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After Harm: The Virtue of Forgiveness in Restorative Justice

Chiara Palazzolo
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Universidad Francisco de Vitoria

Although forgiveness and reconciliation are not explicit goals of restorative justice (Zehr,
2015), the latter nonetheless provides a privileged space for their cultivation (Blad, 2013;
Zehr, 2015). In this article, I argue that forgiveness can be conceived as a moral virtue,
manifested in the suspension of blame, the deliberate choice to overcome the harm
suffered, and the commitment to repair relationships. From this perspective, forgiveness
emerges as both a valuable outcome and a crucial ally of restorative justice, as both are
oriented toward the reconstruction of damaged relationships. The concepts of moral
repair, reconciliation, and, more specifically, forgiveness as a moral virtue are examined
through the lens of virtue ethics and moral psychology, showing how this approach to
forgiveness can be coherently integrated within the restorative paradigm, highlighting its
theoretical and practical benefits. In this framework, forgiveness is presented as a distinct
form of ethical engagement and relational responsibility, whose exercise requires genuine
openness to the other—a condition essential for achieving true justice. In this context,
forgiveness is not only compatible with restorative justice but also finds in it a fertile
ground for cultivating this virtue.

Public Significance Statement
As social beings, we are all exposed to harm and offense, and forgiveness plays a
vital role in restoring human relationships and emotional balance. By concep-
tualizing forgiveness as a moral virtue within the restorative justice framework,
this article offers tools for understanding and practicing forgiveness in ways that
can support psychological healing, reduce interpersonal conflict, and foster
healthier communities.
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Iustitia sine misericordia crudelitas est, misericordia sine
iustitia mater est dissolutionis

—Thomas Aquinas

At some point in life, every individual has
been the victim of a wrong, just as they have, in

turn, caused harm to others. Although most
people possess an intuitive—albeit often vague—
understanding of what forgiveness entails, provid-
ing a precise and analytically rigorous definition
proves to be an exceptionally complex task. It is
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therefore unsurprising that forgiveness has emerged
as the subject of extensive and multifaceted
debate, not only within philosophy but also in
disciplines such as psychology, criminology,
and jurisprudence.
From a philosophical perspective, forgiveness

raises complex questions regarding its nature and
the role it plays in human relationships. Is it an
action, a character disposition, a social practice, or
a combination of these elements? On an ethical
level, forgiveness prompts fundamental inquiries
about how one ought to respond to an injustice
suffered. Is itmorally right to forgive someonewho
has wronged us in a particular way? Or is it
preferable simply to let go and forget? Is for-
giveness a moral choice or a duty, especially when
the wrongdoer expresses remorse? These ques-
tions intersect with themes in normative ethics:
While some reactions, such as anger, may appear
morally necessary under certain circumstances,
others, like resentment, may seem inappropriate.
Feeling anger in response to a wrong—whether

committed by others or oneself—expresses the
value we attribute to the person who has been
harmed. Conversely, the respect we hold for an
individual may, at least in some cases, require us to
maintain such an attitude even after being hurt by
that same person. In this article, I examine recent
philosophical and psychological attempts to con-
ceptualize forgiveness within a moral framework,
as well as its role as a moral virtue in restorative
justice.
The article is structured as follows: The

“Moral Repair” section focuses on moral re-
lationships and the ways in which they can be
repaired when compromised by a transgression
that causes their rupture. In such cases, moral
repair is often exemplified by the act of for-
giveness. The “Conditional Forgiveness,”
“Unconditional Forgiveness,” and “Conditional
or Unconditional Forgiveness?” sections dis-
cuss conditional forgiveness, unconditional
forgiveness, and the choice between them
in light of the restorative justice paradigm.
The “Why Is Forgiveness a Virtue?” section
examines forgiveness as a moral virtue from an
aretaic perspective (Foot, 2002; Pettigrove,
2023), situating it within virtue ethics. The
“What Kind of Virtue Is Forgiveness?” section
analyzes forgiveness from the perspective of
moral psychology, linking it to the philosophical
conception of forgiveness as a moral virtue and
clarifying what forgiveness is not. Additionally,

in light of recent research by Freedman (2025)
and Song et al. (2025), it is shown how for-
giveness can foster empathy even when such
empathy is undeserved. The “Is the Virtue
of Forgiveness Dependent on the Virtue of
Justice?” section reflects on whether the virtue
of forgiveness depends on the virtue of justice.
The “Forgiveness, Reconciliation, andRestorative
Justice” section analyzes the distinction between
reconciliation and forgiveness within restorative
justice. The “Forgiveness at the Roots of
Restorative Justice” section examines the role
of forgiveness in the genesis of restorative
justice, exploring the principles from which it
emerged and the virtues on which it is founded.
The “Forgiveness as a Supererogatory Act?”
section discusses the relationship between
forgiveness as a virtue and forgiveness as a
supererogatory act. The article concludes with
Section “Final Remarks,” emphasizing that
forgiveness constitutes a complex response to
wrongdoing, a moral choice involving intricate
psychological dimensions and, at times, con-
siderations of a legal nature. This underscores
the need for a multidisciplinary approach to
fully understand the nature of forgiveness,
integrating perspectives from multiple fields of
knowledge.

Moral Repair

What should we do when we suffer a serious
wrong? Should we forget and move on, severing
all ties with those who have harmed us, or should
we seek to rebuild the relationship? The issue
of moral repair, in the context of damaged re-
lationships, concerns thewaywe live in theworld
and care for the moral fabric of our connections
with others. More precisely, moral repair is a
process aimed at restoring balance in relation-
ships that have been disrupted by injustice. If
virtue ethics prompts us to ask, “What is a good
life?” and Kantian ethics urges us to ask, “What
ought we to do?,” then reflection on moral repair
introduces an additional, equally fundamental
question: “What oughtwe to do once the harmhas
been done?” (Walker, 2006). This question shifts
the focus to our responses to harmand injustice. A
wrong always occurs within social and moral
relationships. As Walker (2006) noted in Moral
Repair, morality is not an abstract system of
principles but rather a concrete dimension of
human experience, grounded in trust and mutual,
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responsible expectations. Being morally respon-
sible entails recognizing the consequences of one’s
actions and taking responsibility for them, while
expecting others to do the same toward us.
Trust, therefore, underpins relationships—notonly
among acquaintances but also among strangers.
Boarding a train, ordering ameal at a restaurant, or
undergoing surgery all presuppose a basic trust in
others.
Wegenerallydonot consider that the traindriver

might deliberately cause an accident, the chef
might poison a dish, or the surgeon might inten-
tionally compromise an operation. Without this
foundational trust, social life would be impossible,
for trust is intrinsic to human relationships. But
what happens when this trust is betrayed by a
wrong, whether between acquaintances or stran-
gers? The bond is compromised, if not outright
broken. “Evils transform the moral relationships
among thosewhobecomeperpetrators, bystanders,
beneficiaries, or victims” (Card, 2002, pp. 167–
168). According to Card, evils generate moral
powers in survivors; obligations in perpetrators,
beneficiaries, and bystanders; and newpossibilities
for many. An injustice implies the existence of an
identifiable victim, and such an injustice alters
moral relationships, that is, it modifies the moral
bond between the parties or what they owe to one
another (Card, 2002).
According to Card, a wrong is in a sense

analogous to incurring a debt, as it creates ob-
ligations that the wrongdoer has toward the
victim. Unlike a financial or material debt,
however, what the wrongdoer owes is not money
or goods, but rather apology and reparation. Just
as a creditor has the right or power to demand
repayment or to release the debtor from the
obligation, a wrong similarly confers upon the
victim the normativemoral power to forgive.1 It is
predictable that, among those who choose to
forgive, the negative impact of the wrong will
vary depending on the severity of the offense. In
some cases, one might simply conclude, “No
serious harm was done. I misplaced my trust in
this person, and I will try not to repeat the mis-
take.” In other cases, however, the experience
may lead to deeper consequences: a total loss of
trust in others. Such a loss can have significant
effects, prompting not only a reassessment of
the relationship with the wrongdoer but also a
reconsideration of the expectations underlying
our interactions with others and our own con-
ception of justice. To forgive, the forgiver must

believe at least to some degree that thewrongdoer
will not repeat the same mistake in the future
because they are also capable of doing good,
regardless of whether the relationship will be
restored. In this sense, Pettigrove has argued that
the belief in the wrongdoer’s goodness is nec-
essary for forgiveness, but this belief need only
amount to Kantian respect for persons as persons
(Pettigrove, 2012). However, for reconciliation,
trust is essential; it is a conditio sine qua non.
Trust is also relevant in the forgiveness process,
but it is not a necessary condition.

Conditional Forgiveness

In the forgiveness literature, two main ac-
counts are generally distinguished: conditional
forgiveness and unconditional forgiveness, the
latter presented in the following paragraph.
The key distinction between them concerns
whether the victim should expect the offender to
meet certain conditions (such as apology or
repentance) before they forgive. Proponents of
the conditional account answer affirmatively,
whereas advocates of the unconditional account
deny that such conditions are necessary. Two
main versions of conditionalismcanbe identified:
one centered on the agent’s actions and another
focused on their moral status (Cowley, 2023).
Among the most influential proponents of the
action-based view are Jeffrie Murphy (in J. G.
Murphy&Hampton, 1988) andGriswold (2007).
According to more refined formulations of this
position, the idea of deserving forgiveness
should not be confusedwith possessing a right to
be forgiven. The satisfaction of certain moral
conditions is said to generate a kind of normative
expectation, rather than a strict obligation, on the
part of the wronged person. Consequently, even
when such conditions are fulfilled, forgiveness
would still retain an element of freedom. This
limited discretion preserves the possibility of
viewing forgiveness as a supererogatory act,
though its moral worth might appear somewhat
diminished insofar as it arises as a fitting response
to normative pressure.
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1 A similar conception is found in Thomas Aquinas, for
whom evil, or wrongdoing, is a privatio boni debiti—that
is, the absence of a due good: a privation, therefore, that is
not a substance. See Thomas Aquinas, De malo, q. 1, a. 1,
Res. (D’Aquino, 2012); Summa Theologiae, I, q. 48, a. 3
(Aquinas, 2017).
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However, as we will see in the “Forgiveness as
a Supererogatory Act?” section, understanding
forgiveness as a supererogatory act proves to be
problematic (Cowley, 2023), and even more so
when it is conceived in terms of a virtue (Heyd,
2015). For the purposes of the present discussion,
however, we shall set this issue aside. As for what
those conditions might be, apology is usually
mentioned first, but philosophers have proposed
various alternatives and have debated which of
them should be regarded as fundamental. Some
emphasize repentance, others apology, repara-
tion, the explicit renunciation of the wrongdoing,
a demonstrable willingness to reconcile, or
a commitment to avoid repeating the offense.
Repentance, understood as an inner transforma-
tion, is generally assumed tomanifest itself in one
or more of these outward expressions (Cowley,
2023, pp. 209–210).
However, I will not discuss this matter in detail

here. The conditionalist view of forgiveness
raises an important concern: If forgiveness
merely responds to repentance, it seems to lose
much of its moral significance. A truly repentant
wrongdoer may no longer need forgiveness,
having already grasped the moral meaning of
their actions. Still, forgiveness retains some
value, as it acknowledges the transgressor’s
repentance and expresses hope for their moral
growth. Another key intuition of the con-
ditionalist account considers cases where the
transgressor refuses to repent and has therefore
not earned forgiveness. If the victim forgives
under such circumstances—perhaps due to mis-
understanding, low self-esteem, fear, or a desire
to please—we would see this forgiveness as
morally problematic. Unearned forgiveness can
send the wrong messages to the transgressor,
suggesting condonation or that the victimdeserves
no better. This concern becomes even stronger in
cases of repeated transgressions, where continual
forgiveness can perpetuate harm and undermine
prior repentance, as in situations of chronic abuse.
In such cases, forgiveness may be blameworthy
rather than virtuous.
So far, we have considered the action-focused

conditionalist view, which addresses what the
transgressor must do in order to earn forgiveness.
In contrast, a status-based perspective empha-
sizes who the transgressor is—for example,
whether they have suffered sufficiently or what
their prior relationshipwith the victimwas. In this
context, forgiveness might occur “because they

are family”or“for old times’ sake” (J.G.Murphy&
Hampton, 1988). The victim’s motivation is cru-
cial: If forgiveness is self-interested, aimed merely
at avoiding embarrassment or preserving utility, it
does not constitute genuine forgiveness. However,
if it is motivated by the value placed on the
meaningful relationship and, at least in part, for the
sake of the other, then it counts as forgiveness and
can be admired.

Unconditional Forgiveness

The unconditionalist account offers an alter-
native to conditionalism, drawing in part onwidely
shared interpretations of Christian teachings.
Prominent proponents of unconditional forgive-
ness include Holmgren (1993) and Garrard and
McNaughton (2003), while Derrida (2001) pre-
sented a markedly different perspective. Gamlund
(2010) further suggested that unconditional for-
giveness is typically supererogatory. As Calhoun
(1992, p. 81) observed, forgiveness is inherently
connected to supererogatory acts of generosity and
charity: It is an elective response to culpable
wrongdoing, something granted rather than owed,
hoped for rather than demanded. Derrida similarly
argued that conditional forgiveness is merely
transactional, shaped by social norms.
An example of unconditional forgiveness is

Mandela’s stance, which significantly contributed
to South Africa’s peaceful transition from apart-
heid and the emergence of the “rainbow nation,”
fostering cooperation between Black and White
citizens (Bash, 2007). As Govier (2002, p. 71)
observed, the effectsof hisunilateral forgiveness—
peace, reconciliation, and a nonviolent transition
of power—highlight its extraordinary moral and
practical significance. Nevertheless, many former
oppressors did not repent. While Mandela’s
example encouraged some degree of national
reconciliation, repentance among key individuals
was limited or selective. For instance, former
President P. W. Botha refused to appear before the
Truth and Reconciliation Commission, and former
Law andOrderMinisterAdriaanVlok contradicted
evidence given by F. W. de Klerk, who had for-
mally sought forgiveness for apartheid-era actions.
Vlok’s testimony revealed that de Klerk had been
awareof illegal operations againstBlackopposition
groups while in office, despite previous denials.
This case underscores that unconditional for-

giveness can achieve significant societal and
moral outcomes even when the wrongdoers
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themselves do not demonstrate genuine repen-
tance, illustrating both the ethical strength and the
practical limits of such forgiveness. From this
perspective, some authors argue that there are
strong moral reasons in favor of unconditional
forgiveness.Holmgren (1993, p. 341), for instance,
considered refusing to forgive to be morally
problematic. According to her view, “the appro-
priate attitude to adopt toward every human
being—wrongdoers included—is one of gen-
uine goodwill” (Holmgren, 1993, p. 349).
To withhold forgiveness is to assume that the

wrongdoer cannot, will not, or is unable to
change, which constitutes a failure to respect
their moral integrity and personhood. Holmgren
(1993, p. 341) therefore maintained that “for-
giveness is always morally appropriate and
desirable, regardless of whether the wrongdoer
repents and irrespective ofwhat they have done or
suffered.” In this framework, forgiveness also
represents an act of self-respect: Victims must
first work to restore their own sense of self-worth,
but once this process is complete, forgiveness
remains appropriate regardless of the wrong-
doer’s behavior. Other scholars, however, argue
that unconditional forgiveness may indicate a
lack of self-respect, as it seems to place perceived
moral obligations toward the wrongdoer above
one’s own needs and expectations.
In some cases, low self-esteem may lead vic-

tims to forgive (Swinburne, 1989, pp. 85–87;
Haber, 1991, p. 88; Murphy in J. G. Murphy &
Hampton, 1988, pp. 24–29). Furthermore, in
personal relationships, people sometimes “for-
give” simply to avoid confronting painful issues.
Such behavior, far from being loving or restor-
ative, is in fact deeply harmful, even if it may not
appear so atfirst. In this context, Bash and Percy’s
(2025) observations prove particularly compel-
ling and useful for critically reflecting on the
concept of forgiveness. Bash emphasizes that
unconditional forgiveness can, in certain con-
texts, represent the only viable means of over-
coming resentment and moving toward an inner
reconstruction of the self.
However, he cautions against the risks asso-

ciated with a conception of forgiveness that
overlooks power dynamics and systemic struc-
tures of injustice. When forgiveness is treated as
a moral or social duty, it risks becoming an
instrument of control, compelling harmed in-
dividuals to forgive rather than challenge oppres-
sive behaviors or repeated abuses. Bash therefore

urges careful consideration of the context in
which forgiveness is exercised, while also
acknowledging the legitimacy of resentment as
an ethically significant response to violations
suffered. In this way, his approach allows us to
balance the idea of forgiveness as a virtuous act
with an awareness of its limits and the potential
negative consequences that unconditional impo-
sition or celebration of forgiveness might entail,
especially for vulnerable individuals or those
subjected to systemic injustices.

Conditional or Unconditional Forgiveness?

As we have seen forgiveness can take either
conditional or unconditional forms, depending on
the context. However, what appears to resonate
most closely with the principles of restorative
justice is conditional forgiveness, conceived as an
awareness of accountability. According to Zehr
(1985), accountability refers to the capacity to
answer for one’s actions. It differs both from a full
understanding and assumption of responsibility
(“to take responsibility”) for the committed
wrongdoing and from legal responsibility. The
notion of accountability plays a central role in
both the traditional model of justice and in
restorative justice, though the two perspectives
diverge significantly (Meattini, 2025). In the
penal system, accountability is achievedwhen the
offender is punished. In restorative justice,
by contrast, it is realized when the offender ac-
knowledges their responsibility and takes action
to repair the harm caused. Responsibility for
wrongdoing is both individual and social:
Victims are placed at the center of the resolution
process, offenders are called upon to make
amends, and particular emphasis is given to
fostering and sustaining dialogue among the
victim, the offender, and the wider community.
Within this framework, a person remains free to
forgive or not to forgive, whether conditionally
upon the offender’s repentance or uncondition-
ally. For the purposes of restorative justice,
however, conditional forgiveness seems gen-
erally more desirable, since the approach is
grounded in offender accountability; condi-
tional forgiveness therefore aligns more closely
with its principles. In this regard,Bash and Percy
(2025, p. 156) stated, “Unconditional forgive-
ness has the feel of injustice to many people
because they think that wrongdoers ‘get away
with it’ without accountability.” Accountability
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in restorative justice enables a genuine encounter
between victim and offender—as will be further
discussed in the “Forgiveness, Reconciliation, and
Restorative Justice” section. In this encounter,
each party fulfills their own part: The offender
expresses remorse and offers an apology, thereby
initiating a process of healing and accountability,
while the victim, in turn,may offer forgiveness or a
commitment to transcend the harm suffered.
Through this mutual exchange, they truly meet

one another, and the encounter can become
transformative for both (Pelsinger, 2025). By
contrast, in the case of unconditional forgiveness,
the process tends to be more one-sided, resting
almost entirely on the victim.2

That said, even if the offender demonstrates
genuine repentance, the victimmay still choosenot
to forgive. Conversely, a victim may feel able to
forgive without any expression of remorse, and in
such cases, they are entirely free to do so. On
this specific point, the observations of Robert
Enright havebeenparticularly illuminating, as they
guided me toward a more nuanced position
mediating between conditional and unconditional
forgiveness (Kim&Enright, in press).3Nonetheless,
choosing not to forgive does not imply unethical
behavior, as the individual is not motivated by
revenge but is simply refraining from extending
forgiveness. This distinction underscores the moral
autonomy of the victim and highlights the ethical
subtleties involved in acts of forgiveness.
However, to act within the restorative justice

framework is to operate within the horizon of
accountability, responsibility and self-responsi-
bility (Wood & Suzuki, 2024)—two conditions
essential to this approach, whose significance lies
not in material compensation but in the symbolic
and relational value of reparation.4 While there
is no single, universally accepted definition of
forgiveness, the conception that appears most
suitable froma restorative justice perspective is the
following: Forgiveness is the deliberate choice by
the victim to transcend the harm suffered, opening
themselveswith trust to thewrongdoerwhile being
accompanied by a commitment to move beyond
the injury endured.
This involves the victim’s abstention from

revenge through the overcoming of negative
feelings toward the offender (Claessen, 2017,
p. 27). In this context requires the active partic-
ipation of all parties involved and the genuine
desire for forgiveness on the part of the wrong-
doer, following remorse. From this perspective,

the harmed victim justifiably remains in a state of
waiting, evaluating whether or not to forgive.
This constitutively distinguishes the act of for-
giving from other moral acts, such as acts of
generosity, as we will discuss later. Naturally, in
the process of forgiveness, the primary stake-
holdersare the forgiver and thepotentially forgiven
or offender, whose perspectives—if analyzed in
detail—open up two distinct avenues of inquiry.
For the purposes of this discussion, we focus
primarily on the perspective of the forgiver, while
never losing sight of the fact that it is always a
perspective in relation to the potential forgiven.
Reflection on forgiveness, however, cannot
be separated from the broader context of moral
relationships, within which it takes shape and
meaning. Understanding forgiveness thus requires
examining the emotional and relational dynamics
that emerge when a wrong disrupts the trust-based
bond between individuals.
Moral relationships, however, rest not only on

trust but also on our emotional responsiveness to
its violation.Whenwe suffer awrong, it is natural
for emotions such as resentment or indignation
to arise; these signal the breach of a tacit moral
agreement and call for an appropriate response.
Strawson (1962) described such emotions as
“reactive attitudes”: spontaneous affective re-
sponses that nevertheless express our moral sen-
sitivity and our expectations that otherswill adhere
to shared normative standards. Resentment and
indignation, therefore, arise not merely from the
harm suffered but from the perceived injustice of
that harm (Walker, 2006).When someone violates
a moral norm, our response is not purely personal;
it often seeks public acknowledgment. We desire
that others also condemn the act and reaffirm the
validity of the violated norm. This mechanism lies
at the heart of themoral cohesion of a society, since
resentment is not only an individual reaction but
also an implicit demand for collective recognition
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2 I am especially thankful to Anthony Bash for his insights
on this point.

3 I only learned after the article was accepted that the
anonymous Reviewer 1—whose comments were immensely
helpful in improving this article and who devoted consid-
erable effort to it—was in fact Robert Enright to whom I am
deeply grateful. Together with Kim, Robert Enright has
written a commentary on this article, and I invite the reader
to consult it (Kim & Enright, in press), which provides a
thoughtful and insightful discussion of the topic.

4 For a more detailed discussion of this point, see European
Forum for Restorative Justice (EU Forum for Restorative
Justice, n.d.; https://www.euforumrj.org/).
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and repair. In some cases, such public acknowl-
edgment becomes inevitable, for example, when
legal proceedings are necessary. At the same time,
our moral responsiveness is not limited to anger or
indignation. We may also experience gratitude
when someone exceeds our expectations by acting
with particular kindness or altruism. In such cases,
our emotional reactions reveal how we experience
moral relationships—not as abstract systems of
rules, but as networks ofmutual expectations, trust,
and responsibility. When we suffer a wrong,
we can respond in various ways: severing the
relationshipwith thewrongdoer, forgivingwithout
restoring the relationship, or seeking to repair it.
Moral repair is not confined to interpersonal

relationships but extends to social and political
structures. In many contexts, moral norms reflect
power dynamics that advantage some at the
expense of others. In such cases, repair not only
involves addressing individual injustices but may
also require a deeper transformation of the social
order itself. When a violation undermines trust in
the fairness of the system, resentment can become
a tool of protest. In the face of systemic injustices,
existing normsmay be perceived not as protective
mechanisms but as instruments of domination.
Moral repair, therefore, cannot be limited to
restoring the status quo; it must recognize the
dignity of those who have been wronged and
promote more just forms of relational engage-
ment (Walker, 2006). Within this framework,
forgiveness emerges as apossible virtuous response
to moral harm, capable not only of interrupting the
cycle ofblameand resentment but alsoof reopening
the possibility for ethically regenerated relation-
ships. Understanding why forgiveness can be
considered a virtue requires an inquiry into its very
nature.

Why Is Forgiveness a Virtue?

Forgiveness has long been a subject of reflection
inWestern philosophy, particularly within the field
of ethics. In ancientGreek thought, it was primarily
examined in relation to anger. In the Nicomachean
Ethics, Aristotle mentions several virtues—such as
courage and temperance—but in one instance, he
refers to a “nameless virtue” associated with the
regulation of anger in response to offenses and
insults (Norlock, 2025). Aristotle describes this
unnamed virtue by employing a term closely
linked to the concept of praotēs, which has
been translated variously as “calmness” (Irwin,

340BCE/2019), “mildness” (Gottlieb, 1994),
“moderation” (Phillips-Garrett, 2022), or “gen-
tleness” (McKeon, 1941; Ross, 340 BCE/2009).5

Enright (2014) argued that this nameless virtue
may be implicitly encompassed within the virtue
of magnanimity, characteristic of the good person.
Virtues are excellent character traits cultivated

over time (Annas, 2011) and are not merely
emotional states; therefore, feeling calm or mild
should not be confused with the virtue itself
(Norlock, 2025). The terms “mildness” or “gen-
tleness,” accordingly, do not seem to fully capture
the virtue Aristotle intends to describe in this
context. According to Gottlieb (1994), the term
originates fromclassicalGreek textswritten before
the Common Era and was used to designate the
virtue in question, which may shed light on
Aristotle’s innovative attempt to conceptualize it.
Furthermore, Gottlieb notes that the virtue related
to themoderation of anger in the face of injustice is
the only nameless virtue appearing both in the
Eudemian Ethics and the Nicomachean Ethics, a
fact that underscores its particular significance.
According to Aristotle, this virtue is mani-

fested in the excellence of the mild person, who
responds to injustice with measured anger—only
when it is justified and to the right degree. The
virtuous person is not overwhelmed by emotion
but acts according to reason, and it is precisely
here, according to Norlock (2025), that forgive-
ness comes into play. One who possesses this
virtue is characterizedbymildness, emotional self-
control, and a disposition toward clemency—thus
being more inclined to forgive than to punish
(Aristotle, 340 BCE/2019, Nicomachean Ethics,
IV.5, p. 72; Norlock, 2025).
Song et al. (2025) also argued—as will be

examined more closely in Section “Conditional
or Unconditional Forgiveness?”—that forgive-
ness fits within the framework of Aristotelian
ethics precisely through the unnamed virtue
described above. According to these authors,
forgiveness is a response to those who “have
acted unjustly” (Song et al., 2025, p. 6), and for
this reason, it connects to Aristotle’s conception
of justified anger: That is, anger directed toward
“offenses against oneself, one’s family, or one’s
friends,” and not toward excusable incidents
(Nicomachean Ethics, IV.5, p. 72). Moreover,
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5 For a deeper exploration of the theme of forgiveness in
Aristotle, see in particular Phillips-Garrett (2022), Phillips-
Garrett (2017), Carter (2018), and Curzer (2012).
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the authors maintain that adopting “some form of
benevolent behavior toward the offender” (Song
et al., 2025, p. 6) is consistent with Aristotle’s
claim that the virtuous person is inclined to grant
sungnōmē, a term some philosophers translate as
“forgiveness” (Sadler, 2008).
To test the idea that forgiveness is an expres-

sion of a virtuous character, Pettigrove (2023,
p. 364) referred to the distinctive criteria that,
according to Foot (2002), define a character
disposition as a virtue: namely, that it is beneficial
and corrective and represents an excellence of
will. According to Foot, some virtues are notable
because they benefit the possessor, others because
they advantage others, and still others because they
benefit both the individual and those with whom
they interact. The dispositions expressed in
admirable acts of forgiveness belong to this
latter category. The emotions aroused by having
been wronged—particularly anger, resentment,
and hatred—have both psychological and physi-
ological effects on the individual who suffered the
injustice (Pettigrove, 2023; Witvliet et al., 2023,
p. 364). Insofar as forgiveness mitigates these
emotions, it is beneficial for the forgiver.
According to Pettigrove (2023, p. 365), our

interpersonal relationships can be seriously
impaired by unresolved resentments and persis-
tent grudges. Given that (a) maintaining har-
monious tieswith at least somepeople contributes
to our well-being and (b) forgiveness can facil-
itate conflict resolution and the restoration of
harmony, it is clear that forgiveness can be
advantageous both for the forgiver and the for-
given. Those who have committed a wrong may
also be burdened by guilt, suffering emotionally
and living in social isolation. Forgiveness can
help such individuals overcome guilt and reestab-
lish a connection with the community. Moreover,
unresolved conflicts and prolonged hostilities
between victim and offender can have negative
effects on those around them, extending the impact
of forgiveness beyond the directly involved parties
and influencing the well-being of the entire
community—as is evident, for example, in the
destructive dynamics of blood feuds.
According to Foot (2002, p. 8), beyond its

relational benefits, forgiveness—like other
virtues—serves a corrective function in response
to common but potentially harmful human ten-
dencies. We are often inclined to present our-
selves in a favorable light, exaggerating our
virtues or minimizing our faults to gain social

approval; the virtue of honesty helps counteract
this tendency by promoting authenticity and
mutual respect. Similarly, a disposition toward
forgiveness can temper our tendency to experi-
ence excessive anger or to harbor resentment
longer than is beneficial or healthy. When
wronged, we tend to remain fixated on the past,
repeatedly reliving the harm suffered, even
when letting go would be more advantageous.
Furthermore, we are often prone to judging
others solely based on their moral failings,
overlooking their other qualities and positive
actions (Pettigrove, 2023). Forgiveness thus
helps mitigate this rigidity, offering a more
balanced perspective on others and the re-
lationships we maintain with them.
In general, virtues are excellences of the will

(Foot, 2002, p. 4) and concern the desire for and
pursuit of what is good and meaningful, rather
than what is trivial, irrelevant, or harmful. They
lead to the formation of admirable intentions and
their wise enactment (Pettigrove, 2023). From
this perspective, forgiveness involves what we
value, what we consider important, the intentions
we form, and the manner in which we carry them
out. Forgiveness, therefore, appears to be amatter
of the will. Sometimes, letting go of the past is
more advantageous than remaining trapped in it.
A person who maintains a benevolent attitude
even toward those who have wronged them
manifests a quality of will that is generally
admirable. The disposition to forgive thus seems
to embody the distinctive features of virtue
identified by Foot.
Another argument advanced by Pettigrove in

support of an aretaic analysis of forgiveness is
the possibility that it develops over time.
Philosophers such as Plato, Aristotle, and the
Stoics maintained that virtues are not innate but
are acquired through practice and experience
(Annas, 1995, 2011, 2012; Palazzolo, 2024,
2025; Pettigrove, 2023, p. 365; Russell, 2015).
Their acquisition can be complex and require a
prolonged process of formation, ideally beginning
in early childhood (Kamtekar, 2004; Palazzolo,
2024, 2025; Pettigrove, 2023). In addition to
individual commitment, the social and cultural
environment also plays a crucial role in fostering
or hindering the development of virtue (Herdt,
2015), and even a well-established disposition
can weaken in the absence of support and regular
practice (Pettigrove, 2015). Just as physical
and intellectual skills require consistent—but not
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excessive—training to be maintained over time,
virtues too require ongoing cultivation (Muraven
&Baumeister, 2000).Although the cultivationof a
virtue is a continuous and never fully completed
process, the tradition of virtue ethics has consis-
tently maintained that through proper education,
practice, and adequate support, it is possible to
improve in temperance, courage, justice, benevo-
lence, patience, and other moral qualities. It is
therefore reasonable to assume that the sameapplies
to forgiveness, especially in light of research in
moral psychology and pedagogy, which confirms
what everyday experience seems to suggest:
Forgiveness is a capacity that can be nurtured
and refined over time (Enright & Song, 2017).
It is important to emphasize that, according to

Worthington et al. (2007) and Freedman (2025),
forgiveness is best understood as a process rather
than a single event. This perspective implies a
sequential relationship between intrapersonal
forgiveness—understood as letting go of nega-
tive emotions regardless of the offender’s actions
(Discola, 2021)—and interpersonal forgiveness,
which concerns the relationship with the person
who caused the harm. In summary, there are
compelling reasons to consider forgiveness a
virtue.
The question that arises, then, concerns the role

this virtue plays in our moral practices and how it
can be recognized. In this regard, two methods
have been proposed (Pettigrove, 2023). The first
involves appealing to exemplary figures such as
Martin Luther King Jr., Nelson Mandela, or
Malala Yousafzai—the young woman disfigured
by the Taliban for defending the right of Afghan
girls to education—illustrating how their behavior
embodies the ideal of forgiveness.
Linda Zagzebski proposes identifying virtues

by examining the traits we admire in moral ex-
emplars: “A virtue is a deep and enduring
acquired trait that we admire upon reflection.”
Analyzing such traits reveals that they “consist in
a disposition to experience a certain emotion that
initiates and directs action toward an end, and
in the reliable capacity to achieve that end”
(Zagzebski, 2017, p. 113). The second method is
based on the analysis of fundamental dimensions
of human experience, such as conflict and repair,
showing how forgiveness enables virtuous
engagement within these dynamics (Pettigrove,
2023). In this regard, Nussbaum (1988) suggested
identifying areas of human experience that are
universal and in which every individual is

inevitably called to make choices, thus orienting
their actions in one direction rather than another.
From this perspective, a virtue is understood
as a disposition that guides appropriate re-
sponses in such contexts (Nussbaum, 1988,
p. 36; cf. also Roberts, 1995, p. 289). In both
approaches, it becomes evident that those who
are capable of forgiving with discernment and
integrity exhibit traits that fall within the
domain of virtue. These interpretations clarify
how forgiveness can be understood as a virtue
rooted in human experience and ethical dis-
cernment. It remains to be clarified what kind of
virtue this is.

What Kind of Virtue Is Forgiveness?

Before addressing what kind of virtue for-
giveness might be, it is useful to consider how
forgiveness occurs psychologically—that is, how
individuals experience, process, and enact it. In
an article on the effects of forgiveness, Freedman
(2025) highlighted how recent psychological
research on forgiveness has revealed its numer-
ous benefits, particularly for individuals who
suffer from the negative consequences of anger
and resentment toward those who have deeply
hurt or unjustly wronged them. These benefits
extend to physical health—such as reduced
blood pressure and a lower risk of heart disease
(C. Witvliet & Luna, 2023)—as well as psy-
chological well-being, including decreases in
depression, anxiety, and anger, alongside in-
creases in self-esteem and hope (Enright &
Fitzgibbons, 2015). But how is the process of
forgiveness structured?
Forgiveness can bedescribed as a sophisticated

psychological process involving at least three
fundamental components: cognitive control, per-
spective taking, and social valuation. First, cog-
nitive control is crucial because forgiveness is not
an instantaneous decision but a process that un-
folds over time (McCullough et al., 2003),
involving an internal transformation: It entails
relinquishing the impulse for revenge or retaliation
and offering an altruistic gift despite having been
wronged (Worthington et al., 2000). This involves
the voluntary regulation of emotions (Ochsner &
Gross, 2005), the suppression of obsessive and
aggressive thoughts, and a shift toward more
positive and prosocial emotional states (Beyens
et al., 2015; McCullough et al., 1997). Research
shows that individuals with greater cognitive
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control tend to respond less aggressively (Denson
et al., 2012), forgive more frequently (Pronk et al.,
2010), and reduce rumination related to the offense
(Noreenet al., 2014). Second, perspective taking is
a fundamental skill for forgiveness: It consists in
the ability to consider the situation from the other
person’s point of view without conflating their
emotions with one’s own (Ruby &Decety, 2004).
This cognitive component of empathy helps to

contextualize the harmful action (North, 1998), to
reflect on the intentionality of the act (Cushman,
2008), to recognize the circumstances that may
have influenced the other’s behavior, and to
identify similarities between oneself and the
offender. Moreover, recalling one’s own trans-
gressions can facilitate a more forgiving attitude
toward others (Exline et al., 2008). Finally, social
valuation is the process through which motiva-
tional value is attributed to the social and rela-
tional information that follows the offense.
For example, apologies perceived as sincere or
difficult tend to increase the propensity to forgive
(Ohtsubo & Watanabe, 2009). This phase in-
volves complex considerations related to the
severity of the offense, the value of the rela-
tionship, the perception of risk, and the presence
or absence of remorse. Worthington et al. (2007)
distinguished between decisional forgiveness—
which involves the cessation of hostile behaviors
without a genuine emotional change—and emo-
tional forgiveness, which entails overcoming
negative emotions and developing positive feel-
ings toward the offender. While the former pri-
marily depends on social valuation, the latter
requires the integration of the three components
described. Forgiveness is not a mere rational
choice but a complex motivational and relational
transformation in which regulating emotions
(cognitive control), deeplyunderstanding the other
(perspective taking), and evaluating the social and
relational context (social valuation) are interde-
pendent elements. Furthermore, it is important to
emphasize that moral judgment and judgment of
forgivability do not coincide: One can forgive
what is still considered morally wrong, especially
when the emotional bond with the other and the
relational context carry significant weight (Fourie
et al., 2020). To better understand the tension
between the cognitive-decisional and emotional
dimensions of forgiveness, it is useful to refer to
dual-process theories.
These theories distinguish between twomodes

of moral reasoning: an automatic, intuitive mode

guided by emotion and a controlled, reflective
mode requiring rational effort. Both processes
contribute to moral judgment but can come into
conflict—particularly in the context of forgive-
ness. In many situations, moral evaluations pri-
marily arise from the affective-intuitive process
(Haidt, 2001), which explains why motivations
such as the desire for inner peace or the wish to
maintain a relationship should not be regarded as
morally irrelevant. On the contrary, such rela-
tional reasons can constitute authentic moral
responses, even in the absence of thorough
rational deliberation. For example, forgiving
to overcome resentment or to preserve family
cohesion can be a morally significant response,
albeit sometimes perceived as less authentic
(Hampton, 1998). Dual-process theories reveal
how forgiveness can become problematic: On
one hand, the automatic emotional response may
generate justified anger toward the offender; on
the other hand, moral reasoning may motivate
forgiveness (Norlock, 2022). These two forces do
not always align, and the conflict between them
may persist over time.
According to Tessman (2015), forgiveness

often involves an internal fracture between what
one feels and what one believes to be the morally
right course of action. However, this fracture is
not amistake to be corrected; rather, it reflects two
distinct moral systems expressing qualitatively
different values and engaging different areas of
the brain. For this reason, the tension cannot
be resolved simply by privileging one system
over the other. To address this complexity, some
scholars have proposed structured models of
forgiveness. Among these, one of the most
influential is the four-stage model put forward
by Enright and Kittle (2000): (a) uncovering, in
which the victim becomes aware of the offense
and its impact; (b) decision, involving the con-
scious choice to forgive; (c) working through, the
phase during which the victim attempts to view
the offender in a new light; and (d) outcome, the
moment when emotional benefits emerge and the
negative burden begins to lessen.
Finally, regarding the very nature of forgive-

ness, Freedman has noted that there is often an
inadequate theoretical understanding that may
hinder its practice. The spread of inaccurate or
distorted beliefs about forgiveness can indeed
generate reluctance, uncertainty, or even outright
refusal to consider it. In this regard, it has been
noted that the meaning and application of
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forgiveness can be distorted in two main ways
(Song et al., 2025). The first distortion concerns
the confusion of forgiveness with other practices,
such as absolution or justification of the offense.
If one mistakenly believes that forgiving means
excusing or legitimizing an injustice, one may
refuse to forgive out of fear that doing so implies
acceptance or normalization of the harm suffered.
Similarly, if forgiveness is confused with for-
getting the offense, victims may consider them-
selves incapable of forgiving, since the memory
of abuse or betrayal might be indelible. However,
forgiveness itself does not entail erasing the
memory or denying the suffering; on the contrary,
it can coexist with the awareness of the injustice
endured and the recognition of the pain it caused
(Smedes, 1996). The second distortion is reduc-
tionism (Song et al., 2025)—the tendency to
oversimplify forgivenessby reducing it toonlyone
of its aspects, such as the mere release of negative
emotions, thereby neglecting its broader moral
and interpersonal complexity. Freedman and
Chang (2010, p. 26) have also noted that the
most common definitions of forgiveness include
“letting go,” “moving on,” and “not holding a
grudge.” While all these attitudes may be part of
the forgiveness process, they overlook an essential
element: its relational dimension. Forgiveness is
not merely an internal act but a moral practice that
typically involves the acknowledgment of the
offender and, at least potentially, openness to a
transformation of the relationship. Without this
broader perspective, forgiveness risks being
reduced to a mere exercise in emotional self-
regulation, thereby losing its deeper significance
as a moral response to injustice. An adequate
understanding of forgiveness must therefore arise
from a consideration of its intrinsic nature, rather
than from amere aggregation of its manifestations
and effects. In this regard, Song et al. (2025)
argued that although empirical data gathered in
specific contexts can offer valuable insights into
this phenomenon, its nature cannot be fully
grasped without a philosophical perspective—
particularly the conceptual frameworkprovidedby
Aristotelian ethics.
According to these scholars, forgiveness

constitutes an objective and enduring reality
whose concrete expression—what Aristotle
terms its “actualization”—may vary depending
on cultural contexts, personal situations, and
individuals’ interpretive frameworks. From
this standpoint, Song et al. (2025) proposed

conceiving forgiveness as an Aristotelian moral
virtue; thus, the essenceor nature of forgiveness is
regarded as universal and accessible through
rational and philosophically rigorous analysis.
Viewed as a moral virtue, forgiveness is situated
within a broader conceptual horizon that includes
the cultivation of the human soul and the moral
character formation of the practitioner. In the
broader Aristotelian tradition, moral virtues are
closely connected to personal well-being and
moral development and should be primarily
understood in light of the transformative process
experienced by those who cultivate them (Song et
al., 2025). Among themain characteristics ofmoral
virtues, as identified by Enright and Fitzgibbons
(2015), Kim and Enright (in press), Simon (1986),
and Song et al. (p. 6), are (a) a reference to what
is genuinely good—that is, human flourishing;
(b) the free choice to act virtuously,motivated by an
affective inclination toward thegood; (c) the agent’s
awareness of performing a morally good action
(a cognitive quality); (d) the development of moral
maturity through virtuous practice (a behavioral
quality); (e) the understanding that virtue is
developed over time and does not require
immediate perfection; (f) the recognition that
virtues may manifest in different forms and de-
grees depending on individuals and circum-
stances; (g) the tendency to avoid excesses, in
accordance with Aristotle’s notion of the “golden
mean”; and (h) the commitment to moral con-
sistency over time and across various life situa-
tions. From this perspective, virtue is a stable
disposition cultivated through habituation to a
steady orientation toward the good, which guides
the agent in acting—or preparing to act—in a
virtuous manner.
In the Aristotelian tradition, a virtue is spe-

cifically considered a “moral virtue,” as opposed
to an “intellectual virtue,” if its function is to help
us act reasonably despite the presence of emotion
(Pakaluk, 2020). For instance, an emergency
room doctormay face a critical situation involving
a patient in extremely grave condition. If shock or
pity interferes with their ability to respond swiftly,
theymight fail to save the patient’s life. The moral
virtue of courage functions to enable the doctor
to act with clarity and decisiveness despite
intense emotion. Forgiveness shares with other
Aristotelian moral virtues the motivation
toward the good and is expressed through three
fundamental domains: affective, cognitive,
and behavioral. It includes forms of respect,
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generosity, and sometimes moral love (agape),
without requiring perfection in its actualization
(Holmgren, 1993). However, unlike other moral
virtues, forgiveness consists in an act of benevo-
lence specifically directed toward someone who
has committed an injustice. Generosity, for
example, can be extended to anyone without the
necessity of identifying a specific recipient; for-
giveness, however, presupposes a direct reference
to the offender. Moreover, forgiveness entails a
free decision, supported by goodwill and resolve,
and is grounded in the recognition of the other’s
humanity—even when that person has caused
harm—through the cultivation of empathy and
compassion (North, 1987; Song et al., 2025). The
essence of forgiveness lies in the intrinsic value of
offering mercy and empathy, even when they are
undeserved. The offended partymust bewilling to
actively engage in the process of forgiveness.
During this process, the offended individual does
not merely rid themselves of resentment but may
also develop a broader perspective on the offender.
In this regard, Roberts (1995, p. 289) stated that
“forgiveness is virtuous because it involves
overcoming anger without relinquishing an
appropriate judgment concerning the serious-
ness of the offense and the offender’s respon-
sibility.” Furthermore, forgiveness entails an
understanding of the context and motivations
that led to the wrongdoing (Freedman, 2000),
alongside awillingness toovercome its destructive
effects (Enright, 2001). This requires a shift in
perspective that cannot occur without an exer-
cise ofmoral imagination.According toDouglas
Stewart (2012), from the offender’s point of
view, forgiveness also appears to demand a
genuine understanding—or at least an authentic
awareness—of what the experience has meant
for the victim. This, in turn, presupposes a form
of empathy, as well as the willingness to
cease viewing victims as “pathetic,” “losers,” or
objects to be used and abused and instead to
recognize them as human beings equal in dignity
and worth. Such a change seems to require a
moral transformation on the part of the offender,
coupled with a certain degree of humility.
Humility is necessary not only for the forgiven
but also for the forgiver.
According to Holmgren (2021, pp. 225–226),

humility prevents us from adopting a judgmental
stance toward the offender, which would entail
attributing excessive importance and status to
ourselves, thereby neglecting what truly matters

beyond the self—in a way that is ultimately
harmful and destructive. The intrinsic value of
every person, even the most grievous wrongdoer,
prohibits any total moral condemnation of the
individual. It is important to avoid what J. G.
Murphy (2003) termed “deep retributivism of
character”—the tendency to pass judgment not
only on the wrongful act but on the offender’s
entire moral character. Forgiveness is grounded
in an appreciation of human imperfection: It is
possible because the imperfection revealed by the
offender’s actions is not unique to that individual
but reflects a shared human condition.
Forgiveness acknowledges that the forgiver is

not without flaws; although innocent of the
specific harm suffered, they may be wounded by
persistent or excessive anger toward the offender.
Recognition of human fallibility should inspire
humility in moral judgment. To forgive someone
does not imply a definitive evaluation of their
character but rather the decision to let go of anger,
a choice based—according to J. G. Murphy
(2003) and Griswold (2007)—on the offender’s
subsequent words and actions. It is the decision
not to allow resentment stemming from past
wrongs to endure indefinitely—an act that opens
the door to the possibility of a renewed rela-
tionship. While respecting the importance of
making moral judgments about wrongful acts,
forgiveness also recognizes the limitations of
those called to judge (Pillsbury, 2009). The virtue
of forgiveness indeed requires commitment and
dedication, but its effectiveness does not depend
on the perfection of the act itself. Depending on
the context—for example, the severity of the
harm or the attitude of the offender—forgiveness
may take different forms and manifest with
varying intensity. The practice of forgiveness
demands patience and perseverance, even when
circumstances or the people involved change
(Song et al., 2025). According to Song et al.
(2025), forgiveness is grounded in the principle of
beneficence—that is, the intention to act for the
good of the other (Enright & Fitzgibbons, 2015;
North, 1987). In this sense, forgiving requires an
inner disposition to do good and the willingness
to extend a gesture of openness and care toward
the offender, despite the suffering endured.
Forgiveness, as a moral virtue, expresses a

moral ideal rather than a set of requirements to be
fully satisfied in every circumstance. From this
perspective, as already noted, forgiving does
not mean justifying the offense, forgetting what
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happened, obliging oneself to reconciliation,
or renouncing justice; these attitudes represent
specific distinctions that do not constitute its
essence (Song et al., 2025). Those who recognize
forgiveness as a moral virtue are aware that they
are performing a good act, aligned with the desire
to become a morally better person (Song et
al., 2025).
Although it may take different forms, forgive-

ness retains a stable and recognizable essence.
When understood as a moral virtue in accordance
with virtue ethics (Pettigrove, 2023; Song et al.,
2025; Stewart, 2012), it represents a coherent
and principled response capable of transcending
personal feelings and subjective interpretations.
Acting from such a disposition, the forgiver
performs acts of benevolence toward the wrong-
doer. If the person is dangerous, such acts may be
indirect (e.g., speaking kindly of them in public).
As a moral virtue, forgiveness cannot always be
exercised flawlessly, but it can be cultivated over
time and progressively integrated into an in-
dividual’smoral development. Through deliberate
and consistent practice, forgiveness becomes part
of a person’s moral character, strengthening their
virtuous identity. Over time, forgiving may
become more natural, evolving into a moral habit
refined through practice and moral maturation.
The understanding of the essence of forgiveness,
the motivation toward the good, the rational and
voluntary choice, the revision of one’s judgment
about the other, positive affectivity, and concrete
action all converge in forgiveness as a moral
practice.
Although not all individuals fully achieve this

form, partial manifestations do not compromise
its essence, which remains the ideal to aspire
to (Song et al., 2025). When understood in its
broader dimension and properly practiced as
a moral virtue, forgiveness can represent an
effective path of healing—a means to overcome
and free oneself from the harm suffered and the
associated pain, without denying or justifying the
gravity of the injustice endured. This approach
ensures moral consistency regardless of cultural
or personal differences, emphasizing that true
forgiveness requires a volitional commitment, as
defined by Norlock (2023), to overcome the
negative impact of the offense. Demonstrating
mercy, empathy, and compassion toward the
offender makes forgiveness a meaningful moral
practice—one that can significantly contribute to the
pursuit of the good life. Such an understanding of

forgiveness invitesdeeper reflectionon its relation to
other central virtues—most notably, justice.

Is the Virtue of Forgiveness Dependent on the
Virtue of Justice?

While in common understanding forgiveness
and justice may appear to be in tension, if not
outright opposition, their interrelation in philo-
sophical literature constitutes a node that is as
intuitive as it is complex. Understanding how one
relates to the other isbynomeans a straightforward
matter. We have clarified what forgiveness is. But
howshould justice be understood? “Moral thought
conceives justice primarily as an order implicit in
relationships—an order and a balance that injus-
tice disrupts and that must therefore be restored in
order to resume a good life” (my translation, from
Grandi, 2020, p. 47). In light of this relational
definition of justice, one may therefore ask
whether forgiveness and justice should be con-
sidered as two distinct and autonomous virtues or
whether forgiveness should be understood as a
particular manifestation of moral justice—an
internal corrective to the virtue itself, as Pakaluk
(2025) suggested.
From this perspective, forgiveness is deeply

connected to the Aristotelian virtue of epieikeia,
traditionally rendered as “equity” (Pakaluk,
2009). This virtue primarily manifests in two
ways, both united by the necessity to act justly in
the absence of explicit rules or in cases where a
literal application of the law would produce
unjust outcomes. In this light, Pakaluk argues that
(a) forgiveness constitutes a concrete expression
of moral benevolence directed toward enmity
and offense and (b) it involves the capacity to
rebalance the demands of justice by transforming
perceived debts into gratuitous gifts and anger
into joy—all inspired by mercy and oriented
toward the good of the other and the relationship
with them. In this sense, forgiveness can be
configured as an act of justice toward a trans-
gressor who has undertaken a process of moral
repair toward the offended party. Similarly,
Fricker (2019) conceived forgiveness as a form
of moral justice exercised by a virtuous agent
but conditioned on specific requirements: repen-
tance, inner transformation, and reparation by the
offender.
Philpott (2013) also offered an interpretation of

forgiveness as a form of justice, provided that
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justice is understood broadly—beyond the mere
protection of violated rights or deserved pun-
ishment. In his view, forgiveness embodies jus-
tice only if justice is conceived as “justice as right
relationship.”This notion carries a dual meaning:
On one hand, it designates a state of equitable
relationships among persons; on the other, it
indicates a process of restoring a bond broken by
injustice. Within this framework, forgiveness
appears as a reflection of justice understood as the
repair of a damaged relationship—a conception
deeply rooted in the religious traditions of
Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.
For Pakaluk, Fricker, and Philpott, therefore,

the ontological link between forgiveness and
justice is so close as to justify categorizing for-
giveness as a form, function, or expression of
justice itself. From this perspective, forgiveness
wouldnotbeanautonomousmoralvirtue,but rather
an intrinsic dimension of justice. However, I do not
find this thesis convincing. As shown in Sections
“Moral Repair,” “Conditional Forgiveness,” and
“Conditional or Unconditional Forgiveness?,”
forgiveness is best understood as an independent
moral virtue, grounded in mercy and endowed
with its own ethical identity. While acknowl-
edging that forgiveness can work in cooperation
with justice, I consider it essential that forgive-
ness preserves its autonomy and distinct essence,
irreducible and not subordinate to justice.
Precisely based on this ontological distinction

between justice and forgiveness, it becomes
possible to introduce a well-defined alternative
model of justice that places at its core the concept
of repair embodied by forgiveness.

Forgiveness, Reconciliation, and
Restorative Justice

The concept of repair lies at the heart of so-
called restorative justice: a set of practices aimed
at addressing the harm, offense, and suffering
resulting from conflict. The Oxford Dictionary
describes restorative justice as a subsystem of
criminal justice; however, academic literature
tends to recognize its full autonomy from
other models, both philosophically and legally
(Mannozzi, 2017, p. 466).
The Oxford Dictionary defines this system of

justice as follows: “A criminal justice system that
focuses on the rehabilitation of offenders through
reconciliation with victims and the community as

a whole” (Mannozzi, 2017, p. 465). But what is
meant by reconciliation?
Reconciliation is a form of moral repair that

may include forgiveness (Emerick, 2017) or
occur independently of it (C. Murphy, 2012;
Watkins, 2015). This claim requires further
clarification. As has been noted in philosophical
reflections on forgiveness, many authors agree in
considering it as the process through which a
person manages to overcome or set aside feelings
of resentment and other negative reactions caused
by an offense suffered. At times, this overcoming
is accompanied by the return of positive atti-
tudes toward the wrongdoer, such as a dispo-
sition toward benevolence (J. G.Murphy, 2003;
Pettigrove, 2012). However, it can also happen
that, even in the absence of a genuine change in
internal attitude, the parties involved succeed in
reestablishing some form of cooperation or
peaceful coexistence. In such cases, this con-
stitutes reconciliation without forgiveness.
Conversely, authentic forgiveness—in the senseof
overcoming resentment—may occur without
implying a desire to resume a relationshipwith the
offender, for example, due to concerns related to
safety or personal well-being (Radzik & Murphy,
2023). These examples clearly indicate that for-
giveness and reconciliation, although they may
coexist, are not identical phenomena: Rather, they
are distinct dynamics that are not necessarily
interdependent.
For this reason, Emerick (2017) emphasized

that, unlike forgiveness, reconciliation requires a
mutual commitment to rebuilding the relation-
ship. Watkins (2015), on the other hand, argued
that reconciliation can occur even in the absence
of an admission of guilt by the offender (which is
typically a condition of forgiveness), especially in
historical contexts marked by long-standing in-
justices. Conversely, C. Murphy (2017) main-
tained that in situations of systemic oppression,
forgiveness cannot be a prerequisite for recon-
ciliation, as imposing it on victims risks perpet-
uating the injustice. Here, I adopt the definition of
reconciliation as the restoration of a connection.
Forgiveness, by contrast, can involve precisely
the opposite: moving forward with one’s life by
distancing oneself from the party who caused
the harm.
In any case, both forgiveness and reconcilia-

tion are forms of moral repair. However, repair
is not always possible and, in cases of severe
injustice, entails a cost for all parties involved. For
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the victim, the cost consists in accepting the
loss suffered and the ensuing pain; for the
offender, it involves confronting shame and taking
responsibility for one’s actions; for the commu-
nity, it requires acknowledging the harm, assigning
responsibility, and reaffirming sharedmoral norms.
According to the ethics of ubuntu—the principle

of sharedhumanity amonghumanbeings (Gobodo-
Madikizela, 2011, p. 551)—reconciliation does not
necessarily require reciprocal positive feelings, nor
is it reducible to mere peaceful coexistence. Rather,
it entails that the parties clarify what happened,
assume their respective responsibilities, and interact
communally, with the possibility that more positive
feelings may emerge over time.
Defined in this way, reconciliation differs

significantly from forgiveness: It does not imply
an emotional transformation on the part of the
victim but rather aims to restore balance in re-
lationships disrupted by wrongdoing, both at the
interpersonal and intrapersonal levels.
Both the concept of reconciliation and that of

forgiveness can be situated within the framework
of restorative justice, given its intrinsic moral
dimension (Vitale, 2021, p. 4). In particular,
victim–offender mediation—the primary tool of
restorative justice—promotes the acceptance
of responsibility by the offender and a process of
acknowledgment and repair of the harm done. If
properly guided, this process can create the
conditions for openness to forgiveness, under-
stood in its full moral sense (Mannozzi &
Lodigiani, 2017, p. 338).
Here I take a stronger stance. Forgiveness,

understood as a moral virtue as outlined in the
preceding sections, represents a distinctive path
of ethical commitment and motivation toward
relational responsibility. Cultivating the virtue of
forgiveness indeed presupposes an openness to
the other, which in turn constitutes a necessary
condition for the authentic realization of justice.
From this perspective, forgiveness is not only
compatible with the restorative justice paradigm
but is also actively fostered as one of its key
components.
The virtue of forgiveness stands in a rela-

tionship of alliance and continuity with restor-
ative justice: Both aim to repair, rebuild, and
restore just relationships. It is precisely for this
reason that a just society requires not only the
legal framework provided by restorative justice
but also a moral culture of forgiveness conceived
as a relational order and openness to the other.

When considered in isolation, restorative justice
and forgiveness risk appearing partial and inad-
equate to fully address the complexity of conflict
and its resolution for a comprehensive restoration
of relational order. We need both the legal ele-
ment and the moral one: From a deeply ethical
standpoint, neither mere compensation for harm
nor the application of punishment suffices to
rebuild a broken bond. Morally, it is necessary
that the wrongdoer sincerely acknowledge the
consequences of their actions and, at least in part,
desire the possibility of restoring the relationship,
potentially through forgiveness,which serves as a
regulative ideal. It matters less how adept the
forgiver is at manifesting this virtue than that they
engage with it over time. On the other hand, the
virtue of forgiveness is complementary to the
legal paradigm precisely because we cannot rely
solely on the moral dimension: Virtue alone is
insufficient to guarantee justice. A legal system is
necessary to support, channel, and in some cases
enable the restorative process. Morality needs
justice just as justice requires a culture of virtue.
Furthermore, conceiving forgiveness as a

moral virtue has a decisive impact both on the
motivation of the forgiving subject and on their
well-being and flourishing. One of the funda-
mental traits of being virtuous is the disposition to
act in a certain way out of motivation. When
assessing a person’s level of virtue, it is important
to determine to what extent they are motivated or
committed to acting with the right aim. Here, it is
crucial that the forgiver is not perfect—the vir-
tuous person is not required to be flawless—but
rather that they actively work on cultivating the
virtuous trait. Authentic virtue demands effort
(Annas, 2011). The pain caused by the wrong-
doing thus becomes an opportunity for growth for
the aspiring virtuous agent. This is the benefit of
conceiving forgiveness as a virtue.
Forgiveness, in this light, becomes an oppor-

tunity for the victim not only to be freed from the
burden of the offense but also to experiencemoral
growth. To forgive is part of a larger blueprint for
living a meaningful life. It is precisely this
dimension of active engagement in the relation-
ship that makes forgiveness, understood as
a virtue, a valuable contribution to restorative
justice—restorative insofar as it is grounded in
practices aimed at healing the wounds caused by
wrongdoing and fostering alternatives to pun-
ishment. Whereas the retributive system centers
on lawbreaking and guilt, the restorative model
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focuses on the harm caused and on repairing
relationships—that is, on who has been affected
by the offense. This model therefore entails the
recognition of responsibility by the transgressor,
who assumes the obligation to respond, as far as
possible, to the victim’s needs in order to restore
relational balance. This stands in contrast to
the retributive system, which seeks to restore
civil order.
It is precisely in the recognition of responsi-

bility and the need to overcome conflict that
restorative justice and ethics find common
ground. Restorative justice places responsibility
at its core, understood not in punitive or merely
compensatory terms, but as the foundation of the
entire restorative process (Mannozzi & Lodigiani,
2017, p. 338). In this context, repairing means
acknowledging the relational role as a spacewhere
recognition of the other and one’s responsibility
toward them can develop. Only subsequently,
from this relational openness, can the possibility of
forgiveness emerge.
From this perspective, it is legitimate to speak

of an alliance between restorative justice and the
practice of forgiveness: Both are grounded in a
process of assuming responsibility and a com-
mitment to overcoming the rupture.What confers
authenticity on the restorative path is the dimen-
sion of reciprocity that arises in the relationship
between victim and offender. Within this renewed
balance, forgiveness can open a new temporal
horizon, making possible transformed bonds
and a reconciled coexistence (Vitale, 2021, p. 5;
Claessen, 2020). These ideas are deeply rooted
in the very origins of restorative justice.

Forgiveness at the Roots of
Restorative Justice

Although restorative justice is a secular legal
paradigm, it is deeply rooted in religious tradi-
tions and Indigenous cultures across the globe,
some of which date back centuries (Zehr, 2015).
The concept of justice found in Judeo-Christian
sacred texts—particularly in the New Testament—
offers a particularly meaningful perspective: that of
the commandment of charity. In 1 Corinthians
13:1–13, Saint Paul asserts that among the theo-
logical virtues of faith, hope, and charity, the
greatest is charity. Forgiveness, though described as
“costly” in the language of the Gospels, goes far
beyond any logic of proportion or reciprocity.

Jesus calls upon his followers to forgive
“seventy times seven” times (Matthew 18:21–
35), that is, without limit. This is a gesture that
interrupts the logic of calculation and opens the
way to radical gratuitousness. Augustine likewise
maintains that there is no greater act of charity
than sincerely forgiving a wrong that one has
suffered. Loving or assisting someone who has
done us no harm is relatively easy. By contrast, to
love one’s enemy—consistently willing their
good and offering help whenever the opportunity
arises, even if that person hates us and harms us
whenever possible—is an act of extraordinary
nobility and amanifestation of the highest formof
goodness (in Norlock, 2022, p. 931).
In the Christian tradition, forgiveness is a

central element of religious practice, and the
moral motivation—both divine and human—to
forgive has always been a matter of importance
for the early thinkers of that tradition.Augustine’s
well-known recommendation to separate the sin
from the sinner reveals a sensitivity to the com-
plexity of identifying a person with their
wrongdoings, especially when, as he himself
notes, the quality of the individual’s will has
changed since the morally blameworthy act.
However, forgiveness is conditioned by repen-
tance. “In the act of repentance,” he adds, “we
should consider not so much the duration as
the depth of the [offender’s] sorrow”—a clear
expression, according to the historian Ramelli,
of the dependence of forgiveness on affective
repentance (in Ramelli, 2011, p. 43; Norlock,
2022). It is important to note, however, that
there may be a significant difference between
(a) forgiveness contingent upon repentance and
(b) forgiveness seriously considered when the
other party repents (while the forgiver may still
forgive even in the absence of repentance).
For the purposes of our discussion, it is sig-

nificant to note that Augustine appears to conceive
forgiveness more as an attitude the forgiver ought
to adopt toward the wrongdoer than as a specific
feeling one must necessarily experience. From
this perspective, forgiveness emerges as an act
oriented toward the future of the relationship.
Such an understanding aligns with the Gospel
tradition: Jesus’s exhortation, in fact, responds
to the question of how many times one must
forgive—not how many times one must feel a
certain emotion.
Ramelli (2011, pp. 31, 33) highlighted the

recurring pattern of the “repentance–forgiveness
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sequence” in the Gospels, also noting that for-
giveness is sometimes translated as “refraining
from imputation.”Within this framework, if there
is an emotion that plays a relevant role, it is the
wrongdoer’s sorrow for their own transgression.
This attentiveness to the vulnerability of the

relationship and to the possibility of interrupting
the cycle of guilt and punishment leads naturally
to the concept of restorative justice, which is
grounded in a vision of justice that is less
retributive and more transformative. The retrib-
utive conception understands justice as a uni-
lateral assertion directed against the offender. In
contrast, a restorative conception views justice as
the achievement of a renewed consensus between
the parties involved. These two conceptions of
justice are conceptually distinct but not neces-
sarily incompatible (Okimoto et al., 2012). The
retributive paradigm seeks to restore justice
through unilateral action against the offender,
thereby addressing concerns related to the
victim’s status and power that have been
usurped. Conversely, the restorative paradigm
aims to restore justice through a renewed under-
standing between victim and offender, addressing
concerns about the violation of shared norms and
values that define the victim–offender relationship
or a common group identity. These two paradigms
respond to different justice-related goals (e.g.,
Okimoto et al., 2012; Wenzel & Okimoto, 2014;
Wenzel et al., 2010). The conception of restorative
justice resonates with the Hebrew understanding
of justice as grounded in a logic of gratuitousness.

Justice—edaqah in Hebrew—goes beyond the Aristotelian
framework of “giving each their due,”which is grounded
in a criterion of proportionality that also serves as a
standard for punishment. Instead, it incorporates both
the dimension of gratuitousness—which subverts the
rigid logic of reciprocity between wrongdoing and
retribution—and that of forgiveness. The duty to “turn
the other cheek”—which neither implies minimizing the
severity of injustice nor passive submission to it—entails,
from a historical-anthropological perspective, a call to
interrupt the cycle of violence. (Mannozzi, 2017, p. 467,
my translation)

Zehr (1990, p. 181), widely recognized as the
“father” of restorative justice, moved in this same
direction andprovided a definition that has gained
broad acceptance within the academic commu-
nity: “Justice involves the victim, the offender,
and the community in a search for solutions
which promote repair, reconciliation, and reas-
surance.” More recently, Zehr (2015) has force-
fully criticized retributive practices, advocating an

alternative model for addressing wrongdoing. In
his view, the foundation of restorative justice
lies in the principle of “making things right”:
Justice and healing are pursued through solutions
coconstructed by the victim, the offender, and the
community, thereby fostering reconciliation at
both individual and collective levels (Scholl &
Townsend, 2024; Zehr, 2015).
In Western culture, the typical response to

lawbreaking is punitive in nature, with penalties
imposed according to legal codes (in civil law
systems) or judicial precedent (in common law
systems). Moreover, individuals found guilty are
frequently stigmatized and socially reduced to
their offense—a formof extrajudicial punishment
bywhich the offender, stripped of their humanity,
is denied any possibility of healing or reinte-
gration (Scholl & Townsend, 2024). As a result,
many former inmates face significant obstacles in
fully reentering society as free and reintegrated
individuals.
By contrast, Zehr (2015, p. 134) emphasized

that the restorative philosophy is grounded in the
virtue of shalom, understood as the creation of a
space characterized by a condition of “wholeness
and rightness.” This concept unfolds along three
dimensions:

1. Physical well-being: the fulfillment of basic
needs such as food, clothing, and shelter.

2. Social or interpersonal well-being: rela-
tionships marked by peace and harmony,
free from oppression or injustice.

3. Moral and ethical well-being: acting with
honesty and transparency, without feelings
of guilt or moral responsibility for wrong-
doing (Scholl & Townsend, 2024, p. 187).

Restorative justice thus places the humanity of
those who have broken relational bonds at its
core, while also fostering the healing of those
who have been harmed. From this perspective,
restorative practices are situated along a contin-
uum that ranges from highly informal ap-
proaches tomore structured interventions.Not all
restorative practices are formal, such as victim–

offender conferences, which involve rigorous
procedures and direct, face-to-face meetings
between victims and offenders (Zehr, 2015).
In particular, restorative practice often takes

an informal form, relying on the use of open-
ended questions that foster mutual under-
standing, empathy, and a shift in perspective
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among participants. This approach plays a
crucial role in encouraging the offender to
engage in deep reflection on their actions while
also providing a space inwhich they can express
their perspective without being judged. Zehr
(2015) conceived restorative justice as a rela-
tional way of life and as a response to those who
have violated rules. Similar to the restorative
practices of Indigenous communities (Umbreit,
2003), storytelling plays a central role in the
restorative process. The offender is asked to
provide an introspective narrative of the event,
explaining the motivations behind their actions
and the needs they were attempting to meet,
regardless of whether those actions were legally
permissible.
The level of offender engagement in the

restorative process is crucial to its success
(Bouffard et al., 2017). The interaction between
the offender and the facilitator marks the
beginning of a path toward healing and restora-
tion (Clark, 2014). At the heart of this process
lies the offender’s acceptance of responsibility.
Through open-ended and nonjudgmental ques-
tions, the facilitator helps the offender explore the
impact of their actions on both themselves and
others, fostering greater self-awareness and as-
sisting them in identifying concrete ways tomake
amends (Zehr, 2015, p. 282). However, within
this framework, forgiveness can occur even in the
absence of the offender’s willingness to make
amends or restore the relationship.
Unlike the retributive process, which focuses

solely on the offender’s guilt, restorative justice
creates spaces for reflection, problem solving,
and accountability, thereby promoting a trans-
formative path that goes beyond mere punish-
ment. From this perspective, Zehr articulates
three foundational pillars of restorative justice:

1. Attention to the harm done and the needs
of the victim.

2. The obligation to repair, grounded in
offender accountability.

3. The active involvement of all parties
in resolving the conflict (Mannozzi,
2017, p. 469).

As Mannozzi (2017, p. 466) noted, among the
various formulations of restorative justice, the
one proposed by Van Ness and Strong (2015)
stands out for its strong victim-centered orien-
tation and for its conception of restorative justice

as a genuine “philosophy of justice,” aimed at
healing the harm suffered by victims and/or the
community. This approach represents a radical
departure from the traditional penal paradigm:
Wrongdoing is no longer understood solely as a
violation of legal norms but as an infringement of
individual rights and a rupture of social re-
lationships. Restorative justice thus marks a shift
from justice as punishment to justice as healing
(Pranis, 2007), fostering the reduction of negative
emotions and the cultivation of positive sentiments
such as empathy (Strang & Sherman, 2003). It is
important to distinguish between forgiveness (with
a lowercase “f”), which refers to everyday trans-
gressions among acquaintances, and Forgiveness
(with a capital “F”; Suzuki & Jenkins, 2024,
p. 280), which concerns grave violations and deep
injustices and therefore requires a radical trans-
formation in the victim’s way of living (Suzuki &
Jenkins, 2024).
Equally essential within the restorative justice

process is the role of intrapersonal forgiveness.
Within psychology, intrapersonal forgiveness is
self-forgiveness, which often (not always) con-
stitutes a necessary step toward interpersonal
forgiveness. The experience of victimization
generates intense emotions such as anger, fear,
and anxiety that must first be acknowledged and
processed (Suzuki & Jenkins, 2024), especially
since these emotions can undermine the victim’s
autonomy and sense of safety (Pemberton, 2019;
Suzuki & Jenkins, 2024). If these emotions
remain unaddressed, there is a risk that the for-
giveness granted to the offender becomes hollow
forgiveness (Suzuki & Jenkins, 2024, p. 280; Yu
et al., 2021)—that is, forgiveness given as a
rational decision but not genuinely felt emo-
tionally, allowing resentment to persist. While in
cases of minor harm it may be possible to bypass
the emotional processing of the victim’s pain, this
does not apply in the context of restorative justice
(Zehr, 2002). It is crucial that victims first release
negative emotions through intrapersonal for-
giveness and only afterward, if they wish, pro-
ceed to interpersonal forgiveness (Suzuki &
Jenkins, 2024).
Restorative justice—by drawing upon the inner

strength of victims—highlights shared values and
engages participants on both emotional and spir-
itual levels. More specifically, by creating a con-
text in which victims can process the harm they
have suffered, restorative justice helps them to
rediscover dignity and strength, essential elements
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for overcoming the emotional burden of the
offense (Pranis, 2007; Suzuki & Jenkins, 2024).
By fostering reflection on shared values, restor-
ative justice reduces the distance between victim
and offender, enabling the former to recognize the
humanity of the latter—not by imposing for-
giveness, but by offering it as a potential tool for
personal growth (Pranis, 2007). Finally, by deeply
involving emotional and spiritual dimensions,
restorative justice supports a transformative pro-
cess that allows victims to free themselves from
anger and resentment, thereby promoting a sense
of inner peace (Pranis, 2007).
Thus, although restorative justice does not

necessarily include forgiveness, remorse, or
reconciliation among its institutional objectives,
it is possible to recognize that the conditions it
creates may render these outcomes morally and
relationally plausible (Blad, 2013; Zehr, 2015).
Thus, by maintaining the conception of for-
giveness as a moral virtue not prescribed by
restorative justice, it can emerge spontaneously as
a relational outcome of the reparative process.
Encounters between victims and offenders, as
well as collective dialogue practices, tend to
generate relational contexts within which pro-
found ethical responsesmay arise, even if they are
not formally prescribed. Some scholars express
caution regarding the incorporation of morally
charged concepts, such as forgiveness, into the
normative framework of restorative justice. From
this perspective, such concepts risk becoming
morally demanding or even inappropriate if
imposed as expectations (Van Stokkom, 2008,
p. 405; 2018, p. 35). For this reason, forgive-
ness is often considered a supererogatory act,
comparable to heroic deeds or extraordinary
sacrifices—morally good actions that, how-
ever, are not obligatory. This point raises an
important philosophical question: Can the concept
of the supererogatory be meaningfully accom-
modated within the framework of virtue ethics?
This question invites a closer examination of the
relationshipbetween supererogation andvirtue—a
topic that has generated considerable debate
among contemporary scholars.

Forgiveness as a Supererogatory Act?

The morally excellent actions—those that,
because of the gravity of the circumstances and the
high level of sacrifice required, cannot be imposed
as duties—are often described as supererogatory.

Nevertheless, supererogation is not limited to
exceptional deeds; it also includes everyday ges-
tures of generosity that go beyond mere moral
obligation, such as giving a book to a friend or
offering a meal to a neighbor.
According to Heyd (1982), forgiveness re-

presents a paradigmatic case of supererogatory
abstention: an act that, while morally com-
mendable, cannot be demanded as a moral
obligation. To forgive entails relinquishing the
moral right to resentment, thus constituting a
voluntary ethical choice rather than a duty.
Gamlund (2010, p. 543) suggested that an act

of forgiveness can be classified as supererogatory
if it meets three fundamental criteria:

1. It is not forbidden, that is, it is permissible.
2. It is not obligatory.
3. It is morally good or praiseworthy.

Based on this definition, forgiveness fully
qualifies as a supererogatory act.
Other authors adopt a less categorical stance.

Stewart (2012), for example, distinguished between
cases inwhich forgiveness ismorallyobligatoryand
those in which it is not, differentiating between
unconditional and conditional forgiveness.
As noted earlier, the presence or absence of
repentance on the part of the wrongdoer carries
moral significance: The lack of an apology may
present an obstacle to forgiveness, whereas
taking responsibility provides a reason to
grant it. Furthermore, the absence of remorse
and apology tends to outweigh any favorable
motivations for forgiveness, making uncondi-
tional forgiveness often a supererogatory act,
that is, not morally required. Conversely, when
the wrongdoer demonstrates sincere remorse and
apologizes for the harm caused, forgiveness may
in some cases become amoral duty for the victim.
However, in situations where the gravity of
the offense or the degree of culpability of the
wrongdoer is significant, the value of an apology
may be insufficient to render forgiveness morally
obligatory.
In such cases, even conditional forgiveness can

be considered supererogatory, insofar as it re-
presents an act that goes beyond what is morally
required. However, the definition of forgiveness
as a moral virtue appears to be in tension with the
conception of forgiveness as a supererogatory act.
The concepts of supererogation and virtue seem
to be in evident conflict. As Heyd (2015) argued,
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within virtue ethics there is no distinction
between a morally good act and an exceptional
act; rather, the exceptional act coincides with the
good act—the only right thing to do. “If the
virtuous person has only one moral option in a
given situation, then the question of whether
this choice is obligatory or supererogatory
makes no sense. It is simply the only right
choice” (Heyd, 2015, p. 32).6

To address the apparent tension between virtue
ethics and the concept of supererogation, some
scholars have proposed distinguishing between
degrees of virtue, such as “ordinary” versus
“saintly” or heroic. However, such distinctions
prove problematic. Even a less virtuous person
models themselves on the ideal of the virtuous
agent, which remains the exemplary standard for
all. The question is whether figures like Saint
Francis or Mother Teresa belong to this ideal or
transcend it. Once accepted as virtuous, they
cannot be excluded from the ideal accessible to
other moral agents. The hypothesis of two levels
of virtue is difficult to sustain unless deonto-
logical criteria are adopted. What seems to dis-
tinguish heroic virtue are the actions themselves,
not the dispositions. But if this is the case, why
should the “ordinarily” virtuous person not aspire
to the highest form of virtue? Aristotle, with his
doctrine of the mean, suggests that there are no
categorical degrees of virtue: A single virtue of
forgiveness can account for both the mercy shown
by those who have forgiven serious offenses and
the everyday gestures of forgiveness.
On this point, Annas argues that the traditional

concept of supererogation fails to adequately
account formoral heroism, yet outright denying it
risks rendering moral heroism unintelligible. She
contends that moral heroes should not be seen as
exceptional individuals or as those who perform
the “ethically best” action compared to others.
Rather, moral heroes are ordinary people who, in
extraordinarily difficult and unforeseen circum-
stances, nevertheless manage to dowhat ordinary
virtue requires. They act rightly and respond
appropriately in extreme situations, where most
people would fail even to exercise ordinary vir-
tue. Their example challenges us not to become
extraordinary, but to uphold the level of virtue
we already possess when circumstances become
demanding (Annas, 2015). Thus, although for-
givenessmay appear to take on the characteristics
of a supererogatory act, a review of contemporary
literature on the relationship between virtue and

supererogation reveals that the connection is far
more complex than it initially seems.
I believe that, in order to frame forgiveness

within the context of restorative justice, focusing
on virtue makes forgiveness a more attainable
goal, without diminishing its moral grandeur.

Final Remarks

The analysis of forgiveness as a response to
harm has shown that it constitutes a complex
dynamic involving moral, psychological, and
legal dimensions, thereby requiring a multidis-
ciplinary approach. When conceived as a moral
virtue, forgiveness emerges as a practice capable
of fostering character development and repairing
damaged relationships through the renewal of trust.
The virtue ethics perspective highlights how

forgiveness can correct morally negative human
tendencies—such as resentment or withdrawal
from others—thus contributing to the restoration
of relational balance. This underscores the
invaluable significance of forgiveness not only as
amoral act but also as a dispositional trait that can
be cultivated over time. In particular, the virtue
ethics approach conceives forgiveness as a
response carefully calibrated to the individuals
and circumstances involved—a conception that
also possesses practical plausibility. Furthermore,
the emphasis on the gradual cultivation of for-
giveness indicates that it is not an instantaneous
decision but a process unfolding over time,
involving moral maturation, ongoing reflection,
and, in certain cases, a transformation of the
relationship between victim and wrongdoer.
This approach avoids treating forgiveness as an
unconditional attitude while simultaneously
rejecting its exclusion a priori from the set of
morally legitimate options.
On the other hand, moral psychology—as

represented in theworks of Freedman and Song et
al.—illuminates the psychological and physical
benefits of forgiveness, as well as its role in
fostering empathy and recognizing the dignity
and humanity of others. This approach closely
aligns with the conception of forgiveness as a
moral virtue proposed by virtue ethics.
Moreover, the analysis has revealed the close

connection between forgiveness and justice,

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

6 To further explore the relationship between virtue and
supererogation, see in particular Heyd (2015) and Crisp
(2013).
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showing that they are two distinct but potentially
complementary virtues. Forgiveness possesses its
own essence and autonomy as a moral virtue and
is neither identical to nor exhausted by justice.
Similarly, it must be distinguished from recon-
ciliation,whichmay represent a possible outcome
but does not constitute a necessary condition
for forgiveness. When the well-being of victims
and the quality of their relationship with the
wrongdoer are genuinely prioritized, forgiveness
becomes a vital element in the process of repair
and transformation for both parties involved.
Accordingly, the virtue of forgiveness stands
as a foundational element of restorative justice;
rather than beingmerely ancillary or exceptional, it
can flourish within this framework, provided it is
not imposed but freely exercised as a virtuous
choice.7

7 I am thankful to the editor of this journal, Jim Cresswell,
for his phronetic guidance and careful mediation throughout
the review process, which provided invaluable support for
this article.

References

Annas, J. (1995). Virtue as a skill. International Journal of
Philosophical Studies, 3(2), 227–243. https://doi.org/10
.1080/09672559508570812

Annas, J. (2011). Intelligent virtue. Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199
228782.001.0001

Annas, J. (2012). Practical expertise. In J. Bengson
& M. A. Moffett (Eds.), Knowing how: Essays
on knowledge, mind, and action (pp. 101–112).
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
acprof:oso/9780195389364.001.0001

Annas, J. (2015). Virtue and heroism. The University of
Kansas. Retrieved September 10, 2025, from https://
kuscholarworks.ku.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/
a8613d52-75f8-4688-a7b4-226a153e8e5c/content

Aquinas, T. (2017). Summa Theologiae Prima
Secundae, 1–70 (Latin-English Opera Omnia) (Vol.
15, L. Shapcote, Trans.). Aquinas Institute.

Aristotle. (2019).Nicomachean ethics (T. Irwin, Trans.).
Hackett Publishing Company. (Original work pub-
lished 340 B.C.)

Bash, A. (2007). Forgiveness and Christian ethics.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10
.1017/CBO9780511488320

Bash, A., & Percy, M. (2025). Forgiveness, repara-
tion, and remorse: Reckoning with truthful apology.
Ethics International Press.

Beyens, U., Yu, H., Han, T., Zhang, L., & Zhou, X.
(2015). The strength of a remorseful heart:

Psychological and neural basis of how apology
emolliates reactive aggression and promotes for-
giveness. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, Article 611.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01611

Blad, J. (2013). Ruimte bieden: strafrecht en her-
stelrecht, verzoening en vergeving [Providing
space: Criminal law and restorative justice, recon-
ciliation and forgiveness]. In J. Ouwerkerk, Th.
de Wit, J. Claessen, P. Jacobs, & S. Meijer (Eds.),
Hoe te reageren op misdaad? Op zoek naar de
hedendaagse betekenis van preventie, vergelding en
herstel (pp. 89–104). Sdu Uitgevers.

Bouffard, J., Cooper, M., & Bergseth, K. (2017). The
effectiveness of various restorative justice inter-
ventions on recidivism outcomes among juvenile
offenders. Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice,
15(4), 465–480. https://doi.org/10.1177/154120
4016647428

Calhoun, C. (1992). Changing one’s heart. Ethics,
103(1), 76–96. https://doi.org/10.1086/293471

Card, C. (2002). The atrocity paradigm: A theory of
evil. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10
.1093/0195145089.001.0001

Carter, J. W. (2018). Aristotle and the problem of
forgiveness. American Catholic Philosophical
Quarterly, 92(1), 49–71. https://doi.org/10.5840/
acpq20171127134

Claessen, J. (2017). Forgiveness in criminal law
through incorporating restorative mediation. Wolf
Legal Publishers.

Claessen, J. (2020). Forgiveness, compassion and loving
kindness in restorative justice. The International
Journal of Restorative Justice, 3(1), 45–56. https://
doi.org/10.5553/TIJRJ/258908912020003001006

Clark, K. L. (2014). A call for restorative justice in
higher education judicial affairs. College Student
Journal, 48(4), 705–713. https://eric.ed.gov/?id=
EJ1095437

Cowley, C. (2023). Supererogation and forgiveness.
In D. Heyd (Ed.), Handbook of supererogation
(pp. 199–219). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/
978-981-99-3633-5_12

Crisp, R. (2013). Supererogation and virtue. In M.
Timmons (Ed.), Oxford studies in normative ethics
(Vol. 3, pp. 13–34). Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199685905
.003.0002o

Curzer, H. J. (2012). Aristotle and the virtues. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/
9780199693726.001.0001o

Cushman, F. (2008). Crime and punishment:
Distinguishing the roles of causal and intentional
analyses in moral judgment. Cognition, 108(2), 353–
380. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006

D’Aquino, T. (2012). De malo, q. 1, a. 1, Res
(F. Fiorentino, Ed. & Trans.). Bompiani.

Denson, T. F., DeWall, C. N., & Finkel, E. J. (2012).
Self-control and aggression. Current Directions in

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

FORGIVENESS IN RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 21

https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559508570812
https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559508570812
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199228782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199228782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199228782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199228782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199228782.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195389364.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195389364.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195389364.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195389364.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195389364.001.0001
https://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/a8613d52-75f8-4688-a7b4-226a153e8e5c/content
https://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/a8613d52-75f8-4688-a7b4-226a153e8e5c/content
https://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/a8613d52-75f8-4688-a7b4-226a153e8e5c/content
https://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/a8613d52-75f8-4688-a7b4-226a153e8e5c/content
https://kuscholarworks.ku.edu/server/api/core/bitstreams/a8613d52-75f8-4688-a7b4-226a153e8e5c/content
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511488320
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511488320
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01611
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01611
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01611
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01611
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204016647428
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204016647428
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204016647428
https://doi.org/10.1086/293471
https://doi.org/10.1086/293471
https://doi.org/10.1093/0195145089.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0195145089.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0195145089.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0195145089.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.5840/acpq20171127134
https://doi.org/10.5840/acpq20171127134
https://doi.org/10.5840/acpq20171127134
https://doi.org/10.5553/TIJRJ/258908912020003001006
https://doi.org/10.5553/TIJRJ/258908912020003001006
https://doi.org/10.5553/TIJRJ/258908912020003001006
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1095437
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1095437
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1095437
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1095437
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-99-3633-5_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-99-3633-5_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-99-3633-5_12
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199685905.003.0002o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199685905.003.0002o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199685905.003.0002o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199685905.003.0002o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199693726.001.0001o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199693726.001.0001o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199693726.001.0001o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199693726.001.0001o
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:so/9780199693726.001.0001o
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.03.006


Psychological Science, 21(1), 20–25. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0963721411429451

Derrida, J. (2001). On cosmopolitanism and forgive-
ness. Routledge.

Discola, K. L. (2021). Redefining murder, trans-
forming emotion: An exploration of forgiveness
after loss due to homicide. Routledge.

Emerick, B. (2017). Forgiveness and reconcilia-
tion. In K. J. Norlock (Ed.), The moral psy-
chology of forgiveness (pp. 171–134). Rowman
& Littlefield International. https://doi.org/10.5040/
9798881817091.ch-7

Enright, R. D. (2001). Forgiveness is a choice: A step-
by-step process for resolving anger and restoring
hope. American Psychological Association.

Enright, R. D. (2014). Clearing up client confusion
regarding the meaning of forgiveness: An
Aristotelian/Thomistic analysis with counseling
implications. Counseling and Values, 59(2), 249–
256. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014
.00055.x

Enright, R. D., & Fitzgibbons, R. (2015).
Forgiveness therapy: An empirical guide for
resolving anger and restoring hope. American
Psychological Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/
14526-000

Enright, R. D., & Kittle, B. A. (2000). Forgiveness in
psychology and law: The meeting of moral devel-
opment and restorative justice. The FordhamUrban
Law Journal, 27, 1621–1631.

Enright, R. D., & Song, M. J. (2017). An Aristotelian
perspective on forgiveness education in contentious
world regions. In K. Norlock (Ed.), The moral
psychology of forgiveness (pp. 133–148). Rowman
and Littlefield. https://doi.org/10.5040/97988818
17091.ch-3

EU Forum for Restorative Justice. (n.d.). European
forum for restorative justice. https://www.euforu
mrj.org/

Exline, J. J., Baumeister, R. F., Zell, A. L., Kraft, A. J.,
& Witvliet, C. V. (2008). Not so innocent: Does
seeing one’s own capacity for wrongdoing predict
forgiveness? Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 94(3), 495–515. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.94.3.495

Foot, P. (2002). Virtues and vices and other essays in
moral philosophy. Oxford University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1093/0199252866.001.0001

Fourie, M. M., Hortensius, R., & Decety, J. (2020).
Parsing the components of forgiveness: Psychological
and neural mechanisms. Neuroscience and
Biobehavioral Reviews, 112, 437–451. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020

Freedman, S. (2000). Creating an expanded view:
How therapists can help their clients forgive.
Journal of Family Psychotherapy, 11(1), 87–92.
https://doi.org/10.1300/J085v11n01_07

Freedman, S. (2025). Unpacking definitions and
distortions to highlight the science and benefits of
forgiveness: A commentary on the definitional
drift within the science of forgiveness. Journal of
Theoretical and Philosophical Psychology, 45(1),
25–31. https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000308

Freedman, S., & Chang, W.-C. R. (2010). An
analysis of a sample of the general population’s
understanding of forgiveness: Implications for
mental health counselors. Journal of Mental
Health Counseling, 32(1), 5–34. https://doi.org/
10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053

Fricker, M. (2019). Forgiveness—An ordered pluralism.
Australasian Philosophical Review, 3(3), 241–260.
https://doi.org/10.1080/24740500.2020.1859230

Gamlund, E. (2010). Supererogatory forgiveness.
Inquiry: A Journal of Medical Care Organization,
Provision and Financing, 53(6), 540–564. https://
doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2010.526320

Garrard, E., & McNaughton, D. (2003). In defence
of unconditional forgiveness. Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, 103, 39–60.

Gobodo-Madikizela, P. (2011). Intersubjectivity and
embodiment: Exploring the role of the maternal in the
language of forgiveness and reconciliation. Signs,
36(3), 541–551. https://doi.org/10.1086/657490

Gottlieb, P. (1994). Aristotle’s “nameless” virtues.
Apeiron, 27(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1515/
APEIRON.1994.27.1.1

Govier, T. (2002). Forgiveness and revenge.
Routledge.

Grandi, G. (2020). Fare giustizia: Un’indagine
morale sul male, la pena e la riparazione [Doing
justice: A moral inquiry into evil, punishment,
and reparation]. Padova University Press.

Griswold, C. L. (2007). Forgiveness: A philosophical
exploration. Cambridge University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511619168

Haber, J. G. (1991). Forgiveness. Rowman &
Littlefield.

Haidt, J. (2001). The emotional dog and its rational
tail: A social intuitionist approach to moral judg-
ment. Psychological Review, 108(4), 814–834.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814

Hampton, J. E. (1998). The authority of reason.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10
.1017/CBO9780511625213

Herdt, J. (2015). Frailty, fragmentation, and social
dependency in the cultivation of Christian virtue. In
N. Snow (Ed.), Cultivating virtue (pp. 251–272).
Oxford University Press.

Heyd, D. (1982). Supererogation: Its status in ethical
theory. Cambridge University Press.

Heyd, D. (2015). Can virtue ethics account for
supererogation? Royal Institute of Philosophy
Supplement, 77, 25–47. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1358246115000193

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

22 PALAZZOLO

https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411429451
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411429451
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721411429451
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-7
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-7
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-7
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-007X.2014.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/14526-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/14526-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/14526-000
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-3
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-3
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-3
https://doi.org/10.5040/9798881817091.ch-3
https://www.euforumrj.org/
https://www.euforumrj.org/
https://www.euforumrj.org/
https://www.euforumrj.org/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.495
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.495
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.495
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.495
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.3.495
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199252866.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199252866.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199252866.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199252866.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/0199252866.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2020.02.020
https://doi.org/10.1300/J085v11n01_07
https://doi.org/10.1300/J085v11n01_07
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000308
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000308
https://doi.org/10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053
https://doi.org/10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053
https://doi.org/10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053
https://doi.org/10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053
https://doi.org/10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053
https://doi.org/10.17744/mehc.32.1.a0x246r8l6025053
https://doi.org/10.1080/24740500.2020.1859230
https://doi.org/10.1080/24740500.2020.1859230
https://doi.org/10.1080/24740500.2020.1859230
https://doi.org/10.1080/24740500.2020.1859230
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2010.526320
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2010.526320
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2010.526320
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2010.526320
https://doi.org/10.1080/0020174X.2010.526320
https://doi.org/10.1086/657490
https://doi.org/10.1086/657490
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1515/APEIRON.1994.27.1.1
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511619168
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511619168
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511619168
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.108.4.814
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511625213
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511625213
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1358246115000193
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1358246115000193
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1358246115000193


Holmgren, M. R. (1993). Forgiveness and the intrinsic
value of persons. American Philosophical Quarterly,
30(4), 341–352.

Holmgren, M. R. (2021). Forgiveness, self-respect,
and humility. In B. Warmke, D. K. Nelkin, &
M. McKenna (Eds.), Forgiveness and its moral
dimensions (pp. 212–232). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190602147
.003.0010

Irwin, T. (2019). Nicomachean ethics. Hackett
Publishing Company. (Original work published
340 B.C.)

Kamtekar, R. (2004). Situationism and virtue ethics on
the content of our character. Ethics, 114(3), 458–
491. https://doi.org/10.1086/381696

Kim, J. J., & Enright, R. D. (in press). Clarifying the
virtue of forgiveness in restorative justice: A com-
mentary on Palazzolo (2026). Journal of Theoretical
and Philosophical Psychology.

Mannozzi, G. (2017). Giustizia riparativa [Restorative
justice]. Annali del diritto. Giuffrè Editore. https://
giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_
resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giusti
zia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf

Mannozzi, G., & Lodigiani, G. A. (2017). La giustizia
riparativa. Formanti, parole e metodi [Restorative
justice: Forms, words, and methods]. Giappichelli
Editore.

McCullough,M. E., Fincham, F. D., Jr., & Tsang, J. A.
(2003). Forgiveness, forbearance, and time: The
temporal unfolding of transgression-related inter-
personal motivations. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 84(3), 540–557. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540

McCullough, M. E., Worthington, E. L., & Rachal,
K. C. (1997). Interpersonal forgiving in close
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 73(2), 321–336. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.73.2.321

McKeon, R. (Ed.). (1941). The basic works of Aristotle.
Random House.

Meattini, S. (2025). Etica e restorative justice.
Definizioni, concetti e problemi. Mimesis.

Muraven, M., & Baumeister, R. F. (2000). Self-regu-
lation and depletion of limited resources: Does self-
control resemble a muscle? Psychological Bulletin,
126(2), 247–259. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909
.126.2.247

Murphy, C. (2012). A moral theory of political rec-
onciliation. Cambridge University Press. https://
doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511761652

Murphy, C. (2017). The conceptual foundations of
transitional justice. Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316084229

Murphy, J. G. (2003). Getting even: Forgiveness and
its limits. Oxford University Press.

Murphy, J. G., &Hampton, J. (1988).Forgiveness and
mercy. Cambridge University Press.

Noreen, S., Bierman, R. N., &MacLeod, M. D. (2014).
Forgiving you is hard, but forgetting seems easy:
Can forgiveness facilitate forgetting? Psychological
Science, 25(7), 1295–1302. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797614531602

Norlock, K. J. (2022). Forgiveness and moral repair.
In M. Vargas & J. M. Doris (Eds.), The Oxford
handbook of moral psychology (pp. 929–946).
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
oxfordhb/9780198871712.013.46

Norlock, K. J. (2023). Forgiveness as a volitional
commitment. In G. Pettigrove & R. Enright (Eds.),
The Routledge handbook of the philosophy and
psychology of forgiveness (pp. 230–242). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-23

Norlock, K. J. (2025). Analyzing Aristotle’s virtue
ethic: Commentary on Song et al. (2025). Journal of
Theoretical and Philosophical Psychology, 45(1),
43–48. https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000305

North, J. (1987). Wrongdoing and forgiveness.
Philosophy, 62(242), 499–508. https://doi.org/10
.1017/S003181910003905X

North, J. (1998). The “ideal” of forgiveness: A
philosopher’s exploration. In R. D. Enright & J.
North (Eds.), Exploring forgiveness (pp. 15–34).
University of Wisconsin Press. https://doi.org/10
.2307/jj.36032636.7

Nussbaum, M. (1988). Non-relative virtues: An
Aristotelian approach.Midwest Studies in Philosophy,
13, 32–53. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988
.tb00111.x

Ochsner, K. N., & Gross, J. J. 2005. The cognitive
control of emotion. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 9,
242–249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010

Ohtsubo, Y., & Watanabe, E. (2009). Do sincere
apologies need to be costly? Test of a costly sig-
naling model of apology. Evolution and Human
Behavior, 30(2), 114–123. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004

Okimoto, T. G., Wenzel, M., & Feather, N. T. (2012).
Retribution and restoration as general orientations
toward justice. European Journal of Personality,
26, 255–275. https://doi.org/10.1002/per.831

Pakaluk, M. (2009). Epieikeia in Aristotle’s ethics:
Response to Francesca Piazza: La Virtu di Emone,
Riflessioni sull’ epieikeia greca [Epieikeia in
Aristotle’s ethics: Response to Francesca Piazza:
The virtue of equity: Reflections on Greek
EPIEIKEIA]. Aevum Antiquum.

Pakaluk, M. (2020). ‘Rectification of appetite’ as
education of desire within ‘moral’ virtue. In M.
Bosch (Ed.), Desire and human flourishing:
Perspectives from positive psychology, moral edu-
cation, and virtue ethics (pp. 435–451). Springer.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-47001-2_29

Pakaluk, M. (2025). Forgiveness as a correction of
justice: Commentary on Song et al. (2025).
Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

FORGIVENESS IN RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 23

https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190602147.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190602147.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190602147.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780190602147.003.0010
https://doi.org/10.1086/381696
https://doi.org/10.1086/381696
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://giuri.elearning.unipd.it/pluginfile.php/68016/mod_resource/content/1/Mannozzi,%20(voce)%20Giustizia%20riparativa_estratto.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.2.321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.2.321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.2.321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.2.321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.2.321
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.126.2.247
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511761652
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511761652
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511761652
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316084229
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316084229
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614531602
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614531602
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614531602
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198871712.013.46
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198871712.013.46
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198871712.013.46
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198871712.013.46
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198871712.013.46
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-23
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-23
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000305
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000305
https://doi.org/10.1017/S003181910003905X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S003181910003905X
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.36032636.7
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.36032636.7
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.36032636.7
https://doi.org/10.2307/jj.36032636.7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988.tb00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988.tb00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988.tb00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988.tb00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988.tb00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-4975.1988.tb00111.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2008.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.831
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.831
https://doi.org/10.1002/per.831
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-47001-2_29
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-47001-2_29


Psychology, 45(1), 38–42. https://doi.org/10
.1037/teo0000303

Palazzolo, C. (2024). Playing with virtue: Exploring
musical expertise through Julia Annas’s lens.
International Journal of Philosophical Studies.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10
.1080/09672559.2024.2427592

Palazzolo, C. (2025).Musik als Berufung: Berufsethik
des klassischen Musikers [Music as a vocation:
Professional ethics of the classical musician]. Brill
Fink. https://doi.org/10.30965/9783846769188

Pelsinger, C. (2025). Beyond punishment: Towards
a framework of transformative accountability.
Punishment & Society, 27(4), 785–804. https://
doi.org/10.1177/14624745251319345

Pemberton, A. (2019). Time for a rethink: Victims and
restorative justice. The International Journal of
Restorative Justice, 2(1), 13–33. https://doi.org/10
.5553/IJRJ/258908912019002001002

Pettigrove, G. (2012). Forgiveness and love. Oxford
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:
oso/9780199646555.001.0001

Pettigrove, G. (2015). Re-conceiving character. Res
Philosophica, 92(3), 595–619. https://doi.org/10
.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3

Pettigrove, G. (2023). The virtue of forgiveness? In G.
Pettigrove & R. Enright (Eds.), The Routledge
handbook of the philosophy and psychology of for-
giveness (pp. 363–377). Routledge. https://doi.org/10
.4324/9781003360278-34

Phillips-Garrett, C. (2017). Sungnōmē in Aristotle.
Apeiron, 50(3), 311–333. https://doi.org/10.1515/
apeiron-2016-0030

Phillips-Garrett, C. (2022). Why Aristotle’s virtuous
agent won’t forgive: Aristotle on sungnōmē,
praotēs, and megalopsychia. In P. Satne & K. M.
Scheiter (Eds.), Conflict and resolution: The ethics
of forgiveness, revenge, and punishment (pp. 189–
205). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-
77807-1_10

Philpott, D. (2013). The justice of forgiveness. The
Journal of Religious Ethics, 41(3), 400–416. https://
doi.org/10.1111/jore.12021

Pillsbury, S. H. (2009). Learning from forgiveness.
Criminal Justice Ethics, 28(1), 135–161. https://
doi.org/10.1080/07311290902831490

Pranis, K. (2007). Restorative values. In G. Johnstone&
D. W. Van Ness (Eds.), Handbook of restorative
justice (pp. 59–74). Willan Publishing.

Pronk, T. M., Karremans, J. C., Overbeek, G.,
Vermulst, A. A., & Wigboldus, D. H. J. (2010).
What it takes to forgive: When and why executive
functioning facilitates forgiveness. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 98(1), 119–
131. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017875

Radzik, L., &Murphy, C. (2023). “Reconciliation.” In
E. N. Zalta & U. Nodelman (Eds.), The Stanford
Encyclopedia of philosophy (Fall 2023 ed.).

Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University.
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2023/entries/
reconciliation/

Ramelli, I. L. E. (2011). Unconditional forgiveness in
Christianity? Some reflections on ancient Christian
sources and practices. In C. Fricke (Ed.), The ethics
of forgiveness: A collection of essays (pp. 30–48).
Routledge.

Roberts, R. C. (1995). Forgivingness. American
Philosophical Quarterly, 32(4), 289–306.

Ross, D. (2009). Nicomachean ethics. Oxford
University Press. (Original work published 340B.C.)

Ruby, P., & Decety, J. (2004). How would you feel
versus how do you think she would feel? A neuro-
imaging study of perspective-taking with social
emotions. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 16(6),
988–999. https://doi.org/10.1162/0898929041502661

Russell, D. (2015). Aristotle on cultivating virtue. In
N. Snow (Ed.), Cultivating virtue (pp. 17–33).
Oxford University Press.

Sadler, G. (2008). Forgiveness, anger, and virtue in
an Aristotelian perspective. Proceedings of the
American Catholic Philosophical Association, 82,
229–247. https://doi.org/10.5840/acpaproc20088217

Scholl, M. B., & Townsend, C. B. (2024). Restorative
justice: A humanistic paradigm for addressing the
needs of victims, offenders, and communities. The
Journal of Humanistic Counseling, 63(3), 184–200.
https://doi.org/10.1002/johc.12204

Simon, Y. R. (1986). The definition of moral virtue.
Fordham University Press.

Smedes, L. (1996). The art of forgiving:When you need
to forgive and don’t know how. Ballantine Books.

Song, J. Y., Enright, R. D., & Kim, J. J. (2025).
Definitional drift within the science of forgiveness:
The dangers of avoiding philosophical analyses.
Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical Psychology,
45(1), 3–24. https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000278

Stewart, D. (2012). Thinking about Forgiveness:
A philosophical preamble to its cultivation in
schooling. Journal of Thought, 47, 66. https://
doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66

Strang, H., & Sherman, L. W. (2003). Repairing the
harm: Victims and restorative justice. Utah Law
Review, 1, 15–42.

Strawson, P. F. (1962). Freedom and resentment.
Proceedings of the British Academy, 48, 1–25.

Suzuki, M., & Jenkins, T. (2024). Redefining for-
giveness in restorative justice. Criminal Justice
Studies: A Critical Journal of Crime, Law &
Society, 37(3), 273–289. https://doi.org/10.1080/
1478601X.2024.2349586

Swinburne, R. (1989). Responsibility and atonement.
Clarendon Press.

Tessman, L. (2015).Moral failure: On the impossible
demands of morality. Oxford University Press.

Umbreit, M. (2003, August 13). Talking circles.
Center for Restorative Justice and Peacemaking,

A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

24 PALAZZOLO

https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000303
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000303
https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559.2024.2427592
https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559.2024.2427592
https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559.2024.2427592
https://doi.org/10.1080/09672559.2024.2427592
https://doi.org/10.30965/9783846769188
https://doi.org/10.30965/9783846769188
https://doi.org/10.1177/14624745251319345
https://doi.org/10.1177/14624745251319345
https://doi.org/10.1177/14624745251319345
https://doi.org/10.5553/IJRJ/258908912019002001002
https://doi.org/10.5553/IJRJ/258908912019002001002
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199646555.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199646555.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199646555.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199646555.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199646555.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3
https://doi.org/10.11612/resphil.2015.92.3.3
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-34
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-34
https://doi.org/10.1515/apeiron-2016-0030
https://doi.org/10.1515/apeiron-2016-0030
https://doi.org/10.1515/apeiron-2016-0030
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77807-1_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77807-1_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-77807-1_10
https://doi.org/10.1111/jore.12021
https://doi.org/10.1111/jore.12021
https://doi.org/10.1111/jore.12021
https://doi.org/10.1111/jore.12021
https://doi.org/10.1080/07311290902831490
https://doi.org/10.1080/07311290902831490
https://doi.org/10.1080/07311290902831490
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017875
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017875
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2023/entries/reconciliation/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2023/entries/reconciliation/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2023/entries/reconciliation/
https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2023/entries/reconciliation/
https://doi.org/10.1162/0898929041502661
https://doi.org/10.1162/0898929041502661
https://doi.org/10.5840/acpaproc20088217
https://doi.org/10.5840/acpaproc20088217
https://doi.org/10.1002/johc.12204
https://doi.org/10.1002/johc.12204
https://doi.org/10.1002/johc.12204
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000278
https://doi.org/10.1037/teo0000278
https://doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66
https://doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66
https://doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66
https://doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66
https://doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66
https://doi.org/10.2307/JTHOUGHT.47.1.66
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2024.2349586
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2024.2349586
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2024.2349586
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2024.2349586
https://doi.org/10.1080/1478601X.2024.2349586


School of Social Work, College of Education and
Human Development, University of Minnesota.

Van Ness, D. W., & Strong, K. H. (2015). Restoring
justice: An introduction to restorative justice
(5th ed.). Anderson Publishing—Elsevier.

van Stokkom, B. (2018). De gunfactor van herstelrecht:
Clementie, compassie en de zorgom de dader [The
gun factor of restorative justice: Clemency, com-
passion and concern for the offender]. Tijdschrift
voor Herstelrecht, 18(3), 33–49. https://doi.org/10
.5553/TvH/1568654X2018018003004

Van Stokkom, B. (2008). Forgiveness and recon-
ciliation in restorative justice conferences. Ethical
Perspectives, 15(3), 399–418. https://doi.org/10
.2143/EP.15.3.2033158

Vitale, F. (2021). “La dimensione etica della giustizia
riparativa.” Journal on Conflict Transformation,
Restorative Culture and Mediares, 2, 1–10.

Walker, M. U. (2006).Moral repair: Reconstructing
moral relations after wrongdoing. Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9
780511618024

Watkins, J. (2015). Unilateral forgiveness and the task
of reconciliation. Res Publica, 21(1), 19–42. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11158-014-9256-8

Wenzel, M., & Okimoto, T. G. (2014). On the rela-
tionship between justice and forgiveness: Are all
forms of justice made equal? British Journal of
Social Psychology, 53(3), 463–483. https://doi.org/
10.1111/bjso.12040

Wenzel, M., Okimoto, T. G., Feather, N. T., & Platow,
M. J. (2010). Justice through consensus: Shared
identity and the preference for a restorative notion of
justice. European Journal of Social Psychology,
40(6), 909–930. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.657

Witvliet, C., & Luna, R. (2023). Forgiveness:
Psychophysiological side effects and pathways to
health. In G. Pettigrove & R. Enright (Eds.), The
Routledge handbook of the philosophy and psy-
chology of forgiveness (pp. 461–475). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-42

Witvliet, C. V. O., Cheadle, A. C. D., & Luna, L.M. R.
(2023). Psychological and physical responses of
(un)forgiveness. In G. Pettigrove & R. Enright

(Eds.), Routledge handbook of the philosophy and
psychology of forgiveness (pp. 75–89). Routledge.

Wood, W. R., & Suzuki, M. (2024). Getting to
accountability in restorative justice. Victims &
Offenders, 19(7), 1400–1423. https://doi.org/10
.1080/15564886.2024.2333304

Worthington, E. L., Kurusu, T. A., Collins, W., Berry,
J.W., Ripley, J. S., &Baier, S. N. (2000). Forgiveness
usually takes time. Journal of Psychology and
Theology, 28, 3–20. https://doi.org/10.1177/0091647
10002800101

Worthington, E. L., Jr., Witvliet, C. V. O., Pietrini, P.,
& Miller, A. J. (2007). Forgiveness, health, and
well-being: A review of evidence for emotional
versus decisional forgiveness, dispositional for-
givingness, and reduced unforgiveness. Journal
of Behavioral Medicine, 30(4), 291–302. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10865-007-9105-8

Yu, L., Gambaro, M., Song, J. Y., Teslik, M., Song,
M., Komoski, M. C., Wollner, B., & Enright,
R. D. (2021). Forgiveness therapy in a maximum-
security correctional institution: A randomized
clinical trial. Clinical Psychology & Psychotherapy,
28(6), 1457–1471. https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp
.2583

Zagzebski, L. (2017). Exemplarist moral theory.
Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/
acprof:oso/9780190655846.001.0001

Zehr, H. (1985). Retributive justice, restorative justice.
New perspectives on crime and justice. Mennonite
Central Committee Office of Criminal Justice. https://
www.antoniocasella.eu/restorative/Zehr_1985.pdf

Zehr, H. (1990). Changing lenses: A new focus for
crime and justice. Herald Press.

Zehr, H. (2002). The little book of restorative justice.
Good Books.

Zehr, H. (2015). Changing lenses: Restorative justice
for our times. Herald Press.

Received May 22, 2025
Revision received November 10, 2025

Accepted December 1, 2025 ▪A
ll
ri
gh
ts
,
in
cl
ud
in
g
fo
r
te
xt

an
d
da
ta

m
in
in
g,

A
I
tr
ai
ni
ng
,
an
d
si
m
ila
r
te
ch
no
lo
gi
es
,
ar
e
re
se
rv
ed
.

FORGIVENESS IN RESTORATIVE JUSTICE 25

https://doi.org/10.5553/TvH/1568654X2018018003004
https://doi.org/10.5553/TvH/1568654X2018018003004
https://doi.org/10.2143/EP.15.3.2033158
https://doi.org/10.2143/EP.15.3.2033158
https://doi.org/10.2143/EP.15.3.2033158
https://doi.org/10.2143/EP.15.3.2033158
https://doi.org/10.2143/EP.15.3.2033158
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511618024
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511618024
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511618024
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11158-014-9256-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11158-014-9256-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11158-014-9256-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12040
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12040
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.657
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.657
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.657
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-42
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003360278-42
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2024.2333304
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2024.2333304
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2024.2333304
https://doi.org/10.1080/15564886.2024.2333304
https://doi.org/10.1177/009164710002800101
https://doi.org/10.1177/009164710002800101
https://doi.org/10.1177/009164710002800101
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-007-9105-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-007-9105-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10865-007-9105-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.2583
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.2583
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.2583
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190655846.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190655846.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190655846.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190655846.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780190655846.001.0001
https://www.antoniocasella.eu/restorative/Zehr_1985.pdf
https://www.antoniocasella.eu/restorative/Zehr_1985.pdf
https://www.antoniocasella.eu/restorative/Zehr_1985.pdf
https://www.antoniocasella.eu/restorative/Zehr_1985.pdf
https://www.antoniocasella.eu/restorative/Zehr_1985.pdf

