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Abstract

Aim: In order to compare Chinese empathetic characteristics with American ones. Method: Using
Basic Empathy Scale and Interpersonal Reactivity Index for the purpose of measuring their empa-
thetic traits, sixty Chinese undergraduates and sixty-two American undergraduates are selected, and
to measure Chinese undergraduates’ and American undergraduates’ projective empathy by looking
at pictures of different cultural typicality, eighteen pictures are selected. Result: In the aspect of
cognitive empathy, American undergraduates’ scores are significantly higher than Chinese under-
graduates’ in Basic Empathy Scale (¢ = 3.65, p < 0.05); American undergraduates’ scores are signifi-
cantly higher than Chinese undergraduates’ as for the perspective of taking scale in Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (t = 2.495, p < 0.05); there is a significant difference between Chinese undergra-
duates and American undergraduates when facing typical eastern cultural pictures and no biased
cultural pictures, and Chinese undergraduates’ scores are higher than American undergraduates’ (¢
= 2.718, p < 0.01; t = 2.811, p < 0.01). Conclusion: There exists empathetic difference between Chi-
nese undergraduates and American undergraduates. Culture influences empathetic description.
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2.2.1. BES (Besic Empathy Scale)
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2.2.2. IRI (Interpersonal Relationship Index)
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2.2.3. ESP-MTTI
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Table 1. Comparison for Chinese and American undergraduates’ scores in BES
= 1. PEKRFHETE BES KSR

BES 4% o E R A EE KA t p
15 RS 37.00 + 5.437 38.87 +7.019 -1.649 0.102
VNI 32.68 +4.019 34.68 +5.235 -3.65 0.02"

Table 2. Comparison for Chinese and American undergraduates’ scores in IRI
F2 hEXFLE RIERLEBOHEK

IRI P4t HE K2R FERFEE t p
W RFE 12.12 +3.430 13.69 + 3.546 —2.495 0.014"
B R0 17.52 +3.165 17.85 +3.929 -0.523 0.602
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e 15.75 + 4.011 14.44 £5.111 1.577 0.117

Table 3. Comparison for Chinese and American undergraduates’ scores in typical eastern, western and no biased cultural

pictures
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T i 1] & 3.661 +0.838 3.215+0.912 2.811 0.006™
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