was exposed to violence for a long time (Hammond
& Madsen, 2008). Severe offenses may lead to irreversible results both at a personal level
and in the work environment. This situation will negatively affect the classroom atmosphere
in which teacher meets students and works collaboratively for an aim.
Teachers did not forgive the school managers in all the incidents experienced with them.
The reasons for this can be found in the unapologetic behaviour of school managers and
teachers’ belief that school managers act unjustly in their practices and in solving problems.
Aquino, Tripp & Bies (2006) observed an interactional relationship between hierarchal
position and procedural justice. According to researchers, when the person who is hurt is in a
lower-position than the person who hurt and if the person who is hurt believes that the
organisation will punish the person who did harm, then the person who is hurt will most
probably show forgiveness. However, in this study, the managers did not get a warning or
enforcement for hurting teachers. Teachers expressed that they were still offended although
the incident happened long time ago. It could be argued that school managers, who are
supposed to display fair and appropriate conflict management behaviour in organisations,
have poor behaviours regarding how to work with other people in school environment and
how to manage conflict. This situation will obstruct collaborative work of teachers and
managers due to long lasting resentments. In addition, it will also prevent establishing a
“forgiveness culture” in school organisation.
It is argued that in organisation where there are behaviours of forgiveness are not
common, job satisfaction and performance reduces, relations are broken, negative feelings
prevail, efficiency decrease and turnover intentions of employees increase (Worthington,
Greer, Hook, Davis, Gartner, Jennings, Norton, Tongeren, Greer & Toussain, 2013).
Teachers who did not display forgiveness expressed that they feel angry when they remember
the incidents where people harmed them and that their performance and psychology was
negatively influenced. Some teachers did not even want to see the people whom they did not
forgive and did not interact with them unless they had to. Furthermore, teachers who showed
forgiveness behaviours feel more peaceful and they do not regret forgiving the people who
hurt them. Teachers who forgave students and parents said that they saw positive
developments in students’ behaviours and parents became more interested in their children.
This situation is robust evidence that forgiving has a positive impact on individual and
organisation.
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4. Conclusion and Recommendations
The main finding of this research is that teachers generally forgive parents, students and
colleagues, except for special situations, but they do not forgive school managers whom they
hold responsible for solving conflicts at school and maintaining justice. Managers who are
responsible for the performance of employees in organisations and efficiency of organisation
seem unsuccessful in solving long-lasting resentments. This situation weakens the possibility
of future collaboration with teachers and creates a discouraging environment that could
prevent the way teachers work. Thus, it could also decrease teachers’ motivation, job
satisfaction, trust and high efficiency. This environment can be argued to create ethical and
legal problems or it could weaken teachers’ behaviours supporting education and initiatives.
Yet contemporary organisation necessities and prioritizes efforts of development based on
competencies and strategies for employers. To achieve this, school managers should work
towards establishing a forgiveness culture at schools. In this respect, teachers and managers,
being the most fundamental groups of schools, should receive education on “organisational
forgiveness” both in pre-service and in-service training; such an education could work as a
precautionary measure in terms of organisational health.
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