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This study reviews the literature to explore the meaning of uncertainty in science education, how students
navigate uncertainty in scientific practices, and how teachers can support students in these processes.
We identified three key themes from our review of prior studies: 1) the nature of uncertainty inherent
in both scientists’ and students’ inquiries, 2) how students manage uncertainty in collaborative
knowledge-building and how teachers can support these processes, and 3) students’ epistemic affect and
teachers’ epistemic empathy. Regarding the first theme, we discussed the meaning of uncertainty in science
education as an inherent aspect of scientific knowledge and inquiry, and we explained three types of
uncertainty that students express and navigate: conceptual, epistemic, and relational. For the second theme,
we described the processes through which students manage uncertainty—raising, maintaining, and reducing
it—and explained how teachers can productively support these processes. Teachers may face challenges
in balancing how much to “step in” versus “step back,” addressing individual students’ queries and ideas
while pursuing the learning goals of the whole classroom community, and reorganizing the curriculum
to support students’ coherent sense-making while still achieving the intended outcomes. We proposed
several instructional strategies for curriculum design, lesson planning, and implementation to address
these challenges. The third theme explores the different types of epistemic affect that students experience
while navigating uncertainty in scientific practices and highlights the importance of teachers cultivating
epistemic empathy. This study can contribute to future research aimed at introducing uncertainty into
school science and offers concrete implications for teachers and teacher educators involved in this effort.
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Table 1. Three key themes and five sub-themes extracted from a literature review on uncertainty in science education
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2015). Chen et al.(2024)> ESM/do] A Y] 714 A=, ‘&
ZE-SHinsufficiency), % & $Hambiguity), H]Q3+Hd(incoherence), %
S(conflict) & AASIGITE ] 7HA] E41= S5 @l thgt 7]
£ E3, Q14 ofsl7t A4 RESHAEZ R, olsie] &fv]
7F gt 7IA R G YEA] ot BRSPS, M2 HEet
UTEA] GAUHI L), M2 FH} dFohe ASH= 4
OJ¥It}. Chen e al(2024) o|2|3t S E0] SS9 ofn| A4
IelA sHA o s £5 ¢siglen, ¢l Axe
_711_/\}7} 9,_]3}: 2~ 94 H]—S}:oﬂ 11],‘1]. Dl—g].;d 2~ 011‘4‘_31 Huﬂ@iq. oﬂE

=01, WA} SES] Tt EgollA tlofelu Axke] thefdt a4
= dxshe A4S A4 EFW o] ol Hol S
AZ o2 S FHstks WRiol tisl avlRich AL glolEE
WAk 2A|sto] Ak WS JUshe Aol S & A%
QAUAA H|dRdo] 42%1¢] Fio] Hof SHIES dute S79 A9
= Jskr] Sfal] ==t wAPE oA ofd BsS ojreAo
2 AL Axsierlel weE SIS ofe] 7] 2 &4
£ A0l B Ao vt Sbehd, B4 SAE
o= A2 WAPE SISl AR BEAAS T, Q1AAe
2 A Ysk= AelA dolrt Z1eft Aol ZgAlelar Q141A%]
SN 71402 AE3ES YL, e Haeh WS 4%
ot E=2E &

ot IAF =841 (relational uncertainty)

4 0 R S R ofit ol
291 o] 53t 22 A 2<lo] o) WAlsk: ol
S} 4= QJti(Darnon, Doll, & Butera, 2007; Hartner-Tlefenthaler et
al., 2018; Jordan & McDaniel, 2014; Kaur & Dasgupta, 2024;
Knobloch & Solomon, 2002). 22 1152 o|& ‘TA A ESHAAP
olgh= goj2 AHY3st¢itiDamon, Doll, & Butera, 2007; Hartner-
Tiefenthaler et al., 2018; Jordan & McDaniel, 2014). A Jordan
& McDaniel(2014)& 23 78} LS Zalsle 2SapS0] nE
91 Aole] ofet Holu YelolA e BIAES ARTckn
AT}, Jordan & McDaniel(2014)0] W=, 3412 EslxAde

-

E;Q—u]'a o
ol 2k e ool WetekA et et ol
L) ek 92 ), i wEY Ajolo] ESHA o)
oA Aol gls) WH Ak W AT 4 9
Hartner-Tiefenthaler et al.(2018)2 TA|2] E3FAo] F2 3
A4 24 TAe] 2] ThAlo] R 7k ofat W Alg) B
Rys) vl HZE, <lojd ojApaEolt Helol

B3 24 AL 9 sllaE 4 ok AR 7H E

= T [e]
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AIE W H59] 7, A Zutoll il AL ofHeE TAFA
g 54 EEdoly HE AAIZE 2| side] A AAIE A1
of thet otle B7NA o R =ofoh o ARgo Al Al TAA
S S5 v, TAAE S-S JIAISHA] SekAL
3|9 = FARE RS W2 Roimel ks Holw, ZjlA AL
e of A HojuhA] Eslal 28 & "tshe RS HolX
OFQFcH(Hartner-Tiefenthaler ef al., 2018). Jordan & McDaniel(2014)
3} Hartner-Tiefenthaler et al.(2018)-2 AZ B34S 3] 3
= SHsks 8ar ISP, oA oS Sl A=
AXe A5 7135 Aleske 2oz ozt Sk, TAA
SIS FY A st g dAollA] B or vk, sHE

HEYUET I F/hH R =olsh 4] Ao Hagt
B Ao tE o Qlofof gt

2l

lo tr Mo

i

ol

Il

vds

okl 1

Iehs

B BT B0 Hofshe SIS A4 T4 ek Az
Aok AU HHA ol 2 Qajste] BAY BIARE 0
uj(Shim & Kim, 2018), 224 9l o] G4 F73 4 ek
Kaur & Dasgupta(2024)= 212 Ao} ghte] Fojah 63hd
apgo] ApAlat Al olEA) QIASHEA), 2 B4 ARelA] A}
Ak el ejgtolut ojfo] ot 7Ithe QlAlske WAl ureh

WA 2SS A B P O R oE 5 o AR

o

ok o2 Sol, shEe] B ol Aol o WAL el 2
BEAS AR QA5 U A AHAel Pt
NS e BRI QA T, A SIS S XS
2 R0 then Ak Blshe B Rl N, S
of AZE A sl QA v, BAK RS o e
ol 237 SI3t 71312 e} AFHOR o] Folshs
B4 Welrk % s R el B B 4 7t
AR AYISt veld EE2S B3 FYHOR A4S TS
3ol AREo] B 5 ek THEE WA U gl oo B4
2 ARA57] S18l SRAPE mERe] Talolt ozt HIs A

=
AR ofgA AN meT Bt gk

ol Gilel A SHYSo) Tera Aol BeHS APl £
U gaste] Beishe A BS Al Telw SYE)
B Pl AU LSS De0lE Avfeh, o]F uige
2 oha Bslol] BEAAS mesh] 9 i A el wa
4 AASH 591 A% 9 Addoleks T 7b SeIA AT

33} 5:90e]] B EsP] I WA SIS0l AL
TBHE QLA AR TAelA] NS of e T

oz e SIS sREY HESE 4ol tieHd Tl
7IRReE Whakak 2o Ao 28-S Fof ejFow Rdld 7135 2
EFti(Chen, Benus, & Hernandez, 2019; Garcia Carmona & Acevedo
Diaz, 2017%; Leitio, 2000). o]0 tia) @ sa15-& by 7jele] 9l

608

A oA migshs EEHA0] HaE A4 7|E ol Ato]9] ¢l
A Asolut Fx3K(Piaget, 1972)5 F3ll of7|Etfar Argstm, o]
e B840l Sk50| 7138 Hhet| Stk Aol E 4= qlrkal
FAFcH Hartner-Tiefenthaler ef al., 2018; Phillips, 2019; Tiberghien,
Cross, & Sensevy, 2014). 121} &8 7]1019] Q1R 2] Zof| 4] oF=
Aoz ZeMAo] AE et dRely, o5 Rt R HHTHHA| o
H ESAS B AA 9] 78S nRskE A ol Alo|
T} Kirch(2010)2F Manz(2015)0]] W=, 52191 25} =¢of| A 3}
e T8 WALREE XZ2Q1 o] shAgh aet A4S A
ol ofssh7] wlol, st x|Ao] oA W] h=Alol
SAde wskL Fe = 71385 A9 FA X3k w2t
PISlA AAA, AR A oA E244S BAA
bes A28 ot ek SIS el gEl
Aok, AZ1E B WRslel B7kE e &
sk, A1 BIIA] et Fele mBslo] B A4lo] F
A)ZItChen, 2022; Chen, Benus, & Hernandez, 2019; Chen &
Techawitthayachinda, 2021; Ha, Chen, & Park, 2024; Kaur & Dasgupta,
2024; Kirch, 2010; Metz, 2004). o]¢} -2 IS AlA| =HolL};
Hagut 2 wehA] A3 Qhfishs wARe] Aol whet =At4]
= = oz 3= 4= rKChen ef al., 2024; Ha, Chen, &
Park, 2024). th3-2 A4 49| 7135 Wheet| 7]ofgt B2
o] Al S A Zlojoh

WA, 22 A7) oA S FoiRl AR AHEY]
et 7 Atole] EUAIE QIAIstaL AH4lQ) ofojtiofolx oot
WS e, Bshd 2|41E ol Ea/dS =7ItKBerland
& Hammer, 2012; Chen, Benus, & Hernandez, 2019; Chen &
Techawitthayachinda, 2021). 0] FHAIA AR SHESe] 4 el
B RS omA o AXS, Al EeHE AR Tk g
of sl shysol A8 AI% 5 i Weke BAsto] shysol
EREe) ojo|tjolg B3t 4 gl BIHE AZATKMiller et
2018; Stroupe, 2014). oJ2jgt BYIolA] SHISL Tt 4:20olA] B
shiz AjelaAol AAle] 4t oTkEl A0 Qe B 44|
ok olale} w2l X410) Qi Aw ololeiols BakaA Bl
FQ3% Ao g Qg 4~ QltiBarton & Tan, 2009; Berland &
McNeill, 2010).

A, A FA Bl SIS =95 duts S4st
FHERE Hlolelsl ofoltiole thiH o R shAsky Hrslel 74
& swsls F5e 4UslE AT 5 UoHChen, Benus, &
Hernandez, 2019; Chen & Techawitthayachinda, 2021; Kirch, 2010;
Metz, 2004). o], AR W53 HolElS Bz R saste
5o o) S E AR SlRES s, Al 34 oF
S PEs Aejsis Sof walew ole] Agal F(premature
closure)2 21 = th(Engle & Conant, 2002). SHIEL 0|9} 7+
A Y& Fol HlolelE AREA AHE7} opd ofe] s} nigte] d
Q1= Ao 7 QA1) (Duncan, Chinn, & Barzilai, 2018; McNeill &
Berland, 2017), Ak} AJ40] B Fael shale e ek
wlalo]a satzjel Holol A Wolst 4+ glck A4l B At
A7)k ofoleiofe] efolt e Hrlekz SHEEL Holele]
Ag neshaL, 4AS Tletshe, dolezie Quste ue

o

e

ol
o

2 ogh
o

o g I

b

¢
ol

M |o
s
o
o
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A 22 QJtHMetz, 2004).
upure , B 7he TPHolA SIS of2) ek ofolt]
ofo]] thet Fol5 =&k, A1 S/l tiet )4 a2
& molatol 59| ook AT BE A4 Alole] 7S i)
(Chen, 2020; Chen, Benus, & Hernandez, 2019). 7|4 WAR= SHAY
EollAl 25t =0t W8-S ook, o whdofA ulle- W80
1 94 A el B o o} ooz dgskl o
Aol tisl 43 &= olelE =31 $tci(Ha, Chen, & Park,
2004, SIEE 57 mEelo] A| RO M EAlsio]
S B8} HeKaur & Dasgupta, 2024), ©]2]
ol BHdom E2H UL AE 2 Sgsle] BIHE
3|4~glcH(Ha, Chen, & Park, 2024)
SHAIS o] BalaA Tl A7), O
o2 SIaIAIE 7F Tol A A *ﬂ 3 Aglo] Basic). sHYS
o] nsEals BIAHE 50| Mok ARE ol FaT B
A9lolo], SPISS BIMAT YA R AT e A4
AAE PR om B, Yot o e Tt ols)E &
S1A| ElckManz, 2015b). webA] BARE SHEE0] wollA sk
S QAlskaL Egste] Sl XISt HekA] Aol ok

Ao g 2ofsl 4= Q= x| Ye T v} Qri(Watkins et al., 2018).

K
2
N
)
i
_1 \(
>
ox.

2. SpYES| AP HUS At BAtel aint

BAEo] Talolxe] BHULE T Qs Aow AT
(Engle & Conant, 2012; Manz, 2015a, 2015b), ¢]& 18t =] =]
SHe ol LTS nEs At i) S5 she] ofoldol
£ 2= A Alo]9] dulE uls=stcl(Cherbow & MeNeill, 2022;
Manz & Suérez, 2018; Stroupe, Caballero, & White, 2018; Watkins
& Manz, 2022). 9-eli= 23t 229004 SHYS0] BEAIAS AAHA
o FFekER A9lske WAFS] Zi Deule} ol SRk Al
S oheat o] Amugltt

AR, A SIS TSk Aol Al ATt EEVM
Bz AAL} BIRAP 2 oA ApatofA] vIRE dHnkE
T} Manz & Sudrez(2018)+= 2535t 18} WAlSo] o= og :rl
25} BES AT BT F49] BEL PRo oD 1G
S Sk oA A4S0 LG 7H%} ILp 21418 3
w7l A g Bt ek, s Anm

F

loA

= -
ol WS PSR Az AL ﬂw‘éoﬂ A 22k A\A
I W ShERel N FRshe wake] A oot 24
[e)

FEE 35 E8YdoZ 4 3t Hmelo-Silver, Duncan, & Chinn,
2007). Manz & Sudrez(2018)= WAFS0] 9jo} 2-0 Byiske s}
Lo 2831 A ) A2 F She, BuG WO 4

e Zﬂ’\]%‘i} E/\F% 259 FEot 75 Shsohe ThHollA]
71E8] % 71E ol sl =2t Ak, S35 ol <l At
-‘HE SR ?«?ﬂ Aol BRRE A4 o] 52l AWAE st
Aow Ak wAES SHE0] 2E oA oS
kalof sh=Aof thgh FAIAQ] SFl7E glol= ARt o] et
7150l o5 7ol A=A or AwsHA E ik ofue], oy
AE5S AAAl Bagt 84:0f k= ofo|HolE AAT

& A

rsL'_ri;r
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solekat W, olsh e Uk 249 Al A1 e
Helst 22 dolis 2oz, e
W} oA BAHE AAbe
FEAoR AR 7|88 ) Bk gl mASL S0l @
Aol dhel 1S 2 e
neE A PP b =3 F 4 rk

A, IS FEAel o] WA HelE AUsks el 8
A 7]le] ofoltjols ezl AT skt BEAL) S BRE A
Flok= A Afolo] 117 wla=eitt. Watkins & Manz(2022)= MY
7iRle] AT BVl WA S5 HehA thglke ohRe 1y
oflx] 7i¢1e] EEb /el S-S B8 A1, 1E]ar TRl
S st A ZAIR ofE A Mk AR Foll el
4/\]- 73240] JJ_Q,_gl,l\g S El_o:} q 01216]— Ao 7Htﬂ ‘6]-}\]4',] o]—
ojtjolel A FFA9 shy HHE £&T= YoM vShe
deutE FAIF R HojEt o &0, 3 7i1e) &4
3 38T AR 1’41?‘{} A7 3 Yol A7IRE B
3l AA9] 0] FA|R A AR o] That olek. o)Ak BhAy
THelo] AIE BeHAA(ol: Zolxl @Ak} sHBe] dick A Apole]
Md# 520l folulsteets, tx sHiSe] BAIS 1A 2
4 QB FSL AEH FEH HIREE BIIAS of
shsb) 3 7hse] S ) WA 4 gk o] Aol IAES
MaH ot meg 31 AN} BT 4 Y=S AN B
A B A, YeA shige] BAlE ek jdstes
F71H9) -2 A ISP TR 15 AXSHE WHoE |
drke SEch WSS @A o] G4 Bl A A
2R TS 18 T Ak, ol wA FEAIe B
S 4 s 283 Wie A7) ddol ZasitiKo & Kiist,
2019; Penuel & Reiser, 2018; Stroupe, 2014).

A, IS AR BRI T A SRS Pol]
o] gl M8 5] 918 WSS ATEkE A Alole] 21
& Z&S 4 3t} Cherbow & MeNeill(2022)-2 739 15 2} WA

1l

K7} g8t 315t =¢of] tigk QERolA Bl 7 714 A4S gl
ke Eoflohal Agaich. wAF K= AR QIE FoflA] ahd <]
ofolol7} FulE wEIat thE uf, WSS s =I5t
= A% shd BiE dud QA Feke AE oPA 2&A]
ofl Tigt 24 FFFWCE L = SPYEC] 24 F AP Ao

ol kALt Aol QL AL LARS ul, 52 WA ol
AAIEL] WA o2 A=A A] Pl QAjsh= Ao
e I R E EEEE L E R EE LY
ololdelt e e e ot Al go2
FrAsHA thAslaL, YA|sh= = AHES
A G9 £4 948 HTH AE T 9 s
o) npRE7FR] 2, Stroupe, Caballero, & White(2018)+= 1]2] A4
B 59he Wasks AL AR %] Bl HojAE o7l
Sl “ﬂoﬂfﬂ 784 % 01‘371] 0117:1‘)%51] H/\R"i‘:} AArte s
ojz o 1213}
40 Afolo] 58 A1 2 Sieh ol AL 2019] A 44
U Azol Fssr)Ee, sHIE0] vkt ofol whet 42900 35
& ot Wrsis WAl il 279l A sl oS
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i
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3} 2 olof slt}(Berland, Russ, & West, 2020; Colley & Windschitl,
2016). HE FAo] w&Pg o] LT EE HAXHKNRE,
2012; Schwarz, Passmore, & Reiser, 2017), TAFSS B481aL of| &
3 = gl WRO| ST AT Qhollq AHAlRke] HolAal s
e B8 = Qe ke AYsior T AloltiKo & Krist, 2019;
Penuel & Reiser, 2018; Stroupe, 2014).

3. o el ENE Sk SiEt 24 3|

rio

Ho I_I-
WA el At S HIRSIe] st HAte] et Eavt
- ok 2otk IejuR wsiEe] g wAo Eshe
AR s Ao ESHAAS A5 5HA A oF tk(Manz,
2018). HH SHAEE SHESOA EEEAE WAd o R sy
flal 2o} gtoll A 53t HAE tHREES shAY A S
Wsigict. s 9, 28 RS A B HA2 B
& SEAW(Varelas er al., 2007), ARo)A HQlE ookl 2ASH=
WS AR R 3= Zl(Ford, 2005; Lehrer & Schauble, 2012)
oft}. o]e} Zhe- S wieko] M= SHEe| WS RARIL SiA
Sl of2] 7] WS AR ARSHER sto] wfekA ofs|E 4t
g P 9XLS AlFstciBerland & Hammer, 2012; Manz, 20153a,
2015b; Metz, 2008). C}oH et skt ThslollA] sHyS0]
o HeYS WO R AReln, Tele BaHAS A4 U 4
SHE® A9lsh 14 A9 Weke W8aY sk ol A 9
oz % 7}A] Sutolla] Anusieh
A, 834 A 2ol SHESo] e
o e TAR BRI ARk Tefe Bev)
& Kris(2019)= 3H4lo] ARIBARE Helol ok 23t
2 A9} BHNL Tl BISIES; sk, ARkl w63}
AR g Ao R B8 S ok AT ARkl 1
7

Subgolet shSe] A BASHL, $A42 4ush, gagos
KN

[

i

ST
filo

yo of

2

2

NHo=

X

om,
ofr
rir
>
ox,

-
o

o

S S WA FelmlstA olsid 4~ Qe duE
2EERIC R 5 A9, AR EFAAE 3] e SleiAt
A718k= Aol obd, A5 F22 Fdl FrAlskaL Lk 214 AA
£ 7dsto] ashs age Ao ® B89 4= Qlrk ARl AE
gepele] fEe Fol, e Al F=

oftle 2AIshH TSt ofoltjolE Ao dstal, wAekE
e ofafistr] sl Pkl A4E 2402 WA T Chen
& Techawitthayachinda, 2021).

Kervinen & Aivelo(2023)= A|q] 15} 2 A Eof Zofst s
o] W& Tt MG FAekE Il Tk 1S ANElL
AT TEO| HEE FAA ATAeIo BIIAE =0l Aol
A WolEHEE ANsHrk of ol 27 A et 3
2AEE 1900 Ak ARISo] B3t Aol Hojslel st A4S
M= AL BRE /= QIcKStrasser et al., 2019). BE WALS
& shyso] waaiel Hefelol AR dlolele A3 sl 24
Sl meAEs S, Hoh wao] WA Belge wef A
o2 A 4 Qrkarl xR Kervinen & Aivelo, 2023). &

s} zaaEe] ol SIS TAL ATASE AT

[

o ]

filo
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nl2] oA Fske el wol7] whzel, 71&E 149 AdE B3k
2 sh HEA0 ot mA A AR Tt A4 A
BR Sihe olH A5a Fsk Aol Foig o] =}
(Roth et al., 2008). SPYS-E. ofefgh TEAE oA AHA19] A]Al3}
e A, RS SRS RS, dolelE sjsio
et =55 s ESAAES AAE BElsHA| ErKKervinen
& Aivelo, 2023). ~Eeje}lo|L} Al T} A=} o] HapA
Kol EFHoR A HEHE kLt LA ol syl
oA A TS sk Wk Algsh(Lowell, 2024), SHYE
o] 15 AFAE “o|3)| oF H(not-understanding)’ &2 $Z]A]7|=
OB A =5 5=t Watkins et al., 2018).

A, =49 A8 2 AA SHoA sHEe] B8-S A4
2 A7), §A, Fastes AYohs AR d2Rs Fad 2avt
Qltk WAR= AR EA|3151= Z(Engle & Conant, 2002; Phillips,
Watkins, & Hammer, 2018; Reiser, 2004)2 £3f sHi50]| oju] ¢z
UAU FAsHA of7]= Zidell el oS Al7Isted, 1= 2]
M2 ofellE FAJsHeS x| Y8 4= Qlrt Ha, Chen & Park(2024)2
A} ofu] W) Al THAold BAS EAlslel] Sial B
=(driving question)& A|A|5to] SHYE0] MY A4l HASHA 5F
L, 7] olafjellA] B|PA T} E5-EThe Eklste] EEAS &
vtk AgEict Chen(2022)2 ¢17ke] SgAof thgh HEs 4=¢of
A APY ARt BEoleks @S SAS] 91 SSel
A% At dol(el: 17, B DB Aol A A4 L
e Apole] 1L Blele S Wolelrk A olefgt 7150]
SPA AU o} A2 T2 h4 Afolol Al Lhekd 4 glow
OIAE WAHOR Salin g 4 RS AUgeRA Tt
A=Y B A7 AL AaE BT 4 okl wEt:

WA} SRSl 918} BekS Hofsl 2(Chen, 2020; Engle,
2011; Engle & Conant, 2002)- 145217} BF18t ARS Aelsto]
A1e] Z4} BT Tgoll FEAS WAL Uo7t w7 2Anol
A& A=F k= As ofn|3ith Forman & Ford(2014)°f wh=H,
A5 tiok= shEo] digtel digh d9iet s Ad o, &
I 52 d 4= 9lS o o]FoiXIrt Engle(2011) %! Engle
& Conant(2002)+= WA} SHYE0l|A Bt AU i Agst
S 1 ARS ek TolN FEAQ ofeg S
2 Holske A3 BT 20E SRS AR Fyshi
Apale] Aol 2ele A Flo] ZRBFk ATk Chen(2020)S
o R BAAS Trelshs SIE0] AAlo] AEE BT AR
oflA A9t AAS AYIL s HAith &, dAE wASe=
A S} o] BatehA] gk AlEel] 2S A|ShES: sl
22 ol ARe Sl 7|38 wHEol Beky el Hefo) 2
4= QUTH(Phillips, Watkins, & Hammer, 2018). §&o] A} S
oflA HLlet MUS AEF sh= A LEY ool o7t Ao w
QUEhe ths ARoIA FAHS HHFES S Aol B 4
QItKStroupe, 2014).
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A7 elstel] Tek A|41e] T4 AL olaleh A9 FaAS 7
ZBIHMOE, 2022; NGSS Leads State, 2013; Song ef al., 2019).

o= AP} SISOl Tet g XAt ofet T So) Tt
ke PSR L olaiskES A\slor 3 Bade A
(Berland et al., 2016; Ford, 2008; Stroupe, 2014). o]&|3t 1|5} w-L-9]

HPAS AR TS| TR ZkEAl S Hof ShSelA it

AAE Azt =7 Fed 7|8lE Aol 3= HolEth
(Ford, 2008; Reiser, 2013). o], Iskx}lE0] A1 /\1]74]?— =2

;_r]rx%oﬂ/\{ 1—77]1: AL :LEQJ A zLo:]oﬂ 57] 5}_‘: ZQ
3l 2919 F(Jaber & Hammer, 2016a), TS| 25} - H]X%Oﬂ H|&=
of uf TsPH Aol Hefshs SIS Aol 23 & 27
£ sl &tiDavidson, Jaber, & Southerland, 2020).

sata] Aol Hofslel BEIAS AWK SASS T8
A7) A0 7|, AR St Al dhak g, B 1
Ale) 748 S 22 TioRe 4L 0l53IthHan & Kim, 2018;
Jaber & Hammer, 2016b). o]2igt 712 2L ofo|t]olE w2
uhe] G2k, A1 ofoleloizt SIS} BluElgke o) wEgt

o} Akt & FAF A3 BA S n= E@'@WOII &
Han, 2021). 2% 52 shE0] QAo Aol 7l 44
o] o, A4 FElaL Wz TAON Ll olef 2 71
=2 B3] QXA I (epistemic affect)o]2} A3} tHDavidson,
Jaber, & Southerland, 2020; Jaber & Hammer, 2016a, 2016b). 21412
ARE A4k 275K BgelN BblsA AHsh B 5714,
A, &2, Bob, T8 So] AL n% xSt o|of s
Engle & Conant(2002)2} Jaber & Hammer(2016b)= 50| 3
o]-»—— q.ol—i} <‘>_]_/§12<j1 7?;(40] 1~_,] ‘G‘I—‘I’X4 zLo:]_,] 57_]7}
Qtk= A& AA8FH AL, Duckworth(2001) ESE 24, A=), »—ﬂ
€, TH Sy} 70 SRIE0] Q1A1F 7HA o] 159 s} Elle] £
£ Holsltha 351 v} Qi & sYE0] olXA 7HL ws) el
o Bl ZHOE T A 3 A Hol WFH 5
Az 28 4 glon], 159 ey Hola X149l sy

= A5Ee ATe.
:LEM TEQE R ATEL SIS LSt el
Z’(Jaber & Hammer, 2016a, 2016b; Pierson, Brady, & Lee, 2023)

o= of7]7|He}, woha] Aol RS v|A= A aQlor 7t
T3tk o] e v SIS A Ao o9} e ko]
Az oz W5} oA SHYES] Shgol FAAQ] FS vl
2 S viAlstele BEes Uehde= A28kt Gellert,
2000; Hargreaves, 2000; Jaber, 2015). d& £°], Gellert(2000)-2 i
Rpgo) 45t sl thet Beknt 24, B8] dhet Rao®
HE SES BE] 98] AEs melo] AnAow SIS
Akl Zolel o) 7|8lg Algsik ARk Jaber(2015)
oA AP 25k s3hd sho] E-5o]o] Fue A o
ofES A e 571 Hl8l st AW ARIE avlishd, oA
o] A5 ool thet Akl L2171 23] SHYolAl F-agt o
HA0 a7He RS = AUkl A ARUTE Gellert(2000)2} Jaber
(2015)2] A= oFAgE et 4~ 3RS QEsk= sHIEL] HAz
o S Aol HHZlﬁP% 7o) SHYES] QXA HE 913t 73]
£ Algket 4 qlrkal Ag3t Hargreaves(2000) 2] 54k Qul/lg-5t
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th ] IARSS SHle] A ofeks At 2ol Q1A
AR shEA 2 4 Hejsl Ao th Zo] oslel skl
Si7hE 4 Qe Ak SPSo] Bake S B glof A

]
& 1] AusAL ololtiolE Tt of o) L7k Bkt
ol AEI 2 A4 ol el RS 2T HEolEs B
= Zlo] Hast Ao|tDeBellis & Goldin, 2006).

Sle} o] SHSe] Q14 7ol Fmat Wao] st £4]
of, 2 WA WSl MAPF SIS ofolr]ofE olaleka T
s o] Qo] B3 Sele) Hpe] Waslehs #go] AIER Ytk
Ball(1993)0] w2, ofel SHiSL iz 150 dlols AHgs
o] A0} ATt QRIS O WAL ololtiolS Fatick
ol A2} 5HY Alolo] ZAfE % P U4 AolE Wl Ao
2, AR A ol Bo] oy shile] T 2t 4 glo]
of s}, EAS0] Al lske olojelolit 2, i 2go] of ol
£ 2h=A] olsie a7t lek(Sikorski, 2015). WA} 2] &4 3}
Holla] sPUSS] Q14j7, HAIA Aol Holalol] 5] Al
AL olalol BAeHE S s ofoltolo] FolE 7%
ol s}AfstiL, chgshze glof B41Hsl ejgko 2 Eelc(aber,
2021). Jaber®: I W SHEL WA olef 2L HelS <14
Z 7N (epistemic empathy)o|2} U7 S m(Jaber, 2021; Jaber, Dini,
& Hammer, 2022; Jaber, Southerland, & Dake, 2018; Lowell, 2024),
_11‘/\}-7]— B‘P./;X}_,] Z]/U ?-/K-] 7:1‘61 0 N—]/\]—X{_AE Z] 2] 0]"_‘ E]] /1]7(4
Fp0] 3 %lo] B 5 QT FAck 2 AL RO 21
3 BUE A idlen S 3, AT s By
3} WEeh BN Lk Bel 24 A% 53} 28 ofe] Buigt

A5 el sHSol zaﬂ 145 %s}&i ) gIat

4= Qlck. FAJol, SHISo] A7Igt ofot]olz} Al
AFo] AbHIAl 53} ), WAFSS 14 uﬂxﬂ o]—7]il:]— J—]'U]' g

T Ak o] Ew® 83 4 9l Zlo|chBall, 1997).

A4H B 5 P 9o, AEE A7 T3t gL
Fofstel Apilef ofelrolel WS HEdhe ol L7l o
2 A& Rl & ARES 7RAoF dth wAE S A3 F
Aprlel Al 7Hdat A9l it ARSI g el Brle &=t
2, 28 FR AR =l w7
= YHe ald 7H4e ulsstan, d<=dld 4= ¢lti(Davidson,
Jaber, & Southerland, 2020). ©]&{gt 2A1Z 7FA o] thgl QlX]= WA}
7} SHIE0] thokst Q1AlA ZHA o Ao g 27rst

ulH 3] &CiJaber & Hammer, 2016b; Radoff, Jaber, & Hammer,
2019). 3, TARS ToRFS0] AT BN Ll Felgolit
FHHE 7] Folef JUE fIRt AV A= A Zz}% e
2 73 (meta-affective experience)o]] &ofdl & QR 7} IthRadoff,
Jaber, & Hammer, 2019). ZHA=2 2ol tigh FefRolu 544
ol gt FEEE Alzto] Aol wet 235]8 Z71A HaL, Ao
T3 78S Zorb 259 AF-E WAIXITJaber & Hammer,
2016b). 5, WS A, Fol, FEdT 22 24 A4S
Smalor T A TR A4t S7hgoIt AFREeR As
= wek-7 A& Ao =<3t} Davidson, Jaber, & Southerland
(2020):= 65 -5<F] T3} Aol Zhofgh v ©ol 25 WA} ekt
SAY vEREA Aol Holdt AHIE R olF dtolA
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