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THE VALUE OF FORGIVENESS
IN THE EYES OF HIGH-SCHOOL TEACHERS:
DO THEY PERCEIVE IT AS RELATED
TO TESTING AND GRADING STUDENTS?

The educational system is an unforgiving system in that it assesses all
students according to given criteria by using standardized tests. Those tests
may be uniform exams conducted in a classroom by, say, math teachers, or
national and international tests conducted by international organizations
such as the OECD. Because of what I call its unforgiving nature, serious
questions, and much criticism, have been raised over the last two decades by
researchers and educators in the context of standardized testing and the dam-
age it inflicts on students, teachers and schools (Berliner, 2011, 2015; Diet-
er-Meyer, 2014; Hargreaves, 2020; Heckman, Humphries, & Kauts, 2014;
Nichols, Berliner, & Noddings, 2007; Jones, 2007; Ravitch, 2016; Sahlberg
et al., 2017; Stone, 2016; Madaus & Russell, 2017). The claim that educa-
tional systems are unforgiving as they test children that are utterly different
from each other with uniform exams, is a matter that needs to be examined.
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1. FORGIVENESS AND TESTING

Testing students in order to know how much they remember and under-
stand from what they learned in school has been perceived as a central func-
tion of educational systems for the last two centuries. Yet the issue of for-
giveness was never ascribed to the testing of children. Forgiveness was
commonly addressed and discussed in religious and theological contexts
(Halstead & Taylor, 1996, p. 34; Etherington, 2013), and although in the last
four decades the issue has also been dealt with by psychologists and social
science researchers (McCullough et al.,1998; Toussaint & Webb, 2005;
McNulty, 2020) one might still doubt its connection to education. To address
that doubt, a definition of the term forgiveness is needed. According to
Denham and her colleagues (2005) forgiveness is:

Transformation of one’s affect, cognitive judgments, and motivations toward an
offender. The victim makes an assessment of the harm done and acknowledges the
perpetrator’s responsibility but voluntarily chooses to giving up the need for
revenge, punishments, or restitution. One removes oneself from the negative emo-
tions directly related to the transgression. Over time, there is a reduction in nega-
tive motivations and an increase in constructive motivations toward the perpetra-
tor (p. 129).

Another definition is suggested by Worthington (2003):

... [forgiveness] as being of two types: one is decisional forgiveness that involves
a change in a person’s behavioral intentions (hence a change in motivation)
toward a transgressor. The other is emotional forgiveness that is a replacement of
negative, unforgiving emotions with positive, other-oriented emotions.

There are other definitions of forgiveness as well, but all definitions iden-
tify forgiveness as a conscious choice to let go of anger and resentment to-
wards an offender (Smedes, 1997).

Contemplating these definitions might lead to two distinct possible re-
sponses: one is that the use of the term “forgiveness” in educational systems
can be regarded as irrelevant, except of course in cases of specific conflicts
among children, when one is trying to guide them to resolve their conflicts
and forgive each other. The other is that tests can be conceptualized as
“transgressors” in the educational system because they are likely to distresses
and hurt children. That is due to the fact that like in any standardized as-
sessment, the results usually shape a normal bell curve, which means that at
least 33% of the learners are tagged as failures (Moreno, Maloney, & Brown,
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2010). Such failure is an image that may be scorched in their feelings and
memory for many years, sometimes even for life. In many cases students do
succeed in tests and learn to conform to the system. However, the price may
be that they will gradually lose understanding of who they are and confi-
dence in their unique capabilities (Robinson, 2018); many of them have tal-
ents in areas that are considered of no importance to the system (i.e., danc-
ing, cooking, juggling or car mechanics), and that are, in many cases, left
undeveloped.

This circumstance poses a dilemma for teachers and educators. On the
one hand, research shows that favorable teacher—student relationships stim-
ulate students’ learning and their sense of security (Wubbels, Brekelmans,
Minhard, den Brok, & van Tartwijk, 2016). On the other hand, teachers are
required to test their students frequently, which, as empirical evidence sug-
gests, causes distress and hampers students’ motivation and well-being
(Abeles & Rubenstein, 2015). Moreover, teachers often develop caring and
supportive relationships with their students, with whom they meet daily for
one year, and sometimes for more than a year, and whom they get to know
closely. That dynamic is in tension with the top-down instruction to test stu-
dents, and the tension causes stress and hurt to many of the students, and
leads them to perceive their teachers as agents of a transgressive system. In
other words, teachers are caught between the demands forced upon them by
educational policy makers and their students’ emotional needs.

2. FORGIVENESS IN EDUCATION

The word “forgiveness” is used by people daily. Children are taught to
use it as an apology every time they hurt someone or behave in an undesira-
ble way. But while children are asked to be forgiving towards each other,
they go to school, which they experience as a place where they are offended
or hurt by their peers, their teachers and, often, their test scores. In most cas-
es no one apologizes to them or even thinks that they should, because it is
not part of school culture (Sacks, 1999). This absence of apologies has been
severely criticized in light of the damage it inflicts on teachers and schools
(Nichols et al., 2007; Dollinger, 2011; Sahlberg et al., 2017). The unforgiv-
ing nature of the system, and the denial of personal care to children that are
hurt by the rigidity of tests are not consistent with what children themselves
are told to do when they hurt others. This is not to say that teachers do not
care about their students, but mostly, as Noddings (2005) asserted, in light of
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the demands made on them, “teachers ‘care’ in the sense that they conscien-
tiously pursue certain goals for their students, and they often work hard at
coercing students to achieve those goals.” However, relating with care—in
the sense of allowing children to make errors, and forgiving their mistakes
again and again until they do things right—is hardly part of educators’ dis-
course, nor are teachers trained to discuss it or to practice it (Willems, Lu-
nenberg, & Korthagen, 2005). The inherent contradiction mentioned above
raises the need to reconsider and redefine the issue of forgiveness in an
educational setting.

In this article, we suggest the following definition of the nature of for-
giveness as a key value in educational contexts: forgiveness is part of the
understanding that none of us are perfect human beings, and that each of us
makes errors and mistakes that are crucial to our human cognitive and emo-
tional development. All of us, children and adults, have unpredicted and sur-
prising potential that needs to be discovered and developed (Philosophical
Frameworks, 2015). This description of forgiveness suggests that we should
provide children with the opportunity to make errors and to try again until
they succeed in whatever they do, with no judgement, testing, or criticism but
with sensitive guidance while they try. Our definition of “forgiveness” touches
on the traditional definition of the term in that it trains teachers to let go of
their disappointment with students’ failures on tests and their slow progress.

3. VALUES EDUCATION AND FORGIVENESS

Values are considered to have fundamental importance in education (Bai-
ly, 2000; Halstead & Taylor, 1996; Lickona, 1991; Osbeck et al., 2018;
Thornberg & Ogus, 2013). Educational systems invest considerable effort
and money to plan and design values education and character building for
students (Carr, 2006, 2009). For example, in Australia the Ministerial Coun-
cil on Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs (MCEETYA)
which represents all state and territory education ministers, issued a report
saying

that education is as much about building character as it is about equipping stu-
dents with specific skills; that values-based education can strengthen students’
self-esteem, optimism and commitment to personal fulfilment; and help students
exercise ethical judgment and social responsibility (see Lovat et al., 2009, in re-
ference to DEST, 2003, p. 10).
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However, the inherent incongruity between, on the one hand, the aspira-
tion to educate for values and to encourage students’ high self-esteem and,
on the other hand, the political-economic goal of every educational system in
most countries to produce high academic achievements, is in itself a prob-
lematic message for students and for teachers, and it is hardly ever ad-
dressed. There is evidence that values education in schools creates a positive
atmosphere and impacts students’ diligence (Lovat et al., 2011). Nevertheless,
forgiveness—in the sense of allowing students to err until they succeed, and
eliminating the assessment of all students by standardized tests (one size fits
all)—is not part of the educational conversation about values. In this article
we draw on research that has found empirical evidence for the idea that for-
giving mistakes people make generates surprisingly positive results
(Worthington, 2006; Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015).

Aimed at creating such a conversation by asking experienced teachers
what they think about forgiveness when relating to their work, our two re-
search questions were:

1. How do high-school teachers perceive the concept of forgiveness in
their work with students? and

2. Do they connect between forgiveness and the mechanism of testing and
grading students?

Method

Participants. 31 high school teachers from one big high-school in a city
located in northern Israel participated in the study. All of them had been
teaching for over 6 years in the school, and some had as many as 28 year of
experience in teaching. A minimum of 6 years in the school was needed in
order to get a good enough perspective regarding their teaching. Their age
ranged between 32—60, and most of them had school administrative func-
tions besides teaching, such as head of the science department, educational
counselor, or head of language studies. The student population of the school
is diverse and includes both secular and religious Jewish students, as well as
Druze students, all from middle class communities.

Research tools. To learn what teachers think about the idea of forgiveness
in education, a qualitative research method was chosen. Teachers were inter-
viewed and were asked to respond to 4 questions: 1. Do you perceive for-
giveness to be an important trait in education; 2. Students may make mis-
takes in the academic domain and they may behave in a wrong way; in which
type of case do you feel it is easier for you to forgive? 3. In your opinion, is
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there a connection between forgiveness and the mechanism of tests and
scores in school? 4. What makes it difficult for you to forgive students?

Procedure. Only teachers with at least six years of seniority were chosen.
Each of them was asked if he or she would be ready to partake in an inter-
view about the subject of forgiveness in school. After agreeing to be inter-
viewed, a time and place were scheduled for each (30 minute) interview. At
the beginning of each interview, the description of forgiveness mentioned
above, which was formulated for the current study, was presented to the
teachers, along with a brief explanation of its unique meaning. The inter-
viewer, who was herself a teacher at the school, and who was known to the
interviewed teachers, asked their permission to record the interview. All of
them agreed.

Content analysis. All interviews were transcribed, including pauses, and
the interviewees attempts to correct some of their statements (Kowal &
O’Connel, 2014). A content analysis was then performed, following the
steps suggested by Schreier (2014), i.e., selecting the material and creating
code categories, defining the categories, revising and expanding the codes so
that most of the data could be included. The data was read and reread so that
a deeper penetration into teachers’ statements could be achieved. The next
step was to eliminate irrelevant data, and the result was 287 of the most
meaningful statements of the participants which were taken into account
(Roulston, 2011, 2014). Two judges first read the categories and their defini-
tions on their own, and then they met to discuss the coding and the interpre-
tations (Cornish, Gillespie, & Zittoun, 2014). The results of the discussion
were that two definitions of categories were changed, and one category was
eliminated. Ultimately, the judges agreed with respect to 86% of the catego-
ries. It was also decided, following a practice engaged in by a number of
qualitative researchers (Maxwell, 2010) to count all of the teachers’ relevant
statements so that when they were coded, it would be possible to trace the
most salient categories, and the frequency of each category.

Results
Content analysis of the teachers’ interviews yielded 10 categories. The
coding was based on teachers’ own words. The categories, their frequency

and some examples of teachers’ statements in each category are presented in
Table 1.



THE VALUE OF FORGIVENESS IN THE EYES OF HIGH-SCHOOL TEACHERS

113

Table 1. Categories coded from the interviews, their frequency and some examples
of teachers’ statements in each category

Category

Examples from teachers’ statements

Frequency

Forgiveness is an
important value in life
and in education.

A teacher’s forgiveness
serves as a role model
for students

“... the instant in which I forgive, as an educator,
or as someone they [the students] trust, is a learning
moment [for a child], and it will penetrate... even
subconsciously.”

“I think that we [teachers] are the compass; I show
them the way, serve as a role model... but eventually
they have to make their [own] choice...”

“I do not have the privilege of not forgiving... This is
not a choice for me; if you, as an adult, don’t forgive,
how can you expect a child to forgive?”

“If we will not perceive forgiveness as a value of
major importance, we will not be able to allow
students the opportunity to correct their mistakes
again and again... only if we think of it

[of forgiveness] as a supreme value will we be able to
enable students to make mistakes until they get it
right.”

“... not giving a student another opportunity to
correct can, later in his life, cause him to think that
there aren’t second or third chances for him... so yes,
it [forgiveness] is a very important value in
education.”

35

Forgiveness enables an
educational process and
provides an opportunity
for growth and success

“... and how can a child bloom if he or she is not
given an opportunity again and again? We are here to
give them the opportunity to grow and blossom...”

“When you forgive, then there is a way to continue
ahead; if you don’t, then that’s... the end... no going
back to correct, and no continuation...”

“... I always ask myself how do I learn to forgive

a child so that we can both grow and develop... I think
that if this is missing [in our work] we become a...
we perform a cold, robotic alienated education, which
means that it is no longer education...”

“If we don’t give forgiveness a place, an educational
process will be impossible. This is a kind of very high
human value that people must learn... some of us
need everything to be perfect, we educate for
achievements and it is hard not to wish to be perfect...
we do need to forgive... first of all ourselves, and to
recognize the fact that we are not perfect...”

36
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It’s easier to forgive in
the academic domain
and harder when
students misbehave

“It’s much harder to accept failures in the sphere of
wrong behavior than mistakes in learning a subject
matter.”

“It’s easier to forgive failures of knowledge and
learning and I find it more difficult to forgive
wrongdoing or behavior...”

“It is easier to forgive in the knowledge domain, you
can always correct, add, but when we speak about
behavior... it can hurt both the student and the
teacher... because wrong behavior can hurt...”

“Even when a student has difficulties learning a given
subject, it has no influence on my opinion about
him... I still see him as an intelligent kid who has
capabilities and skills in other subjects.”

38

Forgiveness has
nothing to do with
repeated opportunities

“If a student fails, he or she can get a second
opportunity. It has no connection to the issue of
forgiveness...”

“That connection you did between giving
opportunities to correct failures time and again and
between forgiveness is new to me. I never thought
about it. ... If you had asked me before your
introduction (i.e., the definitions of forgiveness in the
context of the current research) if forgiveness is
important, I might have said no... but [given] the
connection you drew... well, it seems important...”

11

Forgiving again and
again is not effective,
we need limits

“There is a difference between a student who tries
very hard to succeed and someone who simply does
nothing. I know who makes a serious effort; only then
I will do anything to help...”

“We need to set boundaries... there is a point beyond
which we fall short of reaching our educational goal
and we do not teach the students to bear
responsibility for what they do.”

“... some teachers call it giving another opportunity,

but in fact that means avoiding confrontation with the
student. We need to identify and set the right borders
for them...”

“A student sits in the classroom doing all kinds of
things that are not related to what he needs to study...
well, if he fails, he can do a late exam date, but that’s
it. There are teachers who would not allow even that.
They say that the student had to study for the test
right from the first time...”

45
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Teachers and students
have a shared
responsibility in the
educational process

“If a student asks me for help, I will do anything I can
to help him, but [the request] has to come from him.

I don’t see myself trying to persuade him... no...

and I don’t think it’s the right way... well, yes, we
need to create a pleasant atmosphere to make it
possible for them to come and ask questions, but they
need to learn to ask for help.”

“I believe in the phrase ‘we do not give you
concessions and we do not give up on you,’ but also,
you should not give up on yourselves. It is a kind of
a triangle in which two thirds are our responsibility,
but one third is the students’ responsibility...”

37

Students’ failures with
regard to wrong
behavior have an effect
on me. Forgiveness
requires a mental and
emotional effort

“... but when it [a student’s wrong behavior]
happened the second time, I could not forgive...

he came to apologize but I feel that I can’t forgive...
something very deep inside me was hurt... and
sometimes even [ am entitled to not forgive...”

“When I find it hard to forgive, I struggle with
myself.”

“Forgiving means that I, between me and myself,
open a new page with a student, but it’s not always
easy...”

“... it is not possible to not forgive a student, even
when it is very hard... even if maybe in other places
[other than school] he would not be forgiven...”

“[forgiveness] is something to be acquired, it has to
do with training oneself to see others... you learn it,
you learn to forgive... in my first year [of teaching]
I had some crises... it did not show externally, but if
it had... It does not happen now. There is definitely
a learning process there.”

34

There is a connection
between (practicing)
forgiveness

and tests

“We have to follow the demands. I mean: testing,
paperwork, students’ conduct etc. With all due
respect, these are the demands and there’s not much
we can do about it.”

“The idea of giving students a new opportunity each
time they fail is very limited because we work in an
unforgiving system. I thing that some of the teachers
became indifferent to the normal curve of scores
(i.e., that over 30% of students fail). It is hard for me
to accept it... Behind every failure is [someone who
is a] 100% human being...”

“The educational system is unforgiving and the more
it insists on achievement, the less is its
(and our) ability to forgive...”

43
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A good way to forgive | “I can see that some children fail not because they do
is to find good things in | not wish to study but because they live in

a child or to unsupportive environments... they are emotionally
understand his not available for learning. No one at home can sit and
hardships help them or even make sure that they take a

shower...”

“It’s not a matter of forgiving or not forgiving...
I simply accept the child as is and try not to judge his
behavior. I try to interpret and understand...”

32

“... I tried to put myself in his shoes. I even thought
of my own children... what would they do if they
were in his situation.”

“Understanding and empathy are the building blocks
of the ability to forgive.”

If teachers believe “... when I forgive a student, it creates well-being
in students despite their | which enables him or her to go on and to not be
errors, then paralyzed by his or her failure.”

the students
can believe
in themselves

“When I forgive a student, it enables him or her to
continue to be part of the classroom... They can go 19
on with what they have to do...”

“If you forgive a student and get closer to him or her,
they will fill safe... safe even to fail...”

The following figure demonstrates the frequency of teachers’ statements
in each category.

Frequency of each category (N = 287 statements)
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Figure 1. Frequency of teachers’ statements in each category.
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DISCUSSION

When considering teachers’ reactions to the interviews there were a few
issues, some of them unexpected, that emerged, one of which was the re-
sistance teachers expressed at the beginning of the interview. For example,
teachers asked the interviewer to repeat the question or said that they were
not sure they understood it. One of the teachers responded by saying “Well,
it’s a good question. I don’t know what to say...” Most of the teachers re-
sisted the definition that was presented to them, as one said “I think the use
of this word [forgiveness] is not right,” and another said “Wait, [ am trying
to connect... [between the word forgiveness and giving students enough op-
portunities until they succeed].” Also, it appears that the interview touched
upon some sensitive points among many of them, which triggered stories
from their lives and past experiences as students. The new and unfamiliar
definition of forgiveness that was presented to the teachers (i.e., enabling
students to make errors and mistakes again and again until they can succeed)
made it difficult for some of them to clearly articulate what was on their
minds. However, after crossing this hurdle, it was easier for the teachers to
relate to the issue, and after studying their responses to the questions, they
seem to have touched upon three major concerns: a. the value and the im-
portance of forgiveness in education; b. apprehension about forgiving with-
out limits, and the conviction that forgiving cannot be a one-way action;
c. an understanding that forgiveness in the context of teaching is a learning
process for both students and teachers, and d. understanding the damage of
testing and grading students on one hand and failing to see the connection
between forgiveness and testing on the other hand.

a. The value and importance of forgiveness in education. From catego-
ries 1, 2 and 10 we can see that the teachers understand the idea of for-
giveness, and that they even associated it with life generally, and not with
education specifically, as one of the teachers said:

We know that forgiveness plays a very meaningful role in our lives, and we are,
ultimately... In everything that relates to interpersonal relations, there are ups and
downs, as well as clashes. If we’ll approach things from a very rigid, inflexible
position, and we won’t understand... that the other side, even if it has done some-
thing that hurt us... If we won’t be able to forgive, then actually we won’t be able
to work together. Ultimately, if we remain rigid, we won’t be able to make pro-
gress in any context, neither as children nor as adults. Once we enable students to
see that we forgive and that we move on, it serves as a personal example for them
and they learn to do so as well.
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Another teacher said, about this issue:

I think that forgiveness is a very important value in interpersonal relationships,
and of course in education as well. When you forgive, you give the other person
the option to change the thing in which he or she erred, and to correct it. For-
giveness creates obligation: when you forgive a person, he or she is indebted to
you, even if this occurs at an unconscious level, and relates to the concept of “rec-
iprocity.”

Other statements also attest to teachers’ understanding what the educa-
tional system’s purpose was supposed to be:

An educational system is the ground on which students grow. ... Actually, it is
here [in school] that they have the ground on which to make mistakes, to fall, but
we ... our role is to give them a kind of safety net so that they can fall without
getting smashed. Actually, forgiveness is one of our tools; it is an educational tool
that we can use in order to lay out that safety net, and even if the student has
slipped and fallen, which happens to all of us, here he has the space to do so, and
we protect him.

The teacher’s understanding here is that the education system should
serve as a safety net for students, on which they are able to fall, to fail and to
get up again, while they are protected throughout the process. This is con-
sistent with the views held by a few of the researchers in the field (Lin, En-
right, & Klatt, 2011; Wubbels et al., 2016). The three categories dealing
with this topic appeared 71 times in the teachers’ statements.

b. Unlimited forgiveness can be harmful. This was the category that
appeared most frequently in the teachers’ statements (N = 45). It was ex-
pressed by the teachers in statements like

To forgive again and again and again ... when what’s at issue is a behavioral fail-
ure involves an absence of defined boundaries, because [the student] immediately
knows that “oh, they’ll forgive me” and he can [misbehave] again and again ...
No, [forgiveness] needs to be limited!

Another teacher says “If we give [students] an infinite [number], if we
just give them chances and there’ll be no limit, it will be meaningless, it will
have no value. That’s not educational.” Unlimited forgiveness is a broad
topic, which has mainly been studied in the field of interpersonal psychology
(Luchies, Finkel, McNulty, & Kumashiro, 2010; McCullough et al., 1998).
One of the views is that unlimited forgiveness has a cost, and can even be
harmful, as the dynamic it creates does not offer participants an accurate re-
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flection of reality (McNulty, 2011). It seems that based on their professional
experience, the teachers point to “forgiveness,” as defined in the present
study, having a broader context that requires discussion, thought and a bal-
anced view of forgiveness and of the varying results found among different
students.

c. Forgiveness in the context of teaching is a learning process for both
students and teachers. In this category, the teachers raised a few interest-
ing points, among them the acknowledgement that repeated forgiving of stu-
dents’ mistakes and errors is a skill that one needs to develop, that one needs
to practice. For example, one of the teachers said:

We need to detach ourselves from our emotional baggage, but this requires us to
work on ourselves. It might be easier for emotional people than for rational peo-
ple. Do I always succeed in doing it? No, I don’t, but I try to be as free of per-
sonal considerations when I interact with a student who is asking to prove himself
anew. Sometime a student repeats difficult behavior to the point of harming my
own sanity, and then it’s more difficult for me to give him more chances.

Another teacher said:

... And I slip up, it’s clear that I slip up. I say things that I regret, and it isn’t al-
ways possible to go back ... Maybe it’s easier for the school psychologist, as
that’s her profession, she has learned to accept ... I need to work on it.

It’s possible that the teachers’ responses indicate a need for a type of pro-
fessional training that they are currently not receiving, since traditionally,
the emphasis in teacher training, especially for post-primary school teaching,
is on disciplinary skills and on effective teaching methods, whereas emo-
tional relations between teachers and students (emotional intelligence) are
generally not part of such training (Gilar-Corbi et al., 2018). Although in
recent years it seems that the topic has come to be perceived as important,
and even essential for teachers (Dolev & Leshem, 2017), there is still a con-
siderable gap between the idea and its practice in schools.

d. Understanding the damage in testing and grading students on the
one hand, and, on the other hand, failing to see the connection between
forgiveness and testing:

Some of the teachers’ responses reflect the dualism in which teachers
work: on the one hand there is their professional need to be supportive of
students and to help them succeed in their studies, each according to his or
her ability, and on the other hand there are the norms involving tests,
achievement and competition, which teachers are required to adhere to. The
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teachers expressed a dilemma concerning tests, that many researchers have
studied (Heckman et al., 2014; Johnson, Johnson, Farenga, & Ness, 2008;
Nichols et al., 2007). The teachers’ statements in the present study represent
some of the emotional aspect involved in that dilemma, through the lens of
their professional work. A number of the following statements attest to this:

... And when we [choose teaching] we should understand that we are going into
a life-changing career, and understand that in every little thing that we do, we are
models for imitation. To understand that hundreds of students look up to us, and
that this can really change worlds. Every word we utter can really build or demol-
ish worlds; this is very different from other professions. That is the true magic of
this profession.

I think that the grading mechanisms are very rigid; they are very penalizing, be-
cause again, you are ultimately being measured ... your knowledge is being as-
sessed and assigned a number. I can be super forgiving, but ultimately the score is
written on a form.

Grades are a very cold mechanism. It’s something that he (the student) is marked
by and that stays with him. Indeed, the whole mechanism of grading students sole-
ly with numbers, without looking at additional factors and other skills they have is
certainly ... it hurts to see a student who feels that he’s received a score that
doesn’t reflect the amount of investment he’s put into studying for the test, so yes,
it always hurts me, and if he wants to correct it, I'm willing to give him the
chance to correct it, but given the amount of work they have, and the amount of
work I have, it isn’t always possible...

I have a problem with the fact that some of us brand children according to scores,
[with saying] “this child is 70, that child is 90, that other child is ...” I have a pro-
blem with that! I think that a child with a grade of 40 can be marvelous and full
of values, with a rich world of content ... and here he has a grade of 40 in one
subject or another ... a student shouldn’t be seen ... [whether he is] a child, or an
adult, as “60,” “40,” <70.”

These statements allow us to peek into the inner world of teachers, and to see
the contradiction in which they live, even if they themselves don’t see it as a
contradiction. At the same time, there are teachers who succeed in balancing
the contradiction within themselves by adopting a more pragmatic approach:

“I don’t see any connection between the grading mechanisms and forgiveness.”

“These mechanisms that we teachers are evaluated on are unforgiving towards us,
and they encourage us, consciously or unconsciously, to be unforgiving towards
others.”

“[Students’] self-image nowadays, or at least their academic self-image, is con-
structed through the prism of grades. This is a mistake but there’s nothing to be
done about it.”
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“I think that a uniform policy prevents opacity, prevents questions and dithering.
On the other hand, order prevents flexibility.”

The emotional dilemma that arises from these statements brings to light
an aspect that is not often emphasized, which is the emotional burnout
teachers experience. Although a great deal of research has been done on this
topic (Bauer et al., 2006; Freudenberger, 1974; Golonka & Marek, 2015;
Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001) not enough research has been done on
the contradiction in which teachers live, and on its effects on their behavior
and their professional perceptions.

In conclusion, the present research raises a number of points concerning the
value of forgiveness as we have defined it here and as the teachers perceive it:

First, it appears that teachers do not conceptually draw a connection be-
tween forgiveness and their work at school. That connection was drawn only
after discussion with, and clarification by, the interviewer, following which
the teachers’ emotional inner worlds with respect to forgiveness—and the
complexity of their relations with students—became evident.

Second, the teachers are caught between, on the one hand, their feelings
towards their students, and their desire to help all the students, and, on the
other hand, the demands made on them from on high. The interviews
showed that teachers live, to a large extent, with an internal tension, which,
up until now, has not received appropriate attention.

The research’s limitations: because this research is, with respect to this
topic, pioneering, it teaches us that we should rigorously examine the inter-
view questions and the way in which “forgiveness,” as a value, is presented
to teachers. It seems that the difficulty in this research stemmed from its
having begun without there having been a conceptual infrastructure that was
shared in common between the interviewer and the teachers; that factor
should be given due consideration.

Suggestion for further research: what emerges from the interviews indi-
cates a need for further research on this topic, especially in light of the fact
that we are, today, living in the midst of a pandemic that has completely
changed the world’s educational systems. It seems that there is an immedi-
ate need to attend to the value of forgiveness, both with respect to students
who are not meeting their friends and teachers (in person), and with respect
to teachers, whose assessment of students, with whom they meet mainly in
zoom distant learning, has acquired enormous importance.
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THE VALUE OF FORGIVENESS IN THE EYES OF HIGH-SCHOOL TEACHERS:
DO THEY PERCEIVE IT AS RELATED TO TESTING AND GRADING STUDENTS?

SUMMARY

While forgiveness is considered an important value in life, the assessment of students through
standardized tests is an unforgiving system within the educational setting. How do teachers per-
ceive the connection between testing and forgiveness? The purpose of this study was to investi-
gate this question. Thirty-one high school teachers were asked to respond to four questions, after
being presented with a specific definition of forgiveness, suggesting that forgiveness means al-
lowing people, and students, to make mistakes without judgment until they start doing things
right. Teachers’ responses were recorded, transcribed and analyzed. The content analysis yielded
ten categories, some of which indicate that there is a tension between a) teachers’ feelings toward
their students and their wish to support and help them, and b) the formal top-down demands of
the educational system. Teachers also pointed to the importance of there being limits to forgiving
students’ wrongdoing.

Keywords: forgiveness in education; standardized tests.

ROLA PRZEBACZENIA WEDLUG NAUCZYCIELI SZKOL SREDNICH
— CZY UWAZAIJA, ZE TESTOWANIE I OCENA UCZNIOW
WIAZA SIE Z PRZEBACZENIEM?

STRESZCZENIE

Podczas gdy przebaczanie uznaje si¢ za istotna warto$¢, ocena uczniéw prowadzona z uzy-
ciem standardowych metod testowania jest rozwigzaniem bezlitosnym. Celem tego opracowania
byto zbadanie kwestii, jak nauczyciele postrzegaja zwiagzek migdzy testowaniem a przebacze-
niem? Trzydziestu jeden nauczycieli szkot §rednich poproszono o odpowiedzi na cztery pytania,
po przedstawieniu im konkretnej definicji przebaczenia, sugerujacej, ze przebaczenie oznacza
pozwolenie ludziom i uczniom na popelnianie btedow bez osadzania, dopoki nie zaczng robié¢
tego, co nalezy. Odpowiedzi respondentéw nagrano, przepisano i przeanalizowano. Po przeanali-
zowaniu zawarto$ci uzyskano dziesi¢¢ kategorii. Niektore z nich wskazuja, ze istnieje napigcie
pomiedzy (a) uczuciami nauczycieli wobec uczniow i ich checiag wspierania i pomagania im,
a (b) formalnymi, odgérnymi wymaganiami systemu szkolnictwa. Badani nauczyciele wskazy-
wali rowniez na role istnienia granic wybaczania uczniom ich przewinien.

Stowa kluczowe: przebaczenie w edukacji; testy standaryzowane.
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