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Empathy training usually aims to improve perspective-taking skills, as this component of
empathy is subject to greater cognitive developmental and environmental influences through
maturation or learning processes. The empathy training for student teachers on which this
study is based also successfully targets this component. The question arose to what extent the
changes in perspective-taking could be gender-specific, i.e., whether men or women achieved
different improvement outcomes. To this end, we used two different measures of cognitive
perspective-taking that looked at state- and trait-oriented changes, respectively. On both
measures, we were able to achieve significant gains in perspective taking, consistent with the

pilot study, which were also consistently detectable for several weeks after the end of the

Empathy, empathy training, perspective-taking,
gender differences

study. Both male and female subjects benefited equally from our training.
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INTRODUCTION

Students experience many different emotions while learning:
joy, anger, boredom, frustration or even shame. The emotional
world of students also influences their behavior in class and
their interactions with each other, and teachers are confronted
with these emotions or behavior on a daily basis. A teacher's
behavior appropriate to the situation and person also directly
influences variables relevant to learning such as classroom
management, classroom climate, or pedagogical support
(Aldrup et al., 2022; Reusser, 2018; Stojiljkovi¢ et al., 2012).
The basis for this behavior is the ability to recognize,
empathize, and respond appropriately to emotions in others,
i.e., empathy (Saxena et al., 2017). Empathic teachers are better
able to solve problems within the class (Wink et al., 2021),
better able to take on the perspective of their students and
therefore better able to impart knowledge (Reusser, 2018),
better able to give personal feedback (Kilian, 2018), or better
able to arouse students' readiness to learn (Meyers et al., 2019).
However, empathic teachers also have advantages when it
comes to problems within the classroom; for example, they
recognize bullying more quickly (Mishna et al., 2012), are
therefore more likely to intervene (Craig et al., 2000), and use
more effective resolution strategies (Bilz et al., 2017). In
Cornelius-White's (2007) meta-analysis, teacher empathy was
found to be one of the strongest predictors of student learning
success. For this very reason, it is surprising that empathy plays
only a very minor role in teacher education (Kilian & Marx,
2020).

*Corresponding author: Paulus, C. M

Empathy is currently viewed as a multidimensional construct
consisting of affective and cognitive components (Britton &
Fuendeling, 2005; Cliffordson, 2002; Cuff et al., 2016; Davis,
1980; Dziobek et al., 2008). Affective components include the
ability to empathize or sympathize with observed emotions
(emotional concern) or to respond to them with discomfort
(personal distress). The ability to change perspectives
(perspective taking) represents the main cognitive component.
These factors are not independent of each other and correlate
weakly to moderately strongly with each other (Beven et al.,
2004; Ingoglia et al., 2016; Paulus, 2012). For both affective
and cognitive factors of empathy, a distinction can be made
between other- and self-orientation: thus, emotional concern
(EC) refers more to the emotional situation of others, whereas
personal distress (PD) refers more to one's own emotional
situation. A similar distinction can be made in perspective
taking (PT), as this can occur from two points of view
according to the question "how would | feel in the other
person's place?" versus "how does the other person feel?"
(Batson et al., 1997; Batson et al., 1987).

The affective aspects in particular have a very high heritability
(Melchers et al., 2016) and are therefore very difficult to
change through training approaches. This is more successful in
the case of perspective taking. Especially in the training of
prospective physicians, there are very many training programs
with more or less success. A large overview of approaches and
effects can be found in Batt-Rawden et al. (2013), Fernandez
and Zahavi (2021) or in the meta-analyses by Teding van
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Berkhout and Malouff (2016), Fragkos and Crampton (2020)
and Paulus and Meinken (2022a).

In the field of teacher education, on the other hand, there are
few well-theorized and evaluated training approaches (Aldrup
et al., 2022; Aparicio-Flores et al., 2020; Little & Maunder,
2020; Paulus & Meinken, 2022b; Shteinmets, 1983). Although
the actual research object of perspective-taking is identical, the
populations of the samples are nevertheless very different, as
students in the teaching program show a higher variance in the
subjects studied or even in the baccalaureate grade, which is
why the results of the studies from the field of medicine cannot
be directly applied to student teachers. What all training has in
common, however, is that it can be successful and significantly
improve perspective-taking.

It is undisputed in the literature that there are gender
differences in the affective and cognitive factors of empathy.
For example, women are considered to be generally more
empathic across all domains (De Corte et al., 2007; Ingoglia et
al., 2016; Loffler & Greitemeyer, 2021; Lonigro et al., 2013;
Saxena et al., 2017). Gilet et al. (2013) found significantly
higher values for women in the scales FS and EC with,
however, very small effect sizes (n? = .01 and 1 = .06). Same
results were found by Ingoglia et al. (2016) but with higher
effect sizes (mean n° = .15). De Corte et al. (2007) could prove
gender differences on all four scales with an average effect
strength of = .23. In the study from Fernandez et al. (2011)
women attained higher scores than men in FS, EC, and PD (all
p < .001). However, there are also studies showing that men
performed comparably to women in perspective taking (Gilet et
al., 2013; Olderbak et al., 2015; Surtees et al., 2012; Trilla et
al., 2020).

In our study, we therefore asked the question, can men benefit
more from empathy training than women?

Method
Sample

A total of 43 student teachers participated in our training, of
which 20 were male and 23 were female. The average age of
the students was 23.7 years (range 20 yrs - 43 yrs).

Empathy training

The empathy training primarily aimed at improving
perspective-taking skills and consisted of 7 modules, each of
which was conducted for 1.5 h per week. The following table 1
shows the structure and content of the training units (for further
details on the training see Paulus & Meinken, 2022b):

Instruments

We use two measurement procedures to assess empathy. First,
the Saarbriicken Personality Questionnaire (SPF) (Paulus,
2009), which is a German adaptation of the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (IRI) (Davis, 1983) and therefore measures
rather trait empathy. The SPF measures empathy in four
interrelated subtests:

e Perspective Taking (PT) (sample item “I try to look at
everybody's side of a disagreement before 1 make a
decision”)

e Fantasy Scale (FS) (sample item “I really get involved
with the feelings of the characters in a novel”)

¢ Empathic Concern (EC) (sample item “I often have
tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than
me”

e Personal Distress (PD) (sample item “In emergency
situations, | feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease™)

PT measures the ability to spontaneously see something from
the psychological perspective of another person; the fantasy
scale (FS) measures the tendency of the respondent to put
himself in the place of characters in novels or films. The
remaining two subscales represent operationalizations of an
observer's typical emotional responses: The EC scale is used to
measure other-oriented feelings such as pity or concern for
persons in distress, whereas the PD scale is intended to
measure intrinsically focused feelings such as restlessness or
discomfort in emotionally charged situations. All factors have
good internal consistency (all Cronbach's alpha > .75).

In addition to focusing on empathy in pedagogical situation-
specific contexts, we used the Jefferson Scale of Empathy for
Teachers (JSE-T) (Paulus & Klopp, n.d.; Paulus & Meinken,
2022b), which is more focused on state empathy. The
questionnaire measures the following 5 factors:

e Perspective Taking (JS_F1) (sample item "Teachers
should try to understand what is going on in their students'
minds by paying attention to their nonverbal cues and body
language™)

e Emotional understanding of students (JS_F2) (sample
item "Students feel better when their teacher understands
their feelings™)

e Perspective taking with students problematic (JS_F3)
(sample item "It's hard for a teacher to look at things from
the student's perspective")

Table 1 Structure and contents of the training

. Theory
Unit1 Homework
Unit 2 Discussing the homework - case study
Homework
Unit 3 Discussing the homework - own experience
Exercise 500 years (Shaffer et al., 2019),
Unit4 narrative writing
Homework
Discussing the homework - relevance of
Unit5 empathy for the teaching profession and
introduction to “active listening"
Homework
Unit 6 Role play
Unit 7 Sustainability
Unit 8 - 10 3 newsletters

Theoretical overview of the concept of empathy in general

Putting yourself in the shoes of a protagonist from a film or series with guiding questions
Work on case studies from everyday student life in group work
Observation of behavior in everyday life that resembles case studies
In group work: situations in which one has (not) felt understood

Assume roles and explain in partner exercise; fundamental attribution error.

Observing fundamental attribution error in everyday life in oneself

Brainstorming on the relevance of empathy to the teaching profession and possible drawbacks.

Practicing active listening among acquaintances

Various situations from the school context are acted out using the previously acquired knowledge

Letter to oneself
One per week to sustain the concept of perspective taking
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e Pedagogy more important than empathy (JS_F4)
(sample item "Only pedagogical measures can solve
students' school problems; emotional ties of teachers to their
students, therefore, have no meaningful influence on
solving school problems™)

e Student-centeredness (JS_F5) (sample item “It is
important to pay attention to a student's feelings during a
conversation with them®)

All factors have good internal consistency (all Cronbach's alpha
> .60).

There were a total of 3 measurement time points: t1 as baseline
before the start of training, t2 7 weeks later (after Unit 7), and
t3 one week after the last newsletter, i.e., 11 weeks after the
start of training.

RESULTS
JSE-T Factor 1
14.00 13.59 13.77
-— am = =
13.50 12.91 - ’12_—95 13.00
13.00 - =
12.50
12.00
1150 11.21
11.00
t1 t2 t3

Men e= = \Nomen

Figure 1 Estimated Marginal Means of the JSE-T factor 1

Table 2 Descriptive Statistics of the SPF factors PT and EC
and the JSE-T factor 1

Measure: PT (SPF)
95% Confidence Intervall
Lower Bound  Upper Bound

Sex Time Mean Std. Error

1 15,550 ,546 14,447 16,653
male 2 17,050 ,456 16,129 17,971
3 17,350 441 16,459 18,241
1 16,391 ,509 15,363 17,419
female 2 17,565 425 16,706 18,424
3 17,957 411 17,126 18,787
Measure: JSE-T F1_Show_understanding
1 11,200 ,342 10,510 11,890
male 2 12,950 ,288 12,368 13,532
3 13,100 ,303 12,489 13,711
1 12,870 ,319 12,226 13,513
female 2 13,652 ,269 13,109 14,195
3 13826 ,282 13,256 14,396
Measure: Emotional_Concern (SPF)
1 14,700 ,468 13,755 15,645
male 2 15,050 ,506 14,028 16,072
3 15550 ,507 14,526 16,574
1 16,609 437 15,727 17,490
female 2 16,652 472 15,699 17,606
3 17,217 473 16,262 18,172

The increase in perspective taking ability measured by the JSE-
T was nearly identical for male and female participants
(F(2,82) = 24.362, p <.001, Eta’ = .373), with the respective
mean scores of female participants being constantly higher
(significant only between the measurement times 1 and 2) than
those of males at all measurement time points (F (2,82) =
3.031, p = .054, Eta® = .069). The largest change occurred
between measurement time points 1 and 2, with the level of
both groups then remaining stable at time point 3 (cf. Table 3).

Table 3 Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts of JSE-T
F1 Show_understanding

Type 111

Source Time Sumof  df Mean = Partial Eta
Square Squared
Squares
Level2vs. ga616 1 68,616 27,138 <001 398
. Level 1
Time Level 3 vs
. 27,052 1 27,052 20,392 <,001 ,332
Previous
Level 2 vs.
Time*  Level 1 10,011 1 10,011 3,960 ,053 088
sex Level_3vs. 2.261 1 2261 1705 199 o0
Previous
Level 2 vs.
Error Level 1 103663 41 2528
(Time) Level_3vs. 54,390 4 1327
Previous

A similar picture was shown on the variable PT of the SPF.

SPF factor PT

17.86

1800 17.45 -
.

- - 17.32

17.00

16.50
16.00

15.50

15.00
t1 2 t3

e |\ e e \\Omen

Figure 2 Estimated Marginal Means of PT
Table 4 Tests of Within-Subjects Contrasts of PT

S . Type 11 Sum Mean Partial Eta
ource Time
of Squares Square Squared
L‘*L"ee\jezl‘l’s' 76486 1 76486 24,828<,001 377
Time
Level3vs. 41000 1 44009 37,089<,001 475
Previous
Level 2 vs.
Time*  Level 1 1,138 1 1,138 ,369 ,547 ,009
Sex  Level 3vs. 055 1 055 046 831 001
Previous
Level 2 vs.
Error Level 1 126,304 41 3,081
(Time) Level 3 vs.
Previous 48,689 41 1,188

We found a significant increase in PT after training (F(2,38) =
24.869; p < .001, Eta’ = .567) regardless of gender (F(1,39) =
963; p = .333 Eta’ = .024). Males and females benefited
equally from training, with no change in PT levels between
time points 2 and 3.

The increase in EC measured by the SPF was nearly identical
for male and female participants (F(2,82) = 3.374, p = .039,
Eta’ = .076), with the respective mean scores of female
participants being constantly (but not significant) higher than
those of males at all measurement time points (F (2,82) =
0.154, p = .857, Eta® = .004).
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Estimated Marginal Means of Emotional_Concern
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Figure 3 Estimated Marginal Means of EC
DISCUSSION

Empathy training usually aims to improve perspective-taking
skills, as this component of empathy is subject to greater
cognitive developmental and environmental influences through
maturation or learning processes. The empathy training for
student teachers on which this study is based also successfully
targets this component (Paulus & Meinken, 2022b). Following
this pilot study, the question arose to what extent the changes
might be gender-specific, i.e., whether men or women achieved
different improvement outcomes. To this end, we used two
different measures of cognitive PT that looked at state- and
trait-oriented changes, respectively. On both measures, we
were able to achieve significant gains in PT, consistent with the
pilot study, which were also consistently detectable for several
weeks after the end of the study. Both male and female subjects
benefited equally from our training, but the developments were
almost parallel. The initial difference in perspective taking
remained, and the male subjects were never able to reach the
level of the female subjects. This also showed that the empathy
training does not favor or disadvantage any gender, all
participants benefit equally from it.

It is interesting that the changes in perspective taking could be
observed both situation-specific (JSE-T) and person-specific
(SPF). This shows that the training was indeed able to achieve
changes within the personality. We assume that the weekly
"homework" in particular contributed to this, because it made it
clear to the participants of the training that perspective-taking
can be relevant in all social interactions in everyday life, be it
in dealing with friends, fellow human beings or even situations
that could possibly be prejudiced. Having a better
understanding of one's peers and their behavior leads to
improved social acceptance and interactions (Galata et al.,
2011; Gehlbach et al., 2011; Ghasemian & Kumar, 2017),
increased altruistic rather than selfish actions (Batson et al.,
1987; Bengtsson, 2016), or more positive interactions with
students (Altavilla et al., 2021; Wink et al., 2021).

A significant increase in the affective component EC was
demonstrated, but only very slightly. This tended to be a slight
improvement, and again was comparable in males and females.

Although the sample was somewhat larger than in the first
study, the sample size must still be seen as a limitation and a
replication of the results must be attempted with larger
numbers of test subjects. It would also be interesting to conduct
direct interviews with the participants in order to test the
hypothesis that the changes in everyday life are perpetuated by
the "homework"; so far, this is a purely theoretical assumption.

CONCLUSION

Empathy training improves skills regardless of gender, the
increase is almost the same for all. This also applies to the
permanence of the improvement, both genders also benefit
from the training successes over a longer period of time.

References

Aldrup, K., Carstensen, B., & Klusmann, U. (2022). Is
Empathy the Key to Effective Teaching? A Systematic
Review of Its Association with Teacher-Student
Interactions and Student Outcomes. Educational
Psychology Review. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-
09649-y

Altavilla, G., Manna, A., & Lipoma, M. (2021). Relevance of
empathy in educational relationships and learning
processes. Journal of Physical Education and Sport,
21(1). https://doi.org/10.7752/jpes.2021.s1084

Aparicio-Flores, M. P., Esteve-Faubel, J. M., Esteve-Faubel,
R. P., & Alvarez-Teruel, J. D. (2020). High Academic
Self-Efficacy and Dispositional Empathy in Future
Teachers. Sustainability, 12(17). https://doi.org/672
810.3390/su12176728

Batson, C. D., Early, S., & Salvarani, G. (1997). Perspective
taking: Imaging how another feels versus imaging how
you would feel. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 25(7), 751-758.

Batson, C. D., Fultz, J., & Schoenrade, P. A. (1987). Distress
and empathy: two qualitatively distinct vicarious
emotions with different motivational consequences.
Journal of Personality, 55(1), 19-39.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.1987.tb00426.x

Batt-Rawden, S. A., Chisolm, M. S, Anton, B., &
Flickinger, T. E. (2013). Teaching Empathy to Medical
Students: An Updated, Systematic Review. Academic
Medicine, 88(8), 1171-1177.
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0b013e318299f3e3

Bengtsson, H. (2016). Children’s cognitive appraisal of
others’  distressful and  positive  experiences.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 27(5),
457-466. https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000073

Beven, J. P., O'Brien-Malone, A., & Hall, G. (2004). Using
the Interpersonal Reactivity Index to Assess Empathy in
Violent Offenders. International Journal of Forensic
Psychology, 1(2), 33-41.
https://researchrepository.murdoch.edu.au/id/eprint/2698
/1/Using_the_Interpersonal_Reactivity Index_to_Assess
_Empathy_in_Violent_Offenders.pdf

Bilz, L., Schubarth, W., Dudziak, I., Fischer, S. M,
Niproschke, S., & Ulbricht, J. (2017). Gewalt und
Mobbing an Schulen. Wie sich Gewalt und Mobbing
entwickelt haben, wie Lehrer reagieren und welche
Kompetenzen sie brauchen. Klinkhardt.

Britton, P. C., & Fuendeling, J. M. (2005). The relations
among varieties of adult attachment and the components
of empathy. J Soc Psychol, 145(5), 519-530.
https://doi.org/10.3200/SOCP.145.5.519-530

Cliffordson, C. (2002). The hierarchical structure of
empathy: dimensional organization and relations to
social ~ functioning.  Scandinavian ~ Journal  of
Psychology,, 43(1), 49-59. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.
gov/pubmed/11885760

2930 |Page



International Journal of Recent Scientific Research Vol. 14, Issue, 04 (A), pp. 2927-2932, April, 2023

Cornelius-White, J. (2007). Learner-centered teacher-student
relationships are effective: A meta-analysis. Review of
Educational Research, 77(2), 113-143.
https://doi.org/10.3102/003465430298563

Craig, W. M., Henderson, K., & Murphy, J. G. (2000).
Prospective teachers' attitudes toward bullying and
victimization. School Psychology International, 21(1),
5-21. https://doi.org/10.1177/0143034300211001

Cuff, B. M. P, Brown, S. J., Taylor, L., & Howat, D. J.
(2016). Empathy: A Review of the Concept. Emotion
Review,  8(2), 144-153. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1754073914558466

Davis, M. H. (1980). A multidimensional approach to
individual differences in empathy. (JSAS Catalogue of
Selected Documents in Psychology), 10-85.

Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring Individual-Differences in
Empathy - Evidence for a Multidimensional Approach.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44(1),
113-126. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.44.1.113

De Corte, K., Buysse, A., Verhofstadt, L. L., Roeyers, H.,
Ponnet, K., & Davis, M. H. (2007). Measuring Empathic
Tendencies: Reliability and Validity of the Dutch
Version of the Interpersonal Reactivity Index.
Psychologica Belgica, 47(4), 235-260.
https://doi.org/DOI 10.5334/pb-47-4-235

Dziobek, 1., Rogers, K., Fleck, S., Bahnemann, M.,
Heekeren, H. R., Wolf, O. T., & Convit, A. (2008).
Dissociation of cognitive and emotional empathy in
adults with Asperger syndrome using the Multifaceted
Empathy Test (MET). Journal of Autism and
Developmental Disorders, 38(3), 464-473.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-007-0486-x

Ferndndez, A. M., Dufey, M., & Kramp, U. (2011). Testing
the Psychometric Properties of the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (IRI) in Chile. European Journal of
Psychological Assessment, 27(3), 179-185.
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759/a000065

Fernandez, A. V., & Zahavi, D. (2021). Can we train basic
empathy? A phenomenological proposal. Nurse
Education Today, 98. https://doi.org/ARTN
10472010.1016/j.nedt.2020.104720

Fragkos, K. C., & Crampton, P. E. S. (2020). The
Effectiveness of Teaching Clinical Empathy to Medical
Students: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of
Randomized Controlled Trials. Academic Medicine,
95(6), 947-957. https://doi.org/10.1097/acm.0000000
000003058

Galata, S., Mayrock, K., Sawatzki, K., Stein, S., Weisel, A,
& Wollensak, S. (2011). Férderung emotional-sozialer
Kompetenz.

Gehlbach, H., Brinkworth, M. E., & Harris, A. D. (2011).
The Promise of Social Perspective Taking to Facilitate
Teacher-Student Relationships American Educational
Research Association,
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED525283

Ghasemian, A., & Kumar, G. V. (2017). Enhancement of
Emotional Empathy through Life Skills Training among
Adolescents Students—A Comparative Study. Journal of
Psychosocial Research, 12(1), 177-185.

Gilet, A. L., Mella, N., Studer, J., Gruhn, D., & Labouvie-
Vief, G. (2013). Assessing Dispositional Empathy in
Adults: A French Validation of the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (IRI). Canadian Journal of

Behavioural Science-Revue Canadienne Des Sciences
Du Comportement, 45(1), 42-48.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030425

Ingoglia, S., Lo Coco, A., & Albiero, P. (2016).
Development of a Brief Form of the Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (B-IRI). Journal of Personality
Assessment, 98(5), 461-471.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2016.1149858

Kilian, J. (2018). Didaktische Sprachkritik im Alltag des
Deutschunterrichts. Bericht aus einer Videostudie zur
professionellen Kompetenz von Deutschlehrkraften bei
der  Bewertung  sprachlicher  Leistungen.  Hei
EDUCATION Journal, 1, 47-74.

Kilian, J., & Marx, K. (2020). Empathie als Kompetenz? In
Sprache und Empathie (pp. 489-514).
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110679618-017

Little, S., & Maunder, R. (2020). Training secondary school
teachers on early attachment trauma and adolescent
brain development: impact on empathy. Educational
Studies. https://doi.org/10.1080/03055698.2020.1782847

Loffler, C. S., & Greitemeyer, T. (2021). Are women the
more empathetic gender? The effects of gender role
expectations. Current Psychology.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01260-8

Lonigro, A., Laghi, F., Baiocco, R., & Baumgartner, E.
(2013). Mind Reading Skills and Empathy: Evidence for
Nice and Nasty ToM Behaviours in School-Aged
Children. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 23(3),
581-590. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9722-5

Melchers, M., Montag, C., Reuter, M., Spinath, F. M., &
Hahn, E. (2016). How heritable is empathy? Differential
effects of measurement and subcomponents. Motivation
and Emotion, 40(5), 720-730.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-016-9573-7

Meyers, S., Rowell, K., Wells, M., & Smith, B. C. (2019).
Teacher Empathy: A Model of Empathy for Teaching
for Student Success. College Teaching, 67(3), 160-168.
https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2019.1579699

Mishna, F., Khoury-Kassabri, M., Gadalla, T., & Daciuk, J.
(2012). Risk factors for involvement in cyber bullying:
Victims, bullies and bully—victims. Children and Youth
Services Review, 34(1), 63-70.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2011.08.032

Olderbak, S., Wilhelm, O., Olaru, G., Geiger, M.,
Brenneman, M. W., & Roberts, R. D. (2015). A
psychometric analysis of the reading the mind in the
eyes test: toward a brief form for research and applied

settings.  Frontiers in  Psychology, 6, 1503.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01503
Paulus, C. M. (2009). Der Saarbriicker

Personlichkeitsfragebogen SPF (IRI) zur Messung von
Empathie: Psychometrische Evaluation der deutschen
Version des Interpersonal  Reactivity  Index.
http://psydok.psycharchives.de/jspui/handle/20.500.1178
0/3343

Paulus, C. M. (2012). Ist die Bildung eines Empathiescores
in der deutschen Fassung des IRl sinnvoll?
https://doi.org/10.22028/D291-23347

Paulus, C. M., & Klopp, E. (i.V.). Development of the
Jefferson Scale of Empathy for Teachers (JSE-T) to
measure empathy in educationally relevant situations.

Paulus, C. M., & Meinken, S. (2022a). The effectiveness of
empathy training in health care: a meta-analysis of

2931|Page



Who Benefits More From Empathy Training In Teacher Education? En or Women?

training content and methods. International Journal of
Medical Education, 13, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.511
6/ijme.61d4.4216

Paulus, C. M., & Meinken, S. (2022h). Empathy training for
student teachers - design, structure and initial results.
Journal of Education and Human Development, 11(2),
11-23. https://doi.org/10.15640/jehd.v11n2al

Reusser, K. (2018). Kognitive  Empathie’  als
Prozessmerkmal und berufsethische Qualitdt guten
Unterrichts. In H.-R. Schérer & M. Zutavern (Eds.), Das
professionelle Ethos von Lehrerinnen und Lehrern (pp.
73-90). Waxmann.

Saxena, S., Tripathi, S., & Madnavat, A. V. S. (2017).
Comparison in the level of empathy in adolescent girls
and boys. Indian Journal of Health and Wellbeing, 8(7),
765-767.

Shaffer, V. A., Bohanek, J., Focella, E. S., Horstman, H., &
Saffran, L. (2019). Encouraging perspective taking:
Using narrative writing to induce empathy for others
engaging in negative health behaviors. PLoS One,
14(10), e0224046.  https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0224046

Shteinmets, A. E. (1983). Development of Empathy in
Psychological Training of Future Teachers. Voprosy
Psikhologii(2), 79-83. <Go to ISI>//WOS:
A1983QL99100010

Stojiljkovi¢, S., Djigi¢, G., & Zlatkovi¢, B. (2012). Empathy
and Teachers’ Roles. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 69, 960-966.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.12.021

Surtees, A. D., Butterfill, S. A., & Apperly, 1. A. (2012).
Direct and indirect measures of Level-2 perspective-
taking in children and adults. British Journal of
Developmental  Psychology, 30(Pt 1), 75-86.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.2011.02063.x

Teding van Berkhout, E., & Malouff, J. M. (2016). The
efficacy of empathy training: A meta-analysis of
randomized controlled trials. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 63(1), 32-41.
https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000093

Trilla, 1., Weigand, A., & Dziobek, 1. (2020). Affective states
influence emotion perception: evidence for emotional
egocentricity. Psychol Res.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-020-01314-3

Wink, M. N., LaRusso, M. D., & Smith, R. L. (2021).
Teacher empathy and students with problem behaviors:
Examining teachers' perceptions, responses,
relationships, and burnout. Psychology in the Schools.
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.22516

How to cite this article:

Paulus, C. M.2023, Who Benefits More from Empathy Training In Teacher Education? En or Women?. Int J Recent Sci Res.
14(04), pp. 2927-2932. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24327/ijrsr.2023.1404.0600

*kkkkikk

2932 |Page


https://doi.org/10.1371/

