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Abstract

Empathy for pain refers to the individual’s perception of pain to others, judgment and emotional
reactions, which is one of the most popular perspective for the study of pain. Existing research
mainly covers on the neural mechanisms of pain empathy, cognitive mechanisms, measuring in-
struments and influencing factors. For undergraduate who majors in psychology, the ability of
empathy for pain is one of the basic capabilities it should have. The study used “Interpersonal
Reactivity Index (IRI)” for different professional full-time undergraduate senior students to mea-
sure the empathy ability for pain. After analysising the data through SPSS, we found that students
who study psychology have higher pain empathy than non-psychology students. Further study in-
dicates the same extremely significant difference in four subscales named Perspcetive Taking,
Fancy Scale, Sympathetic Concern and Personal Pain.
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Table 1. Basic information of the participants (n = 94)
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Table 2. IRI score differences between students major in psychology and others
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vE: “p<0.01.

Table 3. IRI subscale score differences between students major in psychology and others
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Figure 1. IRI score differences between students major in psychology and
others
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