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Comparative Analysis on Empathy in Nursing and Medical Students
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Abstract

Purpose: This study was performed to evaluate and compare empathy between undergraduate nursing and
medical students, and to identify factors that influenced empathy in patients.

Method: Jefferson Scale of Empathy, S version, Korean edition(JSE-S-K) was used, and the impact of
participant demographics, volunteer experience, and college life were investigated.

Result: We analyzed 142 data and found a mean empathy score of 94.23 for nursing students, and 96.86 for
medical students. There were no significant differences between the two majors. Identified factors that
influenced emphatic skills were satisfaction of clinical practice and sex in nursing students, and satisfaction of
clinical practice, satisfaction of major, presence of siblings, perceived effect of volunteer on empathy, and
experience of attending courses that helped improve empathy in medical students.

Conclusion: The results showed no significant differences on empathy between nursing and medical students.
The JSE-S-K scores were not lower than previous studies on empathy in nursing and medical students. The
results are positive in that empathy is crucial in providing patient-centered care. Specific methods to foster

empathy should be included in nursing and medical education.

Key words: Students, Nursing; Students, Medical, Empathy; Comparative study
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39 2E+ IBM SPSS statistics 25 T2 1S
J

Argatel Balsldon AR e Thew gk

o}
2) EAWNSE 7o pANS selalr] sl
o

t-test, Pearson “J&AG

oAt gl F 142%ow, odst 779
(54.2%), I+ tNSF 657(45.7%) 010tk AL o|3)
gko] 739 A} 497(63.6%), 1A} 287 (36.4%), ItE
tate] A9 Ak 7H(10.8%), IAF587H(89.2%) 0.,
T WA= 5678(39.4%), AAAR= 86™8(60.5%)°] AT
SEA FrdAHe HEte] A 23.34), tEd
gko] 739- 21.84I%1tE shd2 ofFjugte] 79 23} 4
shdo] 27H(35.1%) 0% 7P wekon, Ryl pshd
o] 257(32.5%), ¥} 33hdo] 257(32.5%)°]ATk
7rayste] 79 48hdo] 357(53.8%) = 7 Eoko
o, 381 307(46.1%) 13Tt Fule ofFehste] 4
9 ST} 48%8(62.3%) 0% RS AL, Fal
7b A= A5 WA 147(18.2%) o= 7S Eokt
raepst AAl Fuzb 419(63.1%), AARZE 119
(16.9%) 0.2 7P wokr) Hols 33l FAxjuf 4=
=21l 97t sk 487(62.3%), 1FEHHE
& 4078(61.5%) 2.5 71 B3kt Bjold =A19] -
952l A& AAYS W oA AAQd B9t
2978(37.7%), 7tatheke Sl 797} 2778(41.5%)
=2 7P E3kti(Table 1).

<Table 1> Participant Demographics

N=142
Medical Nursing
n=77 n=65

Sex n(%)

Male 49(63.6) 7(10.8)

Female 28(36.4) 58(89.2)
Grade, n(%)

2 25(32.5) -

3 25(32.5) 30(46.1)

4 27(35.1) 35(53.8)
Religion, n(%)

Christian 14(18.2) 11(16.9)

Catholic 11(14.3) 9(13.8)

Buddhist 4(5.2) 4(6.2)

None 48(62.3) 41(63.1)
Number of Siblings, n(%)

1 18(23.4) 9(13.8)

2 48(62.3) 40(61.5)

>3 11(14.3) 16(24.6)
Birth order, n(%)

Single 18(23.4) 9(13.8)

First 29(37.7) 24(36.9)

Second 28(36.4) 27(41.5)

Third or other 2(2.6) 5(7.7)

o)}t ske 6979(89.6%), TFENE-> 5575(84.6%)
o] BAlEA ol lrtal Heith 1eiv BAMEE
o]
[

o oshe 4678(83.6%)°] ‘ol 2fal @ale] Fts st
s o =9kt

=it
)
et 2.74% oSty vkl dE v

A=t
of talix] el efar tiggh Abghe g} Azt
3778(48.1%), rEoish ulPdArt 399(60%) 0] Stk
3 o] Wl Eetthal SEek Al o7t

&} 307(81.1%), sl 337(84.6%) 0.2 F thet

.
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B eeE el =] He dEo] el &
Fropar g vlEe] o okt Nxﬂ e Y
Aol telir = AJthHﬁu “Aderers]
= (1279)0], raogte] 4 ‘Wh%/o A 2
A5°297)0] A SR } 7t WStk

T SR PFES I ofol tisiA coeta

et Ab2 o)A E AL 46%8(59.7%), (F%
hat A7 36™(55.4%) 0] AT AGHEELo|
M= st Al Ak g vk Aot
4274(91.3%) 2.2 Fadiste] 257(69.4%)21 Aol H
3l = Vel dare] ot megk o) o} oA}
7} 3.04% 7&:«21416‘ o dAke] Bl 2,720 =
THTable 2).

R

ZAF A gk Al A S $7HE (JSE-S-K)
8 Aeye ﬁwwﬁ 7% 1264 wH4
EHA A, o|Adistgel 4

B 96.867, ETHA 10. 76%401 ok 3
zkol & vhetalr] 918 ttests AldeE A (ks
Y2} o mdjshaye] FibeEel] frolet Aol §lsl
. oHe] R AU EY G AelA Tt
2 85977, oA EA Ht 88.87F I oH,
AGol| M= oA et 8.22%, ot
Bt 7.98%0]lom, F g mF T [
ed HAagre] SAMSE frofvgh Apol= glSd

UKTable 3).

OHoérEoﬂLﬂ'ﬁ—b&ﬁ

<Table 2> Volunteer Experience and Overall Response to Questions Regarding College Life

N=142
Medical Nursing
n=77 n=65
Volunteer Experience
Presence of Volunteer experience, n(%)
Yes 69(89.6) 55(84.6)
No 8(10.4) 10(15.4)
Perceived effect of volunteer experience on empathy, n(%)
n 69 55
Yes 55(79.7) 46(83.6)
No 14(20.3) 9(16.4)
Overall Response to Questions Regarding College Life
College Life Satisfaction (Likert 4 scale), n(%)
Satisfied (3-4) 60(77.9) 42(64.6)
Unsatisfied (1-2) 17(22.1) 23(35.4)
Mean 3.01 2.74
Satisfaction in major (Likert 4 scale), n(%)
Satisfied (3-4) 59(76.6) 41(62.1)
Unsatisfied (1-2) 18(23.4) 24(37.0)
Mean 3.01 2.65
Experience of attending courses that helped improve empathy, n(%)
Yes 37(48.1) 39(60)
No 40(51.9) 26(40)
Type of subject that helped improve empathy, n(%)*
n 37 39
Major 30(81.1) 33(84.6)
Elective course 8(21.6) 6(15.4)
Experience of clinical practice, n(%)
Yes 46(59.7) 36(55.4)
No 31(40.3) 29(44.6)
Satisfaction of clinical practice (Likert 4 scale), n(%)
n 46 36
Satisfied (3-4) 42(91.3) 25(69.4)
Unsatisfied (1-2) 4(8.68) 11(50.6)
Mean 3.04 2.72

Fostglon, elssoln o
$eo) A} mEg,

Yol ZARREAP AT wp F HA mE destel
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<Table 3> The Scores of Physician Empathy
Components in the Participants

Medical(n=77) Empathy ¢
Nursing(n=65) scores 4

Affective component (Subtotal)

Medical 88.87

. -1.705 .090
Nursing 85.97
Cognitive conponent (Subtotal)
Medical 7.98

. 0.571 569
Nursing 8.22
Total
Medical 96.85

. -1.424 157
Nursing 94.19

p=.002). +7L—3—%3°ﬂ gt X2+d 5

AtehE9] %‘5&94
< HFP
96.617 0=, ‘OMO’E SH At 3
(91.00)Et} f-oJ8HAl Ehkht=2.24, p=.027).
Fronjste] 745 Addnte] foju|dk afolE KAl
o], 9Pt & Al A9t Hato] 106.434, o
S A7 92767 0% HeHEel bl ¢
= Zﬂﬂoﬁ%:-&m, p=.002).
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<Table 4> T-test Results of Statistically Significant Factors

Characteristics o Empathy scale
/ Categories L0 Mean+SD ¢ p
All students
Gender (N=142)
Female 86(60.6) 93.34+10.58
-3.22 .002
Male 56(39.4) 99.21+10.73
Perceived effect of volunteer experience on empathy (N=124)
Yes 101(81.5) 96.61+10.87
2.24 .027
No 23(18.5) 91.00+10.75
Nursing students
Gender (n=65)
Female 58(89.2) 92.76+10.74
-3.29 .002
Male 7(10.8) 106.43+6.32
Medical students
Perceived effect of volunteer experience on empathy (n=69)
Yes 55(79.7) 98.42+10.54
2.45 017
No 14(20.3) 90.71+10.48
Experience of attending courses that helped improve empathy (n=77)
Yes 37(48.1) 99.73£10.96
232 .023
No 40(51.9) 94.20+9.98
Presence of siblings (n=77)
Yes 59(76.6) 95.36+£10.75
-2.28 .026
No 18(23.4) 101.7849.48
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(r=2295, p=.009)7} WA= S3s= 3 Folgh 4
AAAE B THTable 5).
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<Table 5> Correlation Analysis Results of Statistically
Significant Factors

Characteristics

/ Categories r P
All students (N=142)

College Life Satisfaction 237 .005
Satisfaction in major 268 .001
Satisfaction in 224 .041
Clinical practice

Medical students (n=77)

College Life Satisfaction 325 .004
Satisfaction in major 295 .009
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