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EDUCATING TO FORGIVE AS AN EXPRESSION OF CONCERN
FOR ORDER IN A PERSON'S NATURAL ENVIRONMENT.
PART 2: THE NEED FOR FORGIVENESS AND ITS EFFECTS

MICHAE WYROSTKIEWICZ

Abstract. The paper describes the question of forgiveness and its importance in the process of the
integral development of the human person. After earlier perceiving and accepting these
anthropological premises, we can think of forgiveness as a necessity. The foundations of such
thinking are two basic premises. The first of these is the belief in the inevitability of mistakes,
therefore, potentially blaming other people. These faults and, on the other hand, harm suffered,
disrupt proper interpersonal relationships, and returning to them is possible only through the act
of forgiveness. The second premise is the natural need for justice, which is the realization of the
naturally desired good by man. The forgiveness should be included into everyone's agenda and be
presented as an imperative whose implementation is a condition of one's development, and the
initial condition for order in a social environment.

Keywords: harm, forgiveness, anthropology, integral development of the human person, human
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1. INTRODUCTION: CONTEXT END HYPOTHESIS

The reflection presented in the first part of the study on the sources of the need for forgiveness [1]
leaves us no doubt that the experience of evil, especially the harm that it particularly entails, is a
difficult and unfavorable experience for man who is naturally good. This is an experience that cannot
be ignored and demands our reaction. Unfortunately, the often used methods to “fight against harm”,
namely revenge and retaliation, are not effective ways to build social order. These actions only seem to
present a way to introduce order; they are only an apparent fulfillment of the postulate to return to the
natural state in the environment of the human person and their welfare. They are only seemingly
ecological actions that apparently improve the conditions for human existence (meaning the
perspective of human ecology, where society as a social component plays an important role in the
natural human environment [2]). In reality, revenge and retaliation multiply evil. As we have noted, it
is completely unnatural for a human person and society, very unfavorable for individual people
(especially their integral development) and for relationships among them.

Past evidence leads to the conclusion that if a person has to react to harm and the reaction should
not be evil, then one should look for solutions that will benefit the human life environment, and as a
consequence, above all for an individual person, which will be in accord with the nature of the human
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person. Therefore, we are talking about a solution that introduces real order into the natural
environment of a human person and enables their integral development. According to the suggestion
crowning the already mentioned first part of this study [1], forgiveness is the right solution. This
statement is the hypothesis (research problem) of the research described here.

2. METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS (IN BRIEF)

The analysis and discussions, which are an essential part of this paper, are intended to verify the
above hypothesis. It can also be said that their purpose is to find the above mentioned proper reaction
to harm and a justification of the choice made.

The research hypothesis is as follows: the only right action a harmed person can undertake is
forgiveness. Although this is undoubtedly not an easy task, and in some cases even very difficult,
today's state of humanistic knowledge does not give us the opportunity to find an alternative. Only
forgiveness appears to be a suitable tool for restoring natural order into the environment of a person
disrupted by the harm that their person experiences, and they are the reference point for these
undertaken analyzes.

As stated in the title and mentioned in the introduction, this study is a continuation of what was
previously published, so the methods and assumptions are identical for the entire study, which consists
of both texts. There is no need to repeat the methodology that is discussed in detail in the first part. In
order to preserve the methodological order and the proper sequence of the study, it is worth
mentioning that, in line with the assumptions, the inclusion of a reflection on harm and forgiveness in
interdisciplinary human ecology is to produce coherent syntheses resulting from the analysis of
anthropological texts and facts presented from the point of view of different fields of knowledge
dealing with people (primarily psychology and several theological fields). In other words, human
ecology is the tool used for organizing this study.

3. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

Retaliation and revenge as well as anger and malice against a villain should not be equated with the
punishment and compensation of losses or the harm he caused. These realities — under appropriate
conditions — are legitimate tools for rebuilding social order. They are beneficial for both society and
individuals who were inflicted with injury. This concerns both an injured person and a wrongdoer
[3, p. 209-219]. However, these tools cannot guarantee the return of full ecological order into the
natural environment of a human person, especially their socio-component. If these tools are able to
change the thinking and actions of the former culprit, there is a small chance that they can also
influence the victim, especially if the latter inculcates a sense of harm done. This is not about any kind
of stubbornness or anger, but about living with the conviction that one is hurt; it means lasting harm
written into one's identity — making oneself above all the injured person: it is the recognition that
“injured person” becomes their “second name”.

Without underestimating the real pain that the injured person carries inside, one cannot fail to pay
attention to the fact that — paradoxically — by including the injury in their identity (as outlined above),
he can become an unhappy and pretentious man. Distrust of others is characteristic of someone who
was wronged [4, p. 11-45] and is seen as a logical reason for judging others as inferior and exalting
themselves above them. Since, from the point of view of the victim, people are bad and not
trustworthy, and he is different from them, only he is good. In this case, “different” means “better”.

The above point of view is a direct path to pride. A very real effect of such thinking is “putting on
airs with your justice”. Such thinking, marked by pride and its related disregard for others, is in itself a
serious obstacle to entering into an ordered relationship with every other person. This very often and in
an almost automatic way turns into making one’s behavior the only reference point. It is about putting
into practice the “philosophy” expressed by the slogan “I want to be the norm” [5]. It is not difficult for
us to clearly see selfishness in all of this. Being the opposite of love, which in turn is the principle of a
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real community, selfishness is another factor that destroys a community [6]. In conclusion, we can state
that a person who experienced evil and inscribed this injury into his or her identity deprives
themselves of many possibilities of living in a real community of persons (communio personarum), which
is the realization of law and order in the environment’s socio-component and the condition for integral
development of people living in this environment.

The potential thoughts and attitudes of the victim indicated above intensify their reluctance
towards the wrongdoer and other people. This is another — next to the ones noted above — motive that
builds a ruthless circle of wrongs and anger. As it turns out, only rationalizing harm — which will result
in recognizing it as a fact belonging to the past that is not important at the moment — founded at the
level of reason and feelings cuts them off from this event. This is a good way out of the picture that
appears in the above reflection of the “self-perpetuating” system of harm-anger-harm. Although
without a doubt this is not easy, it is nevertheless necessary. The only effective antidote for the
experienced wrong is forgiveness. What can be done to break the vicious circle of harm and suffering?
How can we stop hurting each other from generation to generation? How can we free ourselves from
the tyranny of a sense of regret that is connected with the harm suffered? What can we do so that the
feeling of harm does not poison our spiritual and mental lives? How can we prevent the victim from
repeating the learned pattern of abuse and not become a spontaneous wrong-doer himself? These
questions are asked by a psychologist-theologian who researches these issues. He immediately
responds that the only way out is to initiate the process of gradually overcoming the sense of hurt, and
this will lead to forgiveness. This is the above-mentioned and perceived as necessary homework for
integrating the experience of harm. The following reflections will justify this unquestionably correct
point of view [7, p. 5-9].

An in-depth reflection on forgiveness shows that it is the ability to attribute proper meaning to the
past. In addition, forgiveness is a technique that allows people to live “here and now”. Whoever
forgives is often stronger than his torturer, because he can go beyond what has happened, freeing
himself from experiences that have negatively affected his life [8]. A man who rejects forgiveness
deprives himself of all the potential that he can bring into his life.

Searching for analogies that would illustrate the situation of an aggrieved person who did not
forgive their wrongdoer, one can refer to staying in a prison in which there is neither full freedom nor
the possibility of fully participating in life [5]. Although undoubtedly the victim was forced into his
“inner prison” by the wrongdoer, he stays there because he does not want to leave. Being reluctant to
forgive is a manifestation of a specific intellectual and emotional ossification. It also appears to be a
rejection of knowledge about the dynamism of the human person and interpersonal relationships.
Against this background, forgiveness is seen as being open to these existential dimensions.

Continuing the above thoughts, one may hypothesize (risk stating) that remaining not forgiven can
be a kind of comfortable situation. The aggrieved person has his proven position and "martyrdom,"
which in special cases can make him a hero. It almost always presents him as exceptional. Preparing to
forgive and the act of forgiveness itself might disrupt such a state.

Forgiveness, or completely being deprived of anger, grief and resentments, is the only possible way
to heal relationships between people [9, p. 603-604; 10, p. 393-396]. Until the aggrieved person does not
authentically forgive the villain, meaning until he does not stop seeking the possibility of proving that
the villain is worse than himself and therefore does not deserve goodness, until that moment there will
be no proper relationships (meaning relationships from which goodness will flow), neither between
themselves nor the entire society. Misunderstanding and disputes (as mentioned in the first part [1]), by
their very nature involve other people standing next to the situation.

It is worth stressing the truth that forgiveness is not exonerating someone who is at fault, but the
recognition that although he is a villain and a culprit, he has the right to live life to the fullest; has the
right to be treated humanely, in accord with the dignity of a human person. This does not mean that we
do not notice (or actually pretend that we do not see) or conceal the evil and harm someone has done; it
does not mean giving up the lost good (it is important that justice investigations not be equated with
the compensation of wrongs according to the “eye for an eye” principle), but it is a consent to accept a
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criminal as one’s brother. Forgiveness means removing the label from someone stating that he is a
villain — it means cutting them off from this stereotype and a simple evaluation and guiding the next
steps of a man who has committed evil in the past.

Of course, forgiveness is not about declarations or forced behaviors, but about really thinking that
the evil experienced is now history, and whoever has done it has the right to live a normal life. It is
about such a belief and acting according to it. This means that — as noted — we are talking about
acknowledging through reason that the culprit (although he is truly guilty!) is to be treated like any
other person from whom no harm has been suffered, including accepting such a state and putting it
into practice without any conditions.

In this context, we ought to refer to the teaching of the Catholic Church, which (especially in recent
times [11; 12]) draws particular attention to the issue of forgiveness and makes a significant
contribution to our reflection on this topic. The way we treat a wrongdoer as described above seems to
be expressed by the basic idea of those building their Christian identity as the call to “bear wrongs
patiently” and “willingly forgive injuries”; this is the call that the Church’s Tradition has included in
the canon of the “spiritual works of mercy” [13: 2447]. Mercy, however — as Pope Francis emphasizes —
is an expression of the fullness of humanity. We are talking about a man who makes an effort to “be
like the Father” [11], meaning like the Creator — the One whose “image” is man [14: Gen 1:27]. Mercy is
simply divine action that creates order in the world. The “culture of mercy” or forgiveness is the
culture closest to mankind [12] and the most ecological. Performing works of mercy, including
forgiveness, is the way to kind of create the world anew (“like the Father-Creator”); it is introducing
into matter contaminated by evil the invigorating Spirit of God.

Properly understood forgiveness is the first step and a necessary condition for reconciliation, that is,
a return to fraternal, community and truly human relationships. Figuratively speaking, we can say that
forgiveness is the beginning of our “return to paradise”, meaning the state where only good exists.
There is no other way to get rid of evil than through a free and intelligent act of being cut off from it.
Restoring relationships with others we should begin with seeing positive in them. This is one of the
features of every man's identity (which was the starting point of the reflection recorded in the first part
of the study [1]). Evil is an affliction that happens to people for various reasons [15]. Focusing on evil is
a reductionist action that distorts a person’s image and deprives them of their identity. Understanding
this is an important step towards forgiveness and, consequently, reconciliation; it is an important
moment for the above mentioned rationalization of the harm suffered and the elimination of evil in the
world.

Forgiveness, however, is not — as it might seem — only or primarily a cleansing of interpersonal
relationships from bad historical experiences. Above all, it is a change in one's own way of thinking — it
gives past facts their proper place and meaning. It is optimistic, full of hope and trust, referring to
knowledge naturally orienting people towards the good, letting them focus on the present and future; it
is entering into the natural, current time space — it is life here and now.

Properly perceived forgiveness is by no means a capitulation or some display of weakness — as
might appear in a superficial observation of the matter. On the contrary, it is a courageous personal
undertaking based on the rational premises of responsibility and an expression of a desire to live
without prejudices against anyone and any situation. It is an expression of a rationalized conviction
that good and not evil is the driving force in the world [8]. Evil is an unwanted reality that should be
blocked by good; evil should be changed into good. By forgiving, such thinking is confirmed.

It is worth noting that while reconciliation is a process, forgiveness is an act. Although many
studies, especially in the field of psychology, social work or spiritual theology, emphasize the time
distribution and gradation of forgiveness [4, p. 11-45; 7, p. 5-9], from the point of view of the theory of
the human act, it is a concrete act [16, p. 129-132; 17] that often crowns a long and difficult preparatory
period. The problem raised here is secondary in the practice of forgiveness. It is worth mentioning,
however, that we must be aware that opening up to another person and entering the path of empathy is
not yet forgiveness. On the other hand, this knowledge makes us realize that forgiveness is an act (thus
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an action), and this does not mean that it is impossible to return to resentment towards a person who
has previously committed evil against us. Even such actions do not exclude sincerity in forgiveness.

Of course, forgiveness is not an easy undertaking — as we have already pointed out. It requires
breaking through emotions and other natural consequences of the experienced evil, as we noted earlier.
However, this is a necessary point in order to return to truly ecological relationships in the natural
environment of the human person. The words of John Paul II, analyzed according to this key, who in
the Apostolic Exhortation Reconciliatio et paenitentia speaks of the “joy of forgiveness” [18: 10] can be
understood as the joy of radically rejecting evil, which in the act of experienced harm took on a concrete
form, now restores the natural conditions for human existence. The forgiver experiences authentic joy
because of the fact that his decisions and attitudes make the world a better place.

Recalling this papal document leads us to theology. In this context, it is worth noting that
forgiveness means resigning from anger — being something contrary to it. If we remember that it is one
of the deadly sins [13: 1866], then we can be happy that we do not commit it. It is worth noting that the
Catechism clearly associates it with retaliation and hatred, which are clearly condemned in reference to
the teachings of Jesus, who shows us what a fully human life is all about [13: 2262]. In this situation,
forgiving someone turns out to be some kind of "self-immolation" that is not only a resignation from a
specific action (individual) unfavorable to their development, but also leaving behind a sinful lifestyle
and entering the path of goodness, meaning naturalness, that is, law and order, including
environmental. Forgiveness, therefore, appears to purify man from non-ecological traces, which are
sins — as we have already mentioned.

The act of forgiveness is an internal act of the forgiver, because it is a result of his rational decision
and can be externalized. Of course, it requires a lot of prudence to realize and show forgiveness so as
not to minimize the wrongdoer (not to let him feel or show that he is worse, or that he is “receiving an
undeserved favor”), but to give him a chance to experience this with dignity (otherwise it may turn out
that apparent forgiveness is actually a realization of the “forgiver’s” egoism). Here, as we already
mentioned, we are mostly dealing with emphasizing and maintaining one's dignity. This does not
mean that it cannot be publicized. In some cases, it is even necessary that this act of forgiveness not be
understood as naivety, and that the pardoned person not interpret it as permission to do further evil.
That is why forgiveness — so that it not be naive — should as far as possible be based on the culprit's
repentance, the willingness to repair their relationships with others and to break bonds with other
evildoers [9, p.603-604].

There are situations in which the culprit does not reflect, repent and change their conduct. This
does not mean, however, that the act of forgiveness will be meaningless. Based on the fact that he will
not repair social relationships in the way that he could with the help of a contrite culprit, one should
not give up. As noted above, forgiveness is not only directed towards introducing order into
interpersonal relationships, but also — and perhaps above all, because it is a necessary beginning for all
good relationships — for a change of mind and, consequently, the actions of the person who forgives.

As it was often noticed forgiveness is a difficult undertaking. In some cases it even becomes heroic.
Undoubtedly, such a statement is not an exaggeration. However, from the point of view of theology —
whose theses are an important reference point for our reflection within the human ecology trend, which
in turn is a tool for organizing this study (as discussed above in Methods and assumptions) — we should
not overestimate the heroic dimension of forgiveness. For although it is always an expression of
courage, openness and focusing on the good as well as emphasizing the dignity of another person, even
if he is a villain, it does not mean this is an extraordinary action. After all, is this not the expression of
Jesus' call to love according to his measure [14: Jn 15:12], and also that the righteousness of his disciples
be “greater than that of the scribes and Pharisees” [14: Mt 5:20]? In such a situation, forgiveness appears
to be an act of justice, like naturally striving for natural relationships between people who in a natural
way commit evil, although they inherently strive for good. In this sense, forgiveness becomes natural,
necessary and therefore an ordinary element of human life.

Concluding the analyses and discussions about forgiveness, it is worth recalling the words of a
scholar who, devoting more than a quarter of a century to the study of this issue, remarked: “For
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centuries, forgiveness has primarily absorbed the thoughts of religious people, especially Christians.
However, in the mid-1980s, psychologists began to draw attention to the fact that forgiveness can be
beneficial to the person forgiving” [21]. Among the detailed theses that are formed in the aftermath of
these studies, which are extremely important for this study, we present the following two.

First, people, if they really want to and are properly supported, can forgive the greatest harm done
to them. Second, forgiveness is a great good for the forgiver. It gives him or her not only peace, but also
security and restores balance into the relationship in which they enter. It is not hard to see that this is
nothing other than what is written in the title of this text as “Order in a Peron's Natural Environment”.
The explorations mentioned above, supported by empirical research, became the premises on which the
call to practice forgiveness in the sphere of personal, family, professional, social and state relationships
was based. This is the documented path to social and personal development.

4. CONCLUSIONS

The above reflections (presented in both parts of the study) clearly show that people who really
want what is good (this is their nature and natural aspiration), sometimes (even often) act contrary to
this need: they either choose the lesser good, thus rejecting the greater good, or more or less consciously
sacrifice it, or choose evil that to them appears to be good. A particular type of evil is harming another
human being [20].

After perceiving and accepting these anthropological premises, we can think of forgiveness as a
necessity. From the point of view of human ecology, which was an ordering tool in the reflection
presented above, the foundations of such thinking are two basic premises. The first of these is the belief
in the inevitability of mistakes, therefore potentially blaming other people. These faults and, on the
other hand, harm suffered, disrupt proper interpersonal relationships, and returning to them is possible
only through the act of forgiveness. This is beneficial not only for those who receive forgiveness, but
also for the forgiver. The second premise is the natural need for justice, which is the realization of the
naturally desired good by man. Justice combined with the theological thesis that man continually
experiences forgiveness from God is not only obligatory, but we also feel the need to give others our
forgiveness.

Talking about forgiveness directs our attention to “great injuries” and “big matters”. Of course, the
size is not an objective measure. It is a relative value, individual and different for each victim. One's
distance towards the absolute perception of loss is expressed in the entry here (within quotation
marks). It should be emphasized that the above-mentioned reflections refer to everyone, even to a
“little forgiveness”, which will be the result of a “small harm”. The point is that, regardless of its matter
and size, only true forgiveness is able to normalize the relationship that harmed them; only forgiveness
is a tool for ecological clean-up. This thesis is an expression of a positive verification of the research
hypothesis set forth in the initial part of the study.

It is worth paying attention to the fact that every wound, if not healed by forgiveness, can grow into
a “serious matter” — ultimately into “a big injury”, in other words, a harm perceived to be a great harm
by the aggrieved party. No creation of taboo topics, ending discussions and forgetting (sometimes
forcefully) about injuries or pretending to forget about them (which ultimately amounts to creating
taboo subjects) is an appropriate way to keep good, meaning natural relationships in the human
person's environment. Maintaining an ecological order in the environmental socio-component requires
forgiveness. If this is missing, there is no chance for bringing about order. As we have shown above,
people will always make mistakes, do evil deeds and hurt each other, and they will have to live with
this and chose either one of two ways. The first is to accept evil experiences and even nurture them and
include themselves in a “personal martyrology” as part of their own identity. The second is to cut
themselves off from evil by forgiving. There is no doubt that the second option is appropriate for the
human person. This choice is suitable for human nature: it is ecological.

To end this part of the undertaken study and return to the first part of the study on the research
about the sense of educating mentioned at the beginning, it cannot be doubted that — if an integrally
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implemented human person is to be on the path of integral development, we must take into account the
need for forgiveness. It should be included into everyone’s agenda and be presented as an imperative
whose implementation is a condition of one’s development, and the initial condition for order in a
social environment [19]. Educating to forgive is a necessary tool for introducing and maintaining order
in the natural environment of a human person.

N
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BupocTkesiu Mixeas. BuxosaHHs 34aTHOCTI ITpobavaTy SIK BUpa>keHHs CTypOOBAHOCTI IIOAO YIIOPSIAKYBaHH:
IpUpPOJHOTO cepedoBuinia AoAmHNM. Yactmua 2: llorpeba mpomenHsa Tta I Hacaigkm. 2Kyphaa
Hpuxapnamcokozo ynisepcumemy imei Bacurs Cmedanuxa, 5 (1) (2018), 142-149.

Y crarrti onmcyeTscsa mpobaeMa HMpOIIeHHs Ta Ii 3HaYeHHs y IPpOLleci IiAiCHOrO pPO3BUTKY AI0ACHKOL
ocobucrocti. ITicas monepesHpOro BUBUEHHS Ta CIPUIHATTS IIEBHUX aHTPOIIOAOTIYHUX IIOA0XKEHH aBTOP
BUpa’ka€ IIPUITYIEHHs, IO IIPOIIEHHs — Ile HeoOXiAHICTh. 3'ACOBaHO, IO B OCHOBI TaKoi AYMKM — ABa
BaXAuBi apryMmenTtu. Ilepmmii i3 HMX — Ile Bipa B HEMMHYYICTh MHOMMAOK, TOMY IIOTEHIIIIIHO MW
3BMHYBAaUy€MO IHIIMX AI0Aeil. 3 iHIIoro OOKy, — IIi TTOMMAKM 3aBAAlOTh IIIKOAM, MOPYIIYIOTh HaAeXHi
Mi>KOCOOMCTICHI CTOCYHKY, 1 ITOBEpHEHH: A0 HIX MOXAVBE ANIIE Yepe3 aKT IPOIeHHA. ApyInil apryMeHT —
Ile IpupoAHa norpeda AIOAMHM Y CIPaBeAAUBOCTI, sIKa IIOASATa€ y 3AIMICHEHHI HEIO MPUPOAHO Oa’kaHOTO
Oaara. IlpomenHs Mae OyTM BKAIOYEHE A0 IIOBCAKAEHHOIO SKUTTSI KOXKHOI ocobOucrocti i Oyrm
IIpeACTaBAeHUM SK iMIIepaTB, BUKOHAHH;I SIKOTO € HEOOXiAHUM A5 BAaCHOTO PO3BUTKY Ta IIE€PIIIOYEPrOBOIO
YMOBOIO MOPSIAKY B COLliaAbHOMY cepeAOBUIIi. ABTOPOM HaroAolIleHO Ha Ba>KAMBOCTi BUXOBAaHH:I 34aTHOCTI
npobayaTi OAMH OAHOIO Yy TIPOIleCi HaJlaroA>KEHHS TOJAEPaHTHOI B3a€MOAIl B OCBITHbOMY IIpOCTOpi
HaB4Ya/AbHOTIO 3aKAaay.

KarodoBi caoBa: mKoga, IpOIIEHHS, aHTPOIO/Oris, IHTerpaApHMII PO3BUTOK  AIOACBKOL
0CcOBUICTOCTI, €KOAOTisI AI0AVIHY, BUXOBAHHs, OCBITHIN IIPOCTip.



