EMPATHY AND SERVANT-LEADERSHIP

The Complementary Nature of Simulation Theory and
Theory of Mind in Education

—FAITH VALENTE

Every teacher should attempt to guide the personal and social development of
his or her students (Wilson 2011, 246). The effectiveness and efficiency with
which such elucidation takes place, however, may depend to a great extent on
the empathetic understanding between pupil and instructor (208). The discern-
ment that teachers and students exhibit regarding their own lives and the reali-
ties experienced by other persons will affect what can be taught and learned.
Constructive development theory suggests that to be most effective, teachers
who are leaders must understand how students think and feel about themselves
(McCauley et al. 2006). Several studies have shown that such empathetic
understanding is a critical antecedent of student learning (Black and Phillips
1982; Cooper 2004; Immordino-Yang 2011; Uddin et al. 2007).

In this paper, I briefly discuss empathy before introducing two empa-
thetic models. An examination of how each theory can contribute to more
effective teaching through servant-leadership follows. I demonstrate how
the two theories complement and inform each other to provide unique peda-
gogical insights. An understanding of empathy in the context of servant-
leadership may also provide important tools to help teachers become more
effective and efficient (Bowman 2005). The conclusion relates how the use
of such tools may lead to the creation of more just, creative, and vibrant
communities to which all members contribute.

EMPATHY
Empathy is understanding and identifying with the thoughts and feelings of

another person (Davis 1983). Empathy includes a range of social phenom-
ena, such as feeling concern for another person’s situation, internalizing the
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perceived emotions of other people, discerning and accepting other people’s
motives, and adopting what others are perceived to believe (Hoffman 2000).
This broad view of empathy is consistent with an umbrella construct that
includes or subsumes all phenomena that share the same mental processes
and therefore cannot be distinguished from it, such as emotional contagion
and prosocial helping behaviors (Preston and de Waal 2002). A lack of empa-
thy has been cited as characteristic of autism and other developmental disor-
ders in which individuals are unable to share the feelings of people in a social
environment (Decety and Meyer 2008).

Empathy is a fundamental means by which we comprehend and interact
with the world (Adolphs 2009). How well we make rapid and accurate infer-
ences about the feelings, goals, attitudes, and beliefs of other people will
determine, in part, what we are able to contribute in a specific situation and
our intrinsic value to another human being (Mitchell 2008). Furthermore,
the public benefits available to everyone living in a social group exist only
to the extent that we are able to coordinate our collective activities (Adolphs
2009). All such interpersonal relationships are mediated by the empathetic
knowledge structures people hold about themselves or infer about others
(Nakao and Itakura 2009). Empathy is a cornerstone of human social inter-
action (Decety et al. 2012).

Empathetic processes and structures in the human brain have evolved
over millions of years (Decety 2011). During this time the human brain has
developed some unique, as far as we know, abilities in terms of social inter-
action that distinguish it from that of other animals. Although other species
may be aware of basic emotive expressions in others of their kind, they do
not share our higher-level cognitive functions (Adolphs 2009). The devel-
opment of more elaborate mental capabilities does not eliminate or subju-
gate human instinctive and automatic responses to others. Instead, humans’
higher-order cognitions appear to mediate and augment the basic empathetic
processes and structures (Decety et al. 2012).

There are many forms of empathetic understanding and response.
Motor mimicry in young children, mirroring, shared experience, simula-
tion, and perspective-taking are just a few examples (Decety and Batson
2007). Affective empathetic responses dominate early in life and are invol-
untary. Newborn babies, for example, become distressed when they hear
another baby cry (Dondi and Simion 1999). Infant mimicry of parental facial
expressions is another early form of emotional sharing that is thought to
help develop empathy prior to speech development (Lamm et al. 2008). The
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more complex cognitive knowledge structures associated with higher-level
empathetic processes suggest that these responses to others are learned with
age and enculturation (Decety and Michalska 2010).

Although two people can share emotion without cognition, the preverbal
and involuntary form of empathetic arousal does not explain empathic pro-
cesses such as simulation or perspective taking (Decety et al. 2012). At least
some thoughtful evaluation must take place when imagining what another
person may feel. The evolution of the human cerebral cortex and limbic
system allows most people to take advantage of an experience-based knowl-
edge structure and advanced information-processing capacity (Decety et al.
2012). According to Decety (2011), human empathy relies on a large num-
ber of brain structures and processes that regulate our social affiliation,
ranging from the autonomic nervous system and endocrine systems to the
cerebral cortex. Empathy is often not reflexive, but instead may depend on
a variety of cognitive factors that influence the accuracy and the internaliza-
tion of other people’s thoughts and feelings. Humans, unlike other animals,
can imagine how other members of their species feel or think and may do so
very intentionally (Adophs 2009). As a consequence, people often intercede
on behalf of others whose knowledge structures may be quite different from
their own (Batson et al. 1991).

How can we teach ourselves and other people empathy and appropri-
ate social responses? These are important questions for any society (Singer
and Lamm 2009). When people volunteer their time or donate money to aid
victims of a natural catastrophe, this shouldn’t require that they have expe-
rienced a similar catastrophe, or even that their efforts have the effect they
expect. Empathetic helping behavior can evolve beyond personal experience
as people extend benefits to a community of which they are not members
(Batson et al. 1991).

Empathy and a range of corresponding positive social behaviors
may be taught and expanded using a variety of abstract and higher-level
cognitive cues such as language (Lamm, Batson, and Decety 2007). For
example, Lamm, Batson, and Decety (2007) reported on a perspective-
taking experiment. Participants were told of another person’s plight and
asked to imagine how that person felt. Empathetic concern was the result.
Feelings of distress were elicited, however, when different experimental
subjects were asked to imagine how they would feel in the other person’s
place. Such divergent empathetic responses are expected to result in very
different behaviors.
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Some of these different behaviors can be explained by two empathy
theories, theory of mind and simulation theory, which provide insight on how
empathy might best be taught and on how to bring about desired social out-
comes (Adams 2001). It is not yet clear which theory may be most appropriate
to apply and under what circumstances (Adolphs 2009). These two somewhat
different viewpoints need to be reconciled so that the empathetic response in
humans reflects elements of both automatic (emotive) and voluntary (thought-
ful) responses to other people (Adolphs 2009). At that point, we will be better
able to understand how a student’s perceptions of a teacher’s thoughts and feel-
ings are internalized and become the framework for what the student learns.

MODELS OF EMPATHY

Social interaction among humans is preceded and accompanied by inferences
about the thoughts and feelings of other people (Adolphs 2009). People often
make these inferences unconsciously. At other times, people expend a great
deal of cognitive effort discerning other people’s thoughts and emotions
(695). The ability to accurately assess the emotions and cognitions of another
person can distinguish us from one another (712). The mechanism behind
such empathetic emotions and cognitions is the crucial difference between
theory of mind and simulation theory.

Theory of mind is “the ability to explain, predict, and interpret behavior
by attributing mental states such as desires, beliefs, intentions and emotions
to oneself and to other people” (Decety et al. 2012). Theory of mind sug-
gests that we make attributions regarding the thoughts and emotions of oth-
ers in a controlled process (Adams 2001). This process is reflective, requires
some effort, and relies on language-related reasoning (369). A person’s abil-
ity to infer what someone else is feeling depends on his or her knowledge
of how other people’s minds work (369). Theory of mind relies on a sys-
tematic framework of knowledge held in common among people (370). In
other words, one person is able to understand and predict another person’s
emotions, thoughts, and behaviors through innate or acquired memories
that are shared (370). This level of understanding, it is important to note,
may depend in large part on whether people have a common culture, simi-
lar experiences, and comparable education (370). For example, consider
the empathetic feelings and thoughts of an individual who observes a rock
climber fall from a great height to her death (372). Relatively few people
can know exactly what the rock climber was thinking or feeling just prior to
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and during that descent, to say nothing of her motivation for undertaking the
climb. Most people are not members of the rock-climbing subculture, lack
corresponding experience and training, and hold different expectations of
behavior. Theory of mind may explain how people perceive and internalize
the thoughts and emotions of others, but it doesn’t ensure that the results
rightly reflect how another person’s mind works (372).

Alternatively, simulation theory posits that our attributions about oth-
ers’ thoughts and emotions are more automatic, reflexive, and spontaneous
(Gallese 2005). Rather than theorizing about someone else’s point of view,
people use simulation routines to replicate those affective and cognitive states
in themselves (110). People mimic or mirror what they believe other people
may be thinking and feeling (110). Sometimes this process is explicit, such
as when imagination is invoked to “step into another person’s shoes” (110),
and sometimes it is implicit (113). For example, mirror neurons in the brain
may be activated when an empathic agent observes something in another
person that is also part of his or her own knowledge structure (Decety 2011).
The often-emotive nature of simulation theory results in people making rela-
tively faster judgments about the causes of behaviors. Of course, the cor-
respondence of beliefs among empathetic parties will again rely on their
psychological makeup and is subject to error. There are important distinctions
between the two theories, which can be reconciled; the primary difference
is that theory of mind proposes a detached mental activity, whereas simula-
tion theory relies on a person’s mimicking the mental state of another. In the
latter circumstance, simulation theory would predict an almost immediate
emotional response, while theory of mind would suggest a more deliberate
cognitive response based on prior experience. Recent research demonstrates
that cognitive functions mediate how we perceive others who are not like us.
Lamm, Meltzoff, and Decety (2009) demonstrated that automatic emotional
responses can be controlled, to some extent, by higher-level brain processes
(362). This empathetic process relies on a person’s “activation of relevant
representations while inhibiting irrelevant ones” (374). Lamm et al. (2007)
also showed that the perceived feelings of other people can be mediated
with perspective-taking instructions (42). Experimental subjects who were
encouraged to make more cognitive appraisals exhibited greater levels of
empathetic concern for patients than those who were asked to vicariously
feel a patient’s pain (56). These findings support the development of an inte-
grated model of empathy and the empathetic process. An integrated model
of empathy is one in which an empathetic response could rely on relevant
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cognitive structures’ being activated while repressing more immediate and
potentially destructive emotive structures. '
Empathy is a phenomenon that is both bottom up (automatic) and top
down (cognitive) (56). One response informs and can regulate the other.
Automatic processes are faster, more emotive, and reflexive, and they domi-
nate in early childhood (Adolphs 2009). Cognitive processes are slower and
effortful, and often involve learned reflective thinking (697). The reciprocal
nature of the empathetic process is an important omission of both theory of
mind and simulation theory. Empathy is a critical skill, and neither theory of
mind nor simulation theory alone appears to provide an adequate explanation
of how we make and internalize attributions. Yet many of our daily social
interactions depend on this type of understanding, and the effectiveness of any
individual will depend largely on his or her ability to accurately assess and
predict the feelings, motives, thoughts, and behaviors of nearby others (698).
Teachers could benefit from an integrated model of how students per-
ceive empathy and respond empathetically, whether they relied on the moti-
vation elements of emotion or imagination and reflection (Sartini, Knight,
and Collins 2013). How well a teacher presents information and creates an
appropriate empathetic learning environment will determine how efficiently
and effectively knowledge is conveyed (Feshbach and Feshbach 1987). There
is not any real question that people do make and internalize inferences that
guide what they learn, but there are many questions regarding Aow. Some of
those questions include how people ascribe meaning to what they observe, to
what do they attribute their beliefs, and how those beliefs affect their behavior.
To the extent that either the educator’s or the learner’s perceptions are
inaccurate, knowledge acquisition will be handicapped. Learning happens
best when there is correspondence between what a teacher perceives and
what the student perceives (Cornelius-White 2007; Skinner and Belmont
1993). When either person misinterprets the thoughts and feelings of the
other, higher-order cognitive abilities are impaired and knowledge acquisi-
tion is reduced.
We learn in relation to our own beliefs and to the vicarious thoughts
and feelings of others as we apprehend them (Good 1981). For example, a
teacher who believes his or her students understand the importance of a con-
cept may be very surprised by their performance on an exam covering that
topic when pupils never grasped the concept’s importance to the instructor.
The ability of an instructor to accurately gauge the emotions and thoughts of
students is critical to successful learning outcomes (415).
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The empatheticunderstanding of any teacher, the leader, in an educational
endeavor is therefore of paramount importance. Not only will a teacher’s
understanding of student emotion and cognition facilitate student learning, it
can increase the likelihood that the knowledge students acquire will be con-
sistent with socially desirable consequences and enhance public welfare.

EMPATHY IN EDUCATION

Humans learn differently from infancy to adulthood. More specifically,
children move from simple cognitive and affective processes to more complex
processes as their experiences become more extensive. The ability to teach
effectively, therefore, depends on teachers’ understanding of what is going on
in the minds of students as well as themselves (Tinberg and Weisberger 1998).

The role of any teacher is to help students grow, to ensure that students,
as a consequence of being taught, become more capable and more likely
to contribute to their communities (Lauermann and Karabenick 2013).
Empathy is a vital component servant-leaders who are teachers must incor-
porate in the classroom (Herman and Marlowe 2005). Although empathy
has been shown to mediate the effectiveness of teachers, relatively little
attention has been paid to how student perceptions of a teacher’s empathetic
understanding affect the learning process, or to how a teacher may better
convey empathetic understanding to students (Choi and Yang 2011). The
concept of empathy and conforming empathetic processes therefore deserve
much greater exploration in an educational setting.

Black and Phillips (1982) identified three dimensions of teaching
behavior that students use to form perceptions of teacher empathy:

1. Attention—the degree of mutual respect that a teacher demonstrates

2. Experiential—the ability of a teacher to assume the perspective of the
student

3. Communication—the capacity of a teacher to express empathetic
thoughts

Wilson (2011) found that teachers who communicate a positive attitude and
empathetic understanding toward students facilitated students’ academic
achievement. The composition of teacher attitudes toward students, however,
was unclear. Was the perceived value teachers placed on students centered
on them as persons, or on their behaviors or viewpoints? In addition, were
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students’ perceptions of teacher emotions or beliefs accurate, and if not,
could they be better communicated through either verbal or nonverbal behav-
ior, or through some combination of the two?

Learning almost always involves internalizing attributions about what
other people think and feel (Adolphs 2009). We often automatically, and
sometimes quite consciously, reflect on or imagine what other people are
feeling and thinking. How we interpret the perceived emotions and cogni-
tions of others, in conjunction with the particular situation, affects our learn-
ing (Bernhardt and Singer 2012). The specific processes people go through
that result in their reacting empathetically, however, vary a great deal (15).

Systems of body regulation, such as blood pressure and heart rate, influ-
ence how we think and feel in predictable ways; we are likely to experience
a flight impulse, for example, in response to fear, or openness to people who
are happy (Decety 2011). In many circumstances, the emotions of others are
seen in nonverbal cues, such as facial expressions or posture (Balconi and
Canavesio 2013). One question is whether teachers’ nonverbal cues about
their interest in a topic are more meaningful than what they say or write in
conveying their empathy to students. Students who perceive an instructor
as empathetic may be accepting of the teacher’s conveyed knowledge and
motivated to respond to the teacher’s perceived desires and explicit instruc-
tions (Cornelius-White 2013).

A range of factors might influence whether students intuitively perceive
teachers’ empathetic understanding and internalize those thoughts and feel-
ings in their actions. Simulation theory suggests that perceived similarities
in age, gender, and cultures are but a few examples (Gallese 2005). Young
people could have difficulty imagining that an older teacher shares or under-
stands their concerns. Differences in gender could affect a student’s ability to
recognize that an instructor identifies with his or her emotions. Differences
in culture or race could affect student ability to perceive teacher empathy.
Do perceptions of teacher empathy help enhance student motivation or other
factors that increase student satisfaction and perceptions of success?

Theory of mind suggests that differences between the knowledge
structure of students and of their teachers influence students’ perceptions
of teacher empathy and subsequent student learning (Immordino-Yang
2011). Students may not understand the importance of a concept unless a
teacher clarifies its relevance. What may seem self-evident to an instruc-
tor could have little or no obvious connection for students and vice versa.
Would clearly communicating the usefulness of learning objectives and the
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relevance of activities related to their acquisition enhance student satisfaction
and perceptions of teacher empathy and learning?

The ability to learn from the vicariously experienced beliefs of a
teacher is a uniquely human capacity (Adolphs 2009). Effectively fram-
ing information so it is more likely to be assimilated and integrated with
existing knowledge depends, in part, on student perceptions of instructor
empathy (Sezen-Balcikanli 2009). People acquire new knowledge by inter-
nalizing what they perceive in others, contingent on their own experience
and education (79). A number of empathetic processes are relevant when a
student decides to master a particular skill. The student may desire to please
the teacher or to pass an examination. Emotions and cognitions motivate
a student to study and to investigate the nature and relevance of the topic,
as well as to independently ascertain the likelihood of success. Perceptions
of efficient and effective learning require that a student recognize teacher
empathy, discern the thoughts and feelings of the other, and thereby con-
clude that the teacher cares about them (Jaasma and Koper 1999).

SERVANT-LEADERSHIP IN EDUCATION

Teachers have a responsibility to convey knowledge and to ensure that the
wisdom they impart benefits both their students and the communities in which
they live. This conceptualization of a teacher is consistent with the definition
of a servant-leader (Bowman 2005; Herman and Marlowe 2005). According
to Greenleaf (2002), the test of whether someone is a servant-leader is to ask,
does the person help “those served [to] grow as persons: do they, while being
served, become healthier, wiser, freer, more autonomous, more likely them-
selves to become servants?” (6). Servant-leaders must accomplish this task
with an explicit understanding that the less privileged in a society should also
benefit or be no worse off as a consequence of their efforts (6).

During a lengthy career with American Telephone & Telegraph,
Greenleaf (2002) discerned the need for more person-centered leadership.
Greenleaf found that the traditional top-down, pyramid style of leadership
was not a particularly effective method for inspiring and developing healthy
leader-led relationships and organizational communities. The theory of
servant-leadership was a consequence of this dissatisfaction. Eschewing
the type of autocratic leadership he had witnessed, Greenleaf embraced a
model of leadership in which the desire to serve others superseded a desire
to be in charge. This empathetic, human-centered servant-leadership
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model was created with the intention of ennobling the human spirit, of
lifting up all community members and imbuing them with the desire to
serve others and to create healthy, thriving relationships, organizations,
and communities (5).

Greenleaf’s seminal work, Servant-leadership (2002), was first pub-
lished in 1977 and posed the following questions: “For those who follow—
and this is everyone, including those who lead—the really critical question
is: Who is this moral individual we would see as a leader? Who is the ser-
vant?” (56). A conceptual model proposed by Spears (2010) provides some
guidance on how to identify or develop servant-leaders (27). The ten char-
acteristics of servant-leadership Spears found to be prevalent in Greenleaf’s
writings are listening, empathy, healing, awareness, persuasion, conceptu-
alization, foresight, stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and
building community (27). Crippen (2005) contributed to the discussion of
these characteristics by suggesting an explicit hierarchy of effects (11). For
example, since the traits of a servant-leader are relational, a servant-leader
must first be a skilled listener to empathize and understand how he or she
may best help others. Personal reflection and understanding are integral ele-
ments of this listening process (Spears 2010).

Accurately discerning and identifying with the needs of another will
be difficult, perhaps impossible, if a person is unable to first achieve self-
understanding. Although empathy is among the most powerful tools an
effective leader can develop (Whitelaw 2012), a servant-leader must first be
a good listener. Only then will the person be able to accurately reflect the
thoughts and feelings of other people, which is a prerequisite for supporting
them in their activities (Spears 2010).

Buchen (1998), Russell and Stone (2002), Sendjaya and Sarros (2002),
and Sendjaya, Sarros, and Santora (2008) all summarized the characteristics
of servant-leadership in conceptual models. As I reviewed these studies,
I noticed that they all suggest three dimensions of servant-leadership:
motivation, self-concept, and dynamic capability. All of these factors may
be taught effectively (Lamm et al. 2007).

Stewardship, commitment to the growth of people, and building
community, which according to Spears (2010) are all characteristics of
servant-leadership, can be described as intrinsic motives. For example,
teaching people how to help each other identify and achieve their goals
becomes a means to develop the quality of the community. Motives are
defined as enduring predispositions that direct behavior toward specific
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goals (Peter and Olsen 2007). They are learned in childhood and reinforced
thereafter; as a result, they are often culturally shared. For example, in
many cultures young people are taught to be honest so that other people
will be more likely to trust what they say. This enculturation conveys that
individuals who are known to tell the truth will be believed; such lessons
can facilitate social cooperation and build communities even when people
disagree.

Healing, awareness (what you think you know), and conceptualization
can be related to the idea of the self-concept. What you understand about
yourself and think you know will influence not only what you choose to
undertake and how you do so, but also how others relate to you and to the
goals you espouse. Self-image is the totality of the thoughts and feelings a
person has about him- or herself as an object (Peter and Olsen 2007). Self-
concept is subject to enhancement. Ego strength is an example of a character-
istic related to self-image. People learn from their prior successes and failures.
Individuals whose decisions have had positive outcomes gain confidence and
expect success. A person need not be successful to have a positive perspective
on the future, but a history of success can help reinforce persistence in the face
of repeated failure, leading to greater servant-leadership capability.

Dynamic capability is the capacity of individuals and organizations to
achieve sustainable goals by successfully applying or developing resources
that take advantage of opportunities and avoid threats (Jui-Mei et al. 2011).
Listening, empathy, awareness (objective knowledge), persuasion, and
foresight could affect the ability of a servant-leader to facilitate positive
outcomes. This dimension of servant-leadership corresponds to obtaining
superior knowledge of a subject or situation, developing useful skill sets
that can be demonstrated and applied, and having clarity of vision. Servant-
leaders will be ineffective, good intentions notwithstanding, if they lack the
capability to ensure that the future needs of those they serve will be met
(Russell and Stone 2002).

Empathy is an important tool effective servant-leaders must be able to
apply across each domain of servant-leadership to enhance the welfare and
the future of an individual or the community. Communities and organizations
can be only as good as the people who comprise them. One element of effec-
tive servant-leaders is their ability to attract, develop, and retain the right
people. Servant-leaders work to develop the whole person (Spears 2010).

Increasing individual and social welfare is the common objective of
servant-leaders. Empathetic understanding is a means by which this goal can

223



be achieved. Students develop relationships with their teachers gradually.
The quality of this relationship influences how much and how quickly they
learn (Mahsud, Yukl, and Prussia 2010). Students are likely to work harder if
they trust the teacher than if they don’t, and what they work on should better
reflect instructor priorities because their empathetic thoughts are more accu-
rate (561). When there is a low level of trust, a student is more likely to do as
little as possible due to a lack of motivation, and the student’s perception of
what is required is also probably wrong (Jaasma and Koper 1999). A servant-
leader should have explicit knowledge of how people will respond empatheti-
cally, whether the leader relies on the motivational elements of emotion or on
those of imagination and reflection. Knowing how to frame information and
create an appropriate environment will determine how efficiently and effec-
tively student learning takes place.

CONCLUSION

Teachers are and should be servant-leaders (Bowman 2005; Crippen 2005).
The role of any teacher is to help students grow as people — to ensure that
students, as a consequence of being taught, become healthier, wiser, freer,
more capable, and likely to contribute to their communities (Bowman 2005).
Although empathy has been shown to mediate the effectiveness of servant-
leaders who are teachers, more attention needs to be paid to how a teach-
er’s empathetic understanding of students can enhance the learning process,
as well as to how a student’s empathy for a teacher facilitates the student’s
learning. The concepts of empathy and empathetic processes deserve much
greater exploration in educational settings.

Education takes place in a social environment. Teachers and their students
comprise a community embedded in a larger cultural context. The emotional,
intellectual, and social experience each participant in the learning process
brings to the learning environment affects what may be achieved. A teacher’s
understanding of him- or herself also forms the basis of how the teacher relates
to students and of the teacher’s ability to understand them. A teacher must
be perceived to empathize with student behaviors, thoughts, and emotions for
optimal learning to take place. Learning will be less than optimal when students
struggle to reconstruct and understand a teacher’s behavior. Knowledge acqui-
sition is always a subjective process grounded in a person’s prior background
and predispositions. If a teacher focuses on empathy and its relationship to edu-
cation, the results should enhance student learning (Immordino-Yang 2011).
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Both theory of mind and simulation theory can contribute to the prac-

tice of teaching. Students who enter a new classroom environment are often
unfamiliar with their teacher, and quickly establishing perceptions of empa-
thy with those students is an important determinant of their ultimate success
and satisfaction. More explicit instruction in a course syllabus, for example,
could help them understand what the instructor believes is important and
provide a clear explanation so that relevance will not be misunderstood.
Similarly, teacher interest in students could help set a helpful empathetic
perception among students.
Integrating theory of mind and simulation theory in an empathetic process
theory may be an important step in creating such education environments.
Both theories can and do contribute to the practice of servant-leadership
through education. Future research could investigate the theoretical and
practical implications of empathy in the realm of education. Servant-
leaders who are teachers have not only an opportunity to incorporate what is
known about empathy in their teaching, but also a responsibility to expand
this knowledge base. A greater understanding of empathy could present
opportunities to advance the educational attainment of students and thereby
benefit the communities of which those students are an integral part.
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