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Abstract The purpose of this study was to elucidate the relationship between the brain dominant
thinking type and empathy ability of nursing students. The subjects of this study were a total of
90 students enrolled in the 3rd year of the nursing department, who were subjected to Herrmann's
BDI as a brain dominant thinking type test. The empathy test was conducted using the
Interpersonal Response Index(IRI) adapted by Park(2004). For data analysis, Pearson correlation
analysis and multivariate analysis were performed. As a result of the analysis, the dominant brain
thinking type of nursing students was in quadrant C the most. And there was a statistically
significant positive relationship between the brain dominance type and empathy in the C
quadrant(r=38) and D quadrant(r=.54). The overall empathy ability was highest in the D quadrant,
and there was a statistically significant difference in the overall empathy ability according to the
brain dominant thinking type(F=4.95, p<.01). Based on the results of this study, it is intended to be
used in theoretical and practical education for nurse nurturing to improve empathy ability of
nursing students.
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Table 1. Distribution of brain dominance thinking

types of subjects (N=90)
Division n(%)
A quadrant 20(22)
B gquadrant 16(18)
C quadrant 36(40)
D quadrant 18(20)
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Table 2. Brain dominance thinking type and

empathy level (N=90)

Division Min Max M SD

Brain dominance
A quadrant 37 71 55.87 7.63
B quadrant 34 73 52.33 10.31
C quadrant 39 73 56.93 10.73
D quadrant 31 79 50.13 9.47
Empathy 72 113 96.76 9.64
Fantasy 18 31 25.39 3.18
Perspective taking 16 30 24.31 2.91
Empathic concern 17 32 22.87 3.05
Personal distress 15 29 24.19 3.53
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Table 3. Relationship between brain dominance

type and empathy ability (N=90)

Variables Fantasy Pen;zfr:give E:Tr?:et:?rimc Z?Sr:g;asl Empathy
A quadrant -.18 .09 -12 -.07 -.10
B quadrant -.15 .04 -17 16 -.03
C quadrant  .33" 35" 33" a7 38"
D quadrant .48 18 58" 40" 54"

(.05, " p.01, " X.001
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Table 4. Differences in empathy ability according

to types of brain dominance (N=90)
Variables Quadrant N M SD F Scheffe'
A 20 2371 213
B 16 2463 246
Fantasy 468 AD
C 36 2581 3.46
D 18 2711 287
A 20 2395 1.88
Perspective B 16 2438 1.78 57 _
taking C 36 2475 348
D 18 2378 342
A 20 2075 225
i B 16 2194 153
Empathic 850" AB(CD
concern C 36 2344 348
D 18 2489 219
A 20 2195 3.68
B 16 2650 1.67
Pgrsonal 6.95 ABD
distress C 36 2381 376
D 18 2539 245
A 20 9035 7.51
B 16 9744 6.82
Total 495" ACD
empathy C 36 9781 10.80
D 18 101.17 842

*(.05, **p(.01, ***p(.001
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