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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

In recent decades, the relationship between weak empathy and the
development of antisocial and oﬀending behaviours has been well
established. In the ﬁrst review of its kind, this paper outlines the
current implementation of empathy intervention programmes in
a variety of disciplines. This paper will identify some key agents
that are instrumental in empathy development and build a case
to suggest that where such traditional sources of empathy
development are inadequate, interventions are crucial to bridge
the gap. To date, the few oﬀender empathy interventions that
have been implemented and assessed heed mixed results by
crime type, sample type, gender, and empathy type. Novel,
evidence-led recommendations will be made in relation to the
timing, content, format, length, and location of future
interventions, and the importance of the consideration of
baseline empathy and individual diﬀerences will be outlined.
Deﬁcient empathy must be of central concern to criminal justice
agencies and identiﬁed and addressed from infancy and
throughout the life course. By using a combination of universal
programmes with general populations and speciﬁc oﬀendertargeted programmes, a holistic approach can be achieved.
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Introduction
The development of various social competencies throughout the life course is dependent
on empathic functioning (Allemand et al., 2015). Empathy has historically been conceptualised in numerous ways and 43 diﬀerent deﬁnitions of empathy can be found in the literature (Cuﬀ et al., 2016). However, it is generally accepted as a multidimensional
psychological construct which allows for individuals to both recognise (cognitive) and
respond (aﬀective) to others’ emotional states (Cuﬀ et al., 2016). More recently, others
have suggested an alternative three-dimensional measure of empathy with improved psychometric properties, constituting cognitive empathy, emotional contagion, and
emotional disengagement (Herrera-López et al., 2017). Individual diﬀerences in empathic
response are inﬂuenced by a combination of both state (contextual) and trait (dispositional)
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factors (Cuﬀ et al., 2016). Various measurement techniques are used to capture empathy;
including several standardised scales, such as the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI,
Davis, 1983) and the Basic Empathy Scale (BES, Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021c). Empathy is
also frequently measured using hypothetical scenarios where individuals’ behavioural outcomes are interpreted as a reﬂection of their empathic ability (Hein et al., 2018).
Academics have actively attempted to decode empathy’s relationship with criminality
for the past ﬁfty years, particularly since the new millennium (Posick et al., 2012). Weak
empathy is linked to higher antisocial behaviour and general rule-breaking as well as
to criminal behaviour (Bach et al., 2017; Trivedi-Bateman, 2015, 2019), and recent research
advocates for the importance of a variety of positive environmental factors in fostering
empathy (Silke et al., 2018). This has important implications for criminological policy
and highlights the potential for empathy interventions to attempt to strengthen
empathy and reduce antisocial behaviour and criminality (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a;
Malti et al., 2016) in both at-risk and oﬀending populations. In this paper, we posit that
this is a largely neglected area of crime policy focus. Intervention programmes have
more commonly been administered in healthcare settings; and in turn, conclusions can
be drawn from other scholarly disciplines to inform and develop a framework for
eﬀective empathy enhancement techniques to be applied in a criminological context.
The mixed results from oﬀender interventions by crime type, sample type, gender,
empathy type, and other factors (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021d) create diﬃculty when it
comes to designing future interventions.
Building on previous work that evidences a relationship between empathy and antisocial behaviour and crime, the ﬁrst aim of this paper is to consider how empathy develops.
Second, and crucially, this paper aims to address a research gap to highlight the potential
for both universal and targeted empathy intervention implementation to reduce antisocial
and criminal behaviour. Results from empathy interventions with general populations (and
a smaller number of oﬀender empathy interventions) are reviewed in order to identify practitioner recommendations for evidence-based optimal conditions to potentially reduce
crime. Foremost, we suggest that prenatal programmes should be implemented to encourage parents to support adequate empathic development from birth, alongside further universal empathy promotion programmes in both school and home environments, such as
the CASEL (Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning) (CASEL, 2013,
2015) and ROE (Roots of Empathy) (Cain & Carnellor, 2008; Connolly et al., 2018; Santos
et al., 2011; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2012) programmes. If, using these primary methods,
empathy development is insuﬃcient, targeted intervention programmes can be
implemented with speciﬁc at-risk, antisocial and oﬀending groups to address the relationship between weak empathy and antisocial and criminal behaviour.

The relationship between weak empathy and antisocial and criminal
behaviour
Empathy is evidenced to be inﬂuential in predicting and inﬂuencing a variety of human
traits and behaviours, including criminality (Trivedi-Bateman, 2015, 2019). A well established and evidenced theoretical model of why crime occurs, situational action theory
(Wikström et al., 2012), provides a robust explanation of why and how weak empathy
is found to be related to overall morality and higher levels of oﬀending (Trivedi-
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Bateman, 2015, 2019). This work outlines that although establishing a causal relationship
is diﬃcult to achieve, it is likely that empathy inﬂuences criminality via a multitude of
mediating factors, for example, through the eﬀect of moral emotions (Trivedi-Bateman,
2015, 2019). Speciﬁcally, weak empathy is found to be associated with subsequent
weak shame and guilt, all of which play a primary role in moral decision-making when
making behavioural choices (Trivedi-Bateman, 2019). It follows that people with weak
empathy are unburdened by the consequences of their actions to others, such as
causing fear, distress, or sadness. In this way, they are believed to lack the function of
an ‘emergency handbrake’ on their illegal action (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021d). Other
work also highlights that the relationship between empathy and antisocial and criminal
behaviour is complex due to its modulation with various contextual factors (Yoder &
Decety, 2018; Trivedi-Bateman, 2019). For example, greater empathic responding is
shown towards individuals with characteristics that are common to oneself (Decety,
2015; Wieck & Kunzmann, 2015).
The relationship between weak empathy and antisociality has been evidenced to
begin in childhood in the form of disruptive (Hunnikin et al., 2020) and callous–unemotional behaviours (Waller et al., 2015), which are predictors for norm-breaking behaviour
in later life (Sitnick et al., 2019). Higher empathy is found to be a protective factor against
juvenile aggression (Wang et al., 2017), carrying a weapon (Espejo-Siles et al., 2020a), and
gang membership (Lenzi et al., 2015). In childhood and adolescence, disruptive behaviour
can also take the form of bullying, which is a prominent issue in schools (Department for
Education, 2018). More than 1 in 4 males and 1 in 7 females report having bullied others in
the previous school year (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2011). An association between weak
empathy and bullying perpetration is found for both traditional face-to-face bullying (Mitsopoulou & Giovazolias, 2015; van Noorden et al., 2015) and cyberbullying and trolling
(Zych et al., 2019). High aﬀective empathy is speciﬁcally found to be associated with
lower bullying perpetration (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2006b, 2011), and is believed to
protect against the eﬀects of moral disengagement, which increases bullying (Zych &
Llorent, 2019). The relationship between empathy and bullying is found to diﬀer by
gender (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2006b, 2011), for example, in predicting cyberbullying, cognitive empathy deﬁcits are more relevant for males whereas aﬀective empathy deﬁcits are
more relevant for females (Ang & Goh, 2010). Elsewhere, these diﬀerences by empathy
type and gender are found to be minimal (van Noorden et al., 2015) or are not always
observed. For instance, cognitive and aﬀective empathy have both been found to be
associated with face-to-face bullying and cyberbullying for males and females (Del Rey
et al., 2016). Stronger empathy is not only associated with reduced bullying perpetration
but also found to be a protective factor for negative life outcomes for victims of bullying
(Espejo-Siles et al., 2020).
Beyond antisociality, a variety of criminal behaviours have also been associated with
weak empathy; such as violent (Trivedi-Bateman, 2015, 2019; Romero-Martinez et al.,
2016; Winter et al., 2017), sexual (Hempel et al., 2015), and fraudulent (O’Neill, 2020)
oﬀending. Weak empathy is present in oﬀending community samples (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021d) and within juvenile incarcerated (Llorca-Mestre et al., 2017) and adult incarcerated oﬀending populations (House et al., 2017; Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021d). This
phenomenon has been empirically tested in a number of countries and settings, including
primary and secondary schools, probation services, prison services, and psychiatric
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hospitals (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a). Low cognitive empathy, in particular, is found to be
related to oﬀending (Bock & Hosser, 2014; Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2004; van Langen et al.,
2014) and low general empathy is found to predict juvenile recidivism (Narvey et al.,
2021). A greater severity of empathy deﬁciency is associated with a higher propensity
to engage in interpersonal violence (Mariano et al., 2016; Trivedi-Bateman, 2015), a
higher frequency of oﬀending (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2007, 2011), and less severe perceptions of the seriousness of criminal acts (Marcelo Rodriguez et al., 2021). Notably, empathy
deﬁcits are most commonly observed with interpersonal rule-breaking, such as person-toperson violence involving direct contact with the victim (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2007) over
more impersonal oﬀences such as property crime (Bach et al., 2017; Mariano et al., 2016).
Another consideration involves whether and in what capacity the crime victim is known to
the oﬀender; experienced empathy is found to diﬀer in line with ingroup and outgroup
dynamics (Lösel et al., 2018). Further, although it is diﬃcult to disentangle the eﬀect of
empathy from the eﬀects of numerous empathy correlates such as verbal ﬂuency
(Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2011), impulsivity, intelligence, socioeconomic status (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a; Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014), and social skills (Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014),
there is evidence that the relationship between weak empathy and crime continues to
exist when controlling for such variables using regression (Sekol et al., 2021). For
example, in a sample of 839 oﬀenders from 5 prisons, low perspective-taking (a facet
of cognitive empathy) signiﬁcantly predicted violent oﬀending after controlling for
other measures (Lauterbach & Hosser, 2007). Extensive reviews that ﬁnd a consistent
relationship between empathy and crime have been carried out elsewhere (TrivediBateman, 2015, 2019; Bach et al., 2017; Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021c).

The development of empathy in childhood, adolescence and adulthood
Undoubtedly, in order to develop eﬀective interventions, a robust understanding of how
and when empathy ordinarily develops is imperative. This section will establish how
empathy develops and identify the people and institutions that are integral to successful
empathy development. In typically-developing individuals, empathy tends to increase
throughout childhood and adolescence (Allemand et al., 2015). Although there are challenges posed by studying infants, empathic capacity is found to emerge within the ﬁrst
year of life (Liddle et al., 2015), with simple and higher-order empathy development processes occurring before that of verbal ability (Tousignant et al., 2017). Empathic ability
continues to develop into adulthood. Upon comparison of adolescents and young
adults with older adults, aﬀective empathy levels are found to be similar, if not higher,
in older adults (Beadle & de la Vega, 2019). However, a process of cognitive decline
occurs in individuals over age 60, leading to speciﬁc deﬁcits in cognitive empathy and
weakened social functioning (Khanjani et al., 2015). Thus, evidence supports that
empathic ability develops continually throughout the life course and is not limited to
childhood and adolescence, although these periods are important (Allemand et al., 2015).

The role of parents in empathy development
The importance of positive parenting, from the early formation of a secure attachment
(characterised by trusting, comforting and close relationships), to the use of constructive
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and warm disciplinary styles, is central to empathy development. Attachment with caregivers is an early inﬂuence on many aspects of psychological development, including
empathy development (Stern & Cassidy, 2018). Kim and Kochanska (2017) ﬁnd evidence
for the relationship between empathy and parent–child security in children as young as
14 months old. A secure attachment between caregiver and child throughout infancy,
childhood and adolescence, is theorised to foster individuals’ engagement with language
and emotional capacities, such as self-regulation (Stern & Cassidy, 2018), which is also
found to be a mediator between attachment and empathy (Panﬁle & Laible, 2012).
Self-regulation abilities create opportunities for individuals to practice and develop
emotional understanding and empathy (Stern & Cassidy, 2018). Secure attachments are
also found to be associated with greater empathy elsewhere (Joireman et al., 2002). Parental unresponsiveness and inconsistent parental behaviour may prevent the formation
of secure attachments and subsequently hamper empathy development (Heynen,
Simon, et al., 2021). Further to this, anxious insecure attachments are associated with
increased personal distress, which is considered to be a maladaptive form of empathy
(Joireman et al., 2002). Insofar as empathy is largely resultant from secure parenting,
secure parenting itself requires empathy in the ﬁrst instance. Child and parental
empathy are found to be positively associated (Soenens et al., 2007). A meta-analysis
ﬁnds parental mentalisation (appreciation of children’s emotions and experiences), to
which empathy is believed to be central, to be an independent predictor of attachment
security (Zeegers et al., 2017). A systematic review of the relationship between parental
empathy and attachment security ﬁnds a signiﬁcant moderate correlation (r=.27)
(Basto-Pereira & Farrington, 2021). All in all, attachment style has lasting eﬀects on
empathic ability into adulthood and implications for future behaviour (Williams et al.,
2017).
Beyond the basic parent–child relationship, parental behaviour is the most widely
studied contextual inﬂuence on empathy development (Silke et al., 2018). Speciﬁcally,
associations have been drawn between empathy and both parental styles and disciplinary
techniques. Uninvolved, neglectful, or permissive (lenient) parenting is associated with
lower empathy (Heynen, van der Helm, et al., 2021; Samper et al., 2021). A meta-analysis
illustrates that authoritative parenting, which is characterised by support, responsiveness
and warmth, is positively associated with higher empathy in children (Heynen, van der
Helm, et al., 2021). This is especially found when supportive parenting is combined
with challenging parenting, in which opportunities for stimulation and growth are
created (Mesurado & Richaud, 2017). Conversely, overbearing techniques such as helicopter parenting may detriment empathy development (McGinley, 2018), indicating a ﬁne
line between parental support and over-control. Constructive disciplinary techniques
such as inductive (reasoning-based as opposed to power-assertive) discipline are associated with higher empathy (Krevans & Gibbs, 1996), especially when combined with
emotion socialisation practices such as acknowledgement and validation of emotions
in disciplinary situations (Spinrad & Gal, 2018). Gender normative socialisation and diﬀerences in parenting styles also contribute to gender diﬀerences in empathic development
(O’Neill, 2020). Notably, this varies culturally, whereby collectivist cultures ﬁnd males to be
more empathic (Lai et al., 2015) as compared to individualist cultures wherein females
report higher empathy scores (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2006a; Llorca-Mestre et al., 2017;
Zych et al., 2020). Similarly to attachment, the inﬂuence of parental behaviour has
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lasting eﬀects on empathy later in life. For example, Lyons et al. (2017) evidence that adult
aﬀective empathy is associated with the level of care and overprotection received from a
same-sex parent in childhood. Taken together, the promotion and employment of
empathy-supporting parenting techniques is vital to strengthen the relationship
between parent and child (Heynen, van der Helm, et al., 2021) and to foster individuals’
empathy in childhood, adolescence, and beyond.

The role of peers, siblings, and further inﬂuences in empathy development
External social inﬂuences beyond the parent–child relationship cannot be neglected in
the context of successful empathy development. Speciﬁcally, a meta-analysis indicates
that positive and supportive extrafamilial and interfamilial relationships foster socialisation and empathy development from a young age via social learning and imitation of
others (Boele et al., 2019). In adolescence, empathy development is more strongly associated with the quality of peer relationships within school environments than that of
parent–child relations (Boele et al., 2019). Further, evidence indicates that the quality of
sibling relationships is positively associated with overall empathy (Gungordu & Hernandez-Reif, 2020). An additive eﬀect is apparent whereby positive sibling and parent
relationships in combination contribute to the creation of positive family environments
which, taken together, are associated with increased empathy (Estévez et al., 2016). The
strength and the quality of family relationships are deemed to be very important for
empathy development (Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014). Elsewhere, the importance of positive
school experiences is highlighted; school success may encourage a better sense of self,
which may strengthen morality and empathy development and is likely to lead to
more social acceptance and harmonious living (van der Helm, 2021). A number of
other extrinsic factors have also been associated with empathy development over time
such as higher religiosity (Kaur, 2020), higher social media usage (Vossen & Valkenburg,
2016), higher quality of living environment (van der Helm, 2021), and reduced aggressive
video gaming (Siyez & Baran, 2017). Further, low empathy is associated with childhood
trauma (Greenberg et al., 2018; Moreno-Manso et al., 2017) and adverse childhood experiences (Narvey et al., 2021). In conclusion, the sheer volume of factors evidenced to alter
empathy indicates the complexity of empathy development and its malleable nature
(Allemand et al., 2015; Decety, 2015). The development of empathy is considered as
multi-directional and context-dependent, with individual empathic abilities ever-changing over the life course and within diﬀerent scenarios (Wieck & Kunzmann, 2015). The
aforementioned aspects of parental, sibling, peer and school factors appear to have a
central inﬂuence on empathy development but may warrant further exploration in
future research to decipher their relative importance (Silke et al., 2018).

The optimal conditions for empathy interventions for crime reduction
The biopsychosocial model for explaining the relationship between low emotionality and
emotion-related characteristics and crime has received much support (Forrester, 2018).
When the traditional sources of empathy development described above are underdeveloped or inadequate, empathy strengthening programmes (that utilise psychosocial
approaches) are imperative. A comprehensive search of the literature published since
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2015 was conducted to identify theoretical and experimental research which has explored
the utility of empathy strengthening programmes in any subject ﬁeld. In stage one, the
studies were identiﬁed using keyword searches on Google Scholar, including empathy
interventions, empathy programmes, and empathy development. In stage two, a snowball
method was used to obtain further relevant publications from the reference sections of
the papers retrieved at stage one.
Numerous empathy interventions have been carried out with general populations in
non-criminological contexts and have proved successful in all age groups. Various promotional, prevention and intervention programmes involving children (Grazzani et al.,
2016; Wu et al., 2020), adolescents (Carpio de los Pinos et al., 2020; Ingram et al., 2019)
and adults (Leppma & Young, 2016; Romero-Martinez et al., 2016a) have produced signiﬁcant increases in empathy with a variety of methodologies including teaching, interactive
games and mindfulness programmes. Fewer oﬀender empathy programmes have been
administered and with various levels of success. Leading empathy and crime researchers
reiterate that considerable care needs to be taken when designing empathy interventions
to be eﬀective (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a) but state that it is a worthwhile endeavour (van
der Helm, 2021). Tailoring to the participant’s individual diﬀerences and baseline empathy
level is also found to be crucial for programme eﬀectiveness (Malti et al., 2016; Mayer et al.,
2018). Incorporation of the optimal conditions outlined below alongside other evidenceled considerations listed in this paper has sizeable implications for cost-eﬀectiveness in
achieving behaviour change. The suggested intervention focus, content, and methodologies vary according to age group and in relation to whether programmes are universally
focused for general populations or oﬀender-targeted (see Table 1).

Timing of empathy intervention
In early childhood, the suggested focus is on the parent and family environment, using
nurturing and attachment-related empathy promotion techniques. To encourage key
sources of empathy development to be successfully facilitated from a young age, universal empathy promotion programmes should be implemented in the prenatal and early
childhood periods within both home and (later) school environments. In prenatal

Table 1. Intervention focus and methodology by age group.
Age group

Universal promotion vs targeted
approach

Prenatal and early
childhood

Universal promotion

Early-mid school age

Universal promotion

Late childhood and
early adolescence

Targeted: based on need and tailored
to existing empathy deﬁcits

Late adolescence and
adulthood

Targeted: based on need and tailored
to existing empathy deﬁcits, and
oﬀending history

Empathy intervention methodology
Parental training and support to focus on relationship
between parental empathy and child empathy:
attachment, parental style, supportive family
environment
Approaches such as those adopted by CASEL and
ROE programmes, combined with continued
rehearsal in home and peer environments.
Emotion regulation strategies, for example role
playing as aggresse and aggressor, with a focus on
milder forms of antisocial behaviour and rulebreaking
Speciﬁc personalised oﬀender interventions (for
example, victim/oﬀender scenarios)

8

N. TRIVEDI-BATEMAN AND E. L. CROOK

empathy promotion programmes, emphasis should be placed on the importance of early
empathy development and how parents can facilitate supportive family environments,
positive attachments, and parenting practices with their children to achieve this
(Estévez et al., 2016; Heynen, Simon, et al., 2021; Heynen, van der Helm, et al., 2021; Mesurado & Richaud, 2017; Spinrad & Gal, 2018; Stern & Cassidy, 2018). Existing early interventions have been found to be successful and emphasise the scope for employment with
young children. For example, a toddler conversation-based empathy training programme
signiﬁcantly improved all measured dimensions of empathy, as reported by parents (Grazzani et al., 2016).
In early-mid school age groups, various techniques used in well-evidenced universal
programmes such as CASEL and ROE programmes can be adopted with continued rehearsal in home and peer environments. The ROE programme has been delivered to over a
million school children world-wide (Roots of Empathy, n.d.) and found to increase
empathy (Cain & Carnellor, 2008). To increase eﬃcacy, empathy intervention programmes
should assess and subsequently be tailored to individuals’ pre-intervention empathic
ability, as social competencies diﬀer greatly by age (Malti et al., 2016). Looking beyond
school-based empathy programmes with general populations; in late childhood and adolescence, the suggested focus is on participant need and tailoring to identiﬁed empathy
deﬁcits to attempt to divert young people from involvement in crime. Children who are
at-risk of criminality, for example, children with delinquent parents, have been found to
have impaired empathy from as young as eight years old (van Zonneveld et al., 2017).
If left unaddressed, emotional issues such as deﬁcient empathy may become entrenched
over time and increasingly diﬃcult to strengthen (Hunnikin et al., 2020). Empathy intervention training can foster signiﬁcant gains in empathy and is found to be a protective
factor for the eﬀect of adverse childhood experience on later recidivism (Narvey et al.,
2021). In adulthood, oﬀending behaviour can be targeted with speciﬁc victim/oﬀender
scenarios with the goal to reduce recidivism.

Content of empathy intervention
The most successful empathy interventions train behavioural as well as cognitive and
aﬀective empathy components (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021d; van Berkhout et al., 2016).
Behavioural empathy training, for example, the use of modelling, allows trainees to
gain insight into the expression and application of empathy in real life. Authentic tasks
that can be applied to daily situations are found to be more eﬀective than abstract, theoretical approaches (Bertrand et al., 2018). Examples of empathy intervention methodologies that have been successfully applied include didactic, experiential, role-playing,
and modelling techniques (Şahin, 2012). A review of 19 school-based social-emotional
learning (SEL) programmes reveals that the inclusion of multiple empathy-related constructs (perspective-taking, emotion understanding and prosocial behaviour) is found
to be most eﬀective for behavioural outcomes (Malti et al., 2016). Broader aspects of
socio-emotional functioning, as is achieved in the CASEL framework (CASEL, 2013,
2015) should also be included. Skills such as eﬀective self-regulation are necessary to
facilitate successful empathy development as they mitigate personal distress caused by
engaging in empathic behaviour (Hein et al., 2018; Llorca-Mestre et al., 2017; Yoder &
Decety, 2016). This can be achieved by teaching perspective-taking and reasoning
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techniques rather than encouraging emotional sharing with others (Yoder & Decety,
2016), alongside the teaching of emotion regulation strategies (Hein et al., 2018). Combined, this encourages the constructive processing of negative aﬀects and addresses
the emotionally-draining nature of responding empathically. Provision of emotion regulation training is vital to achieve empathy intervention eﬃcacy in real life (Hein et al.,
2018). Poor social cognition, constituting emotion recognition, is associated with
oﬀending behaviour (Schoﬁeld et al., 2015). Speciﬁcally for oﬀenders and groups at-risk
of criminality, the use of emotional regulation training (with prosocial reasoning) is
theorised to decrease antisocial behaviour through cognitive restructuration and the
development of empathic ability as well as behavioural and moral awareness (LlorcaMestre et al., 2017).

Format of empathy intervention
A variety of formats for delivering empathy interventions have been explored in recent
research. First, mindfulness training allows for the objective consideration of emotions
in the present moment and therefore awareness of others’ experiences (Block-Lerner
et al., 2007). Various mindfulness-based training programmes have successfully increased
empathy levels (Gur & Yilmaz, 2020; Winning & Boag, 2015). Further, simulated practice
exercises are found to be eﬀective to develop empathy in medical contexts (Bearman
et al., 2015), whereas other formats such as behavioural guidance teaching where students are taught about the behaviour of their patients are unsuccessful (Souror et al.,
2020). To enhance engagement in simulations, virtual reality (VR) technology is often
adopted and, by virtue of VR’s immersive nature, allows individuals to engage in perspective-taking more readily (Schutte & Stilinovic, 2017). This is evidenced to have greater
eﬀects on post-intervention empathy than that of identical two-dimensional interventions (Schutte & Stilinovic, 2017). Notably, as simulations generally increase empathy
towards certain individuals and groups (for example, homeless individuals; Herrera
et al., 2018), VR interventions could be tailored and applied speciﬁcally for oﬀenders
with weak empathy to experience the predicament of their victim and subsequently
develop victim empathy. For example, VR simulation interventions have been eﬀectively
employed to increase empathy and reduce bullying (Ingram et al., 2019) and to increase
emotion recognition ability in domestic abuse oﬀenders, which is required for empathic
responding (Seinfeld et al., 2018).

Length of empathy intervention and longevity of eﬀects
Implementing empathy interventions with lasting eﬀects is a salient issue particularly
because most current assessments of eﬃcacy only include short-term measures (Lor
et al., 2015). For example, although a simulation-based empathy intervention produced
signiﬁcant empathy increases seven-days post intervention, these eﬀects are found to
be insigniﬁcant 90-days post-intervention (Lor et al., 2015). Particularly, since VR-based
empathy interventions have been introduced in recent years, few studies have investigated their long-term impacts. Contradictory to other research, Herrera et al. (2018) evidence that traditional perspective-taking tasks (such as imagining the position of
someone else) are as eﬀective as VR long-term, which highlights the need for further
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research. Notably, a meta-analysis of various interventions emphasises that diﬀerent
groups, such as children, as compared to adults, may require diﬀerent length programmes
to produce signiﬁcant empathy increases (van Berkhout et al., 2016). Mindfulness interventions ﬁnd positive empathy outcomes for six and eight-week courses (Gur & Yilmaz,
2020; Leppma & Young, 2016), and elsewhere, brief 15-minute mindfulness courses are
found to increase empathy (speciﬁcally for students and adults with low conscientiousness and extraversion personality traits) (Winning & Boag, 2015) . Further evidence
exists for short courses; a 15–30-minute online empathy intervention (combined with
homework exercises) with adults signiﬁcantly improved empathic responses with a
medium eﬀect size, and furthermore, improvements remained stable at a two-month
follow up (Sentas et al., 2018). Of key importance, in the context of mindfulness interventions, eﬀect sizes between intervention and empathy outcome are moderated by the
extent of post-intervention application and home-based practice and rehearsal of
learnt mindfulness techniques (MacLean et al., 2020). It follows that it is crucial for intervention programmes to address longevity of eﬀects (regardless of programme length) by
emphasising the importance of post-intervention practice. For example, in order to
achieve such longevity of eﬀects, neurobiological evidence suggests that long-term
mindfulness practice is required to support the required signiﬁcant brain changes (Chialant et al., 2016). To date, there is no published literature that explores this in relation to
empathy in a criminological context speciﬁcally, and future research can address this.

Location of empathy intervention
The following section will outline evidence to suggest that empathy promotion must be
actively supported in both the home and school environments. Earlier sections of this
paper presented evidence for the relationship between empathy, parental attachment
(Basto-Pereira & Farrington, 2021; Heynen, Simon, et al., 2021; Joireman et al., 2002;
Kim & Kochanska, 2017; Panﬁle & Laible, 2012; Stern & Cassidy, 2018), parental style
(Heynen, van der Helm, et al., 2021; Krevans & Gibbs, 1996; Lyons et al., 2017; McGinley,
2018; O’Neill, 2020; Samper et al., 2021; Spinrad & Gal, 2018), and other home-oriented
factors (Boele et al., 2019; Estévez et al., 2016; Gungordu & Hernandez-Reif, 2020;
Sánchez-Pérez et al., 2014). These factors can be addressed with prenatal and childoriented strategies in the home.
Turning to the potential for school-based interventions, only 29-45% of school-aged
children report having socio-emotional competencies such as empathy, and 71% indicate
that their school does not provide an encouraging environment (Benson, 2006). Research
indicates that a CASEL approach (CASEL, 2013, 2015) can be adopted to improve empathy
in general populations as well as adolescents at-risk of criminality. These social and
emotional learning (SEL) programmes aim to develop children’s emotional, behavioural
and cognitive competencies, including self- and social-awareness, which are required
for empathic functioning (Malti et al., 2016). SEL programmes are designed to help participants to acquire the knowledge, skills, and attitudes to understand and manage
emotions (Dusenbury et al., 2015) and to apply them as required in diverse daily situations
(Bertrand et al., 2018). For example, Carpio de los Pinos et al. (2020) evidence that an SEL
summer camp facilitated empathy development in adolescents at-risk for social and
emotional problems resultant from negative family circumstances. In another study, a
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CASEL programme that focused on visual arts and music found signiﬁcant gains in social
awareness and empathy compared to a control group (Mogro-Wilson & Tredinnick, 2020).
Additionally, two meta-analyses have found similar support for the eﬀectiveness of CASEL
programmes (Durlak et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2017). The SEL programmes that are most
speciﬁcally tailored to individual participants, implemented earliest, and adopt a wholeschool approach produce the most successful outcomes, including increases in
empathy (Malti et al., 2016). Various other initiatives have been carried out in schools
worldwide, such as ROE, which have proved impactful due to their population reach.
ROE has been evaluated in both comparative and randomised controlled studies and
ﬁndings indicate increases in prosocial behaviour (Cain & Carnellor, 2008; Connolly
et al., 2018; Santos et al., 2011; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2012), decreases in aggression
(Cain & Carnellor, 2008; Santos et al., 2011; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2012), expected
ﬁghting incidents by 50% (Santos et al., 2011), increases in social and emotional understanding (Connolly et al., 2018; Schonert-Reichl et al., 2012) and increases in empathy
(Cain & Carnellor, 2008). Although the UK government statutory guidance regarding compulsory elements of the core school curriculum (FSHE; ﬁnancial, social, health, and economic classes) dictates that moral teachings are crucial (Department for Education, 2019),
there is no evidence or indication that comprehensive and consistent empathy or moral
emotion content is taught in schools. To achieve this, empathy development teaching
may be incorporated into the existing curriculum elsewhere. For example, the addition
of role-playing and simulation within religious studies curricula may support empathic
understanding abilities and understanding for others’ religious beliefs (Trothen, 2016),
potentially reducing future prejudice and hate crime (Miklikowska, 2018). Further,
although it has not yet been tested, it has been suggested that drama lessons could
include bullying scenario exercises to facilitate empathy awareness and socio-emotional
development with peers (Froeschle Hicks et al., 2016).
Further, combined home and school techniques can oﬀer a collective approach to
empathy development. For example, CASEL approaches emphasise the importance of
involving primary caregivers to assist them in rehearsing and reinforcing student learning
at home (Dusenbury et al., 2015). Recent research also advocates for the use of other
empathy intervention styles simultaneously in both home and school environments.
For example, tablet games such as The Empathy Game (Wu et al., 2020), which can
easily be tailored to children’s existing abilities and social contexts, are found to longitudinally increase the empathic perception abilities required for empathic responding by
integrating real-life social interpersonal interactions with technology.

Empathy interventions in a criminological context
The following section will outline existing empathy interventions designed to address
bullying. Some research ﬁnds that empathy decreases from childhood to adolescence
and reiterates the urgent need for eﬀective empathy intervention in adolescence to
address the detrimental eﬀects of bullying (Garandeau et al., 2021). Empathy components
feature in many school-based anti-bullying programmes (Gaﬀney et al., 2019). A systematic review of cyberbullying interventions found that empathy training was present in over
half of the programmes, was one of the most eﬀective components, and often included
perspective-taking activities whereby the perpetrator would look at the situation from the
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perspective of bystander or the victim (Hutson et al., 2018). A 10-week classroom-based
cyberbullying intervention increased empathy and decreased cyberbullying behaviour,
and the control group reported decreased aﬀective empathy and increased cyberbullying
(Schultze-Krumbholz et al., 2016). Further, a small-scale empathy training intervention signiﬁcantly increased emphatic skills and decreased bullying behaviours in primary school
students, and these eﬀects remained at the 60-day post assessment stage (Şahin, 2012). A
systematic review of the relationship between empathy and bullying ﬁnds that prevention and intervention programmes fail to acknowledge the multi-dimensional and
complex nature of the empathy-bullying connection (van Noorden et al., 2015). It is
argued that speciﬁc anti-bullying interventions cannot solely rely on empathy and
must also consider other factors associated with preventing bullying, such as decreasing
moral disengagement (Garandeau et al., 2021).
There are multiple examples of existing empathy interventions in criminological contexts. Although the long-term eﬀects of restorative justice interventions (RJIs) on empathy
have not been studied, research indicates that 50% of those involved in a brief RJI gave
post-intervention evaluations which were classiﬁed under the theme of ‘empathy’
(Kennedy et al., 2019). This included statements that highlighted the detrimental eﬀect
of their criminal action on victims and the community. Restorative justice and humane
education programmes are also argued to be useful in increasing oﬀender empathy
and decreasing recidivism (Komorosky & O’Neal, 2015). Additionally, group interventions
such as a long-term (30-week course with two-hour-long weekly sessions) court-mandated intimate partner violence oﬀender rehabilitation programme improve self-reported
cognitive empathy and cognitive ﬂexibility (Romero-Martinez et al., 2016a). Crucially,
improvements in these cognitive skills, including overall empathy, have been associated
with reduced recidivism.1 Communication training, in which oﬀenders learn non-confrontational, constructive and empathic communication skills with the aim of reducing interpersonal conﬂict, is also found to increase empathy for oﬀenders on probation (Marlow
et al., 2012). Elsewhere, an alternative content approach using arts-based techniques
has been found to cultivate empathy for serious oﬀenders in psychiatric settings
(Compton-Dickinson & Jolliﬀe, 2021), however, whether this can be generalised to
other groups remains to be explored.
Existing research evidence that weak empathy is more relevant in speciﬁc oﬀending
groups and, within these groups, to individuals with certain characteristics (Mayer
et al., 2018). For example, oﬀenders with psychopathic traits speciﬁcally are shown to
exhibit weak empathy compared to other violent oﬀenders, which highlights a need
for individual assessment using pre-intervention diagnostic tools rather than the grouping of all violent oﬀenders as a homogenous group (Mayer et al., 2018). Further, oﬀenders
who have committed a crime against another person show higher deﬁcits in cognitive
empathy (Mariano et al., 2016) and interventions should be tailored accordingly. Elsewhere, intervention eﬀectiveness is also found to be contingent on crime type, for
example existing interventions have produced mixed results with sexual oﬀenders
(Narvey et al., 2021; Wastell et al., 2009). Sexual oﬀenders are found to report low
victim empathy speciﬁcally as opposed to general empathy (Brown et al., 2012; Fernandez
& Marshall, 2003). However, other research ﬁnds victim empathy has no signiﬁcant association with sexual recidivism (Hanson & Morton-Bourgon, 2005) and the relationship
between empathy and sexual violence is found to be weak (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2004;
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Levitan & Vachon, 2021). In addition, low severity oﬀenders may not beneﬁt from
empathy enhancement, such as those who commit minor crimes or low-level drug
users (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2007). Further work to explore tailoring for diﬀerent
oﬀender subgroups is required in order to increase empathy intervention success
(Mayer et al., 2018). Intervention eﬀectiveness may also diﬀer according to participant
gender and empathy type (Ang & Goh, 2010; Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2011), for example,
although most existing anti-bullying programmes address cognitive empathy, it is
believed that it may be more eﬀective to increase aﬀective empathy instead (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2011). However, methodological hurdles exist whereby aﬀective empathy is
notoriously challenging to enhance (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2011) since it involves emotional
congruence with others as opposed to identiﬁcation of others predicaments. An exception to this is the KiVa intervention, an empathy-focused bullying programme, which signiﬁcantly increased aﬀective empathy speciﬁcally (Garandeau et al., 2021).
Interventions should ensure to measure for baseline empathy to ensure participants
exhibit low empathy, in addition to repeated measurements of empathy throughout
the intervention and beyond. The importance of tailoring is highlighted by the ‘Violence
Prevention Program’ with youth violent oﬀenders (Zhou et al., 2018) wherein signiﬁcant
empathy increases were only produced in individuals with lower pre-intervention
empathy scores. Interventions should also measure other salient factors that inﬂuence
crime alongside (Zhou et al., 2018), and use robust evaluations to minimise potential
threats to internal validity (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a). It has been suggested that RCT
designs (with the inclusion of a control group) provide the strongest evidence to
assess the eﬀectiveness of empathy interventions on antisocial behaviour, although
there are very few existing studies that adopt this design (Farrington, 2013; Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a). Various other factors, including positive environments and motivation for
individual change are also found to be important in achieving programme success. For
example, positive group environments in detention facilities, which are characterised
by supportive staﬀ, opportunities for growth, and a positive atmosphere, are associated
with increased empathy (Heynen, 2017). This is also found in longer intervention programmes, where a focus on fostering group relationships with programme members
and facilitators is found to support retention and empathy outcomes (Chovanec, 2020).
In order to balance the need for a personalised approach with cost-eﬀectiveness, programmes could potentially begin with a larger cohort of oﬀenders and deliver subsequent
sessions with smaller clusters and one-to-one evaluations. In conclusion, empathy is often
unaddressed by current oﬀender intervention programmes. Insofar as continued antisocial behaviour leads to further decreases in empathy over time (Williford et al., 2016),
future interventions are urgently needed. In future, in order to assess for changes in
empathy, intervention evaluations should include parent or youth worker report as
well as self-report and behaviour outcomes measures (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021b).

Discussion
This paper draws attention to the relationship between weak empathy and the development of antisocial and oﬀending behaviours and identiﬁes conditions under which
empathy strengthening programmes could be administered in a criminological context,
based on the current implementation in a variety of disciplines. A framework is developed
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for the optimal implementation of universal and targeted empathy interventions whereby
deﬁcient empathy is addressed from childhood through to adulthood. Centrally, the
importance of positive parenting, from the early formation of secure attachments to
the use of constructive and warm disciplinary styles, is highlighted, as well as peer and
sibling relationships. Successful development of empathy in childhood, adolescence
and adulthood is incredibly important and must be of central concern to criminal
justice agencies. Interventions are crucial to bridge the gap in instances where traditional
sources of empathy development are inadequate or deﬁcient to potentially reduce future
antisociality and criminality. In addition to providing general support to children and adolescents universally and routinely in home and school environments, the identiﬁcation of
at-risk or oﬀending groups should also be carried out. Since intervention programmes
have the power to strengthen empathy, they can focus on mitigating the behavioural
eﬀects of weak empathy. Mixed results are found from oﬀender-speciﬁc empathy interventions and further work is required to ascertain speciﬁc criteria for successful attitudinal
and behavioural outcomes. As well as reviewing the outcomes from such criminological
interventions, this paper has extended conclusions drawn from other scholarly disciplines
to further inform empathy enhancement techniques in a criminological context. This
research develops practicable suggestions in a subject area that has previously received
little attention by identifying numerous factors to take into consideration in the planning
stages of potential future empathy interventions (see Table 2). The desired outcome of
strengthening empathy is generally dependent on several factors including intervention
timing, content, format, length and location, and crucially, tailoring to the participant’s
individual diﬀerences and baseline empathy level. Additionally, further considerations
for programme design have been suggested; for example, the importance of assessing

Table 2. Evidence base for suggested optimal conditions for eﬀective empathy interventions.
Factor

Optimal condition

Evidence base

Timing

For general populations, begin universal empathy
promotion in early childhood and sustain from
prenatal stage, to pre-school and beyond to all
school age years, and throughout the life course.
When traditional development sources (e.g.
parents and signiﬁcant others) are not adequate,
and baseline empathy is low, apply targeted
programmes to address this.
Inclusion of all constructs of empathy (cognitive,
aﬀective and behavioural) and emotion regulation
skills.

Malti et al. (2016); van Zonneveld et al.
(2017); Hunnikin et al. (2020); Narvey et al.
(2021)

Content

Jolliﬀe and Farrington (2021d); van
Berkhout et al. (2016); Malti et al. (2016);
Yoder and Decety (2016)
CASEL (2013, 2015)

Format

Length and
longevity of
eﬀects
Location

Target general social and emotional functioning
with SEL and CASEL approaches.
Mindfulness- and simulation-based interventions
(including the use of virtual reality technology).
Tailor programme length to group needs and
baseline empathy. Encourage post-intervention
practice to strengthen longevity of eﬀects.
Home (parents, siblings, family environment) and
school (for example, CASEL & ROE techniques)
environments in combination.

Gur and Yilmaz (2020)
Bearman et al. (2015); Schutte and
Stilinovic (2017); Ingram et al. (2019);
Seinfeld et al. (2018)
MacLean et al. (2020); van Berkhout et al.
(2016); Chialant et al. (2016)
Dusenbury et al. (2015); Malti et al. (2016);
Wu et al. (2020)
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empathy changes using long-term measures in addition to short-term measures. Ultimately, in order to begin to explore causality, exploration of whether within-individual
changes in empathy are reliably followed by within-individual changes in oﬀending are
required (Compton-Dickinson & Jolliﬀe, 2021) and a more robust understanding of the
relationship between empathy and oﬀending is fundamental (Jolliﬀe & Murray, 2012).
There are various limitations to the current study. First, the study does not take into
account the role of other factors that play a role in criminal behaviour, such as morality
and wider setting factors (Wikström et al., 2012). Second, establishing causal relationships
between empathy and associated variables proves to be continually diﬃcult due to empathy’s multifaceted nature (which encompasses abilities from emotion perception to perspective-taking), and its indirect association to crime via various moderating factors
(Trivedi-Bateman, 2015, 2019). Third, the reliable measurement of empathy has been
found to be problematic (Basto-Pereira & Farrington, 2021), partly because of a consistent
lack of consensus as to the most suitable conceptual deﬁnitions and the various corresponding assessment scales (Cuﬀ et al., 2016; Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2021a; Jolliﬀe &
Murray, 2012). To illustrate this issue further, the importance of the distinction of cognitive
and aﬀective empathy as separate entities is highlighted in recent research (Coll et al.,
2017). Oﬀenders are found to be deﬁcient in cognitive and/or aﬀective empathy according to crime type and various individual diﬀerences, although results are mixed and
inconclusive (Winter et al., 2017). Widely used scales also present usability issues, for
example, the Interpersonal Reactivity Index (Davis, 1983) is found to have poor readability,
which may be problematic for some participants. Furthermore, past experience (Coll et al.,
2017) and social and contextual factors (Yoder & Decety, 2018) are found to confound
empathic responses. Psychopathic participants may also require further attention as
although they are found to exhibit very low aﬀective empathy, they are believed to
use their cognitive empathy to aid them while luring in their victims (Robinson &
Rogers, 2015; Sest & March, 2017). As a result, for speciﬁc subgroups, participation in
an empathy strengthening programme may have the undesirable eﬀect of assisting
rather than hampering future oﬀending (Jolliﬀe & Farrington, 2011).
There is evidence that empathy interventions (if applied early enough, personalised
suﬃciently and sustained) may be operational in increasing child and adolescent
empathy before the cycle of later antisocial behaviour and criminality takes hold. These
programmes can identify any barriers to typical empathy development sources in early
life (such as signiﬁcant others, including parents) and provide another opportunity to
develop empathy adequately. Early interventions can promote empathy universally,
and later interventions can target young people with weak empathy who are at risk for
criminality and in parallel can assist to tackle recidivism in oﬀending populations. Ultimately, this paper outlines that the malleable nature of empathy provides scope for
the use of empathy interventions to address inadequate empathy development,
strengthen empathy with long-term eﬀects, and potentially reduce antisociality and
crime.

Note
1. However, although this intervention was successful for those who completed it, only 31% of
the initial sample completed the course and took part in the second neuropsychological
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assessment, indicating that participant recruitment and retention should be a core focus
when developing oﬀender empathy interventions. To increase retention, the incorporation
of motivational strategies which encourage treatment compliance and motivation for individual change have been eﬀective (Romero-Martinez et al., 2019).

Disclosure statement
No potential conﬂict of interest was reported by the author(s).

ORCID
Neema Trivedi-Bateman
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7374-4893
Emma L. Crook
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-6054-9236

References
Allemand, M., Steiger, A. E., & Fend, H. A. (2015). Empathy development in adolescence predicts
social competencies in adulthood. Journal of Personality, 83(2), 229–241. https://doi.org/10.
1111/jopy.12098
Ang, R. P., & Goh, D. H. (2010). Cyberbullying among adolescents: The role of aﬀective and cognitive
empathy, and gender. Child Psychiatry & Human Development, 41(4), 387–397. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10578-010-0176-3
Bach, R. A., Defever, A. M., Chopik, W. J., & Konrath, S. H. (2017). Geographic variation in empathy: A
state-level analysis. Journal of Research in Personality, 68, 124–130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.
2016.12.007
Basto-Pereira, M., & Farrington, D. P. (2021). The basic empathy scale: Psychometric properties and
contributions to the understanding of antisocial behaviour. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.),
Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the basic empathy
scale (pp. 11–29). Taylor & Francis Group.
Beadle, J. N., & de la Vega, C. E. (2019). Impact of aging on empathy: Review of psychological and
neural mechanisms. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 10, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00331
Bearman, M., Palermo, C., Allen, L. M., & Williams, B. (2015). Learning empathy through simulation: A
systematic literature review. Simulation in Healthcare: The Journal of the Society for Simulation in
Healthcare, 10(5), 308–319. https://doi.org/10.1097/SIH.0000000000000113
Benson, P. L. (2006). All kids are our kids: What communities must do to raise caring and responsible
children and adolescents (2nd ed.). Jossey-Bass.
Bertrand, P., Guegan, J., Robleux, L., McCall, C. A., & Zenasni, F. (2018). Learning empathy through
virtual reality: Multiple strategies for training empathy-related abilities using body ownership illusions in embodied virtual reality. Frontiers in Robotics and AI, 5, 1–18. https://doi.org/10.3389/
frobt.2018.00026
Block-Lerner, J., Adair, C., Plumb, J. C., Rhatigan, D. L., & Orsillo, S. M. (2007). The case for mindfulnessbased approaches in the cultivation of empathy: Does nonjudgmental, present-moment awareness increase the capacity for perspective-taking and empathic concern? Journal of Marital and
Family Therapy, 33(4), 501–516. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-0606.2007.00034.x
Bock, E. M., & Hosser, D. (2014). Empathy as a predictor of recidivism among young adult oﬀenders.
Psychology, Crime & Law, 20(2), 101–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2012.749472
Boele, S., Van der Graaﬀ, J., de Wied, M., Van der Valk, I. E., Crocetti, E., & Branje, S. (2019). Linking
parent-child and peer relationship quality to empathy in adolescence: A multilevel meta-analysis.
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 48(6), 1033–1055. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-019-00993-5
Brown, S., Harkins, L., & Beech, A. R. (2012). General and victim-speciﬁc empathy: Associations with
actuarial risk, treatment outcome, and sexual recidivism. Sexual Abuse, 24(5), 411–430. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1079063211423944

PSYCHOLOGY, CRIME & LAW

17

Cain, G., & Carnellor, Y. (2008). ‘Roots of empathy’: A research study on its impact on teachers in
western Australia. The Journal of Student Wellbeing, 2(1), 52–73. https://doi.org/10.21913/JSW.
v2i1.168
CASEL. (2013). CASEL guide: Eﬀective social and emotional learning programs – preschool and elementary school edition. https://casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/2013-casel-guide-1.pdf
CASEL. (2015). CASEL guide: Eﬀective social and emotional learning programs – middle and high school
edition. http://secondaryguide.casel.org/
Chialant, D., Edersheim, J., & Price, B. H. (2016). The dialectic between empathy and violence: An
opportunity for intervention? Journal of Neuropsychiatry and Clinical Neurosciences, 28(4), 273–
285. https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.neuropsych.15080207
Chovanec, M. G. (2020). Transforming into men who matter: Increasing empathy in domestic abuse
treatment. Australian Social Work, 73(3), 296–308. https://doi.org/10.1080/0312407X.2019.
1680716
Coll, M., Viding, E., Rutgen, M., Silani, G., Lamm, C., Catmur, C., & Bird, G. (2017). Are we really measuring empathy? Proposal for a new measurement framework. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral
Reviews, 83, 132–139. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2017.10.009
Compton-Dickinson, S., & Jolliﬀe, D. (2021). Enhancing empathy amongst mentally disordered
oﬀenders with music therapy. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus oﬀending,
aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the basic empathy scale (pp. 142–154).
Taylor & Francis Group.
Connolly, P., Miller, S., Kee, F., Sloan, S., Gildea, A., McIntosh, E., Boyer, N., & Bland, M. (2018). A cluster
randomised controlled trial and evaluation and cost-eﬀectiveness analysis of the Roots of
Empathy schools-based programme for improving social and emotional well-being outcomes
among 8-to 9-year-olds in northern Ireland. Public Health Research, 6(4), 1–108. https://doi.org/
10.3310/phr06040
Cuﬀ, B. M. P., Brown, S. J., Taylor, L., & Howat, D. J. (2016). Empathy: A review of the concept. Emotion
Review, 8(2), 144–153. https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073914558466
Davis, M. H. (1983). Measuring individual diﬀerences in empathy: Evidence for a multidimensional
approach. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 44(1), 113–126. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.44.1.113
Decety, J. (2015). The neural pathways, development and functions of empathy. Current Opinion in
Behavioral Sciences, 3, 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.12.001
de los Pinos, C., Gobea Soto, C., Martin Conty, A., & Conty Serrano, R. (2020). Summer camp:
Enhancing empathy through positive behavior and social and emotional learning. Journal of
Experiential Education, 43(4), 398–415. https://doi.org/10.1177/1053825920923382
Del Rey, R., Lazuras, L., Casas, J. A., Barkoukis, V., Ortega-Ruiz, R., & Tsorbatzoudis, H. (2016). Does
empathy predict (cyber) bullying perpetration, and how do age, gender and nationality aﬀect
this relationship? Learning and Individual Diﬀerences, 45, 275–281. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
lindif.2015.11.021
Department for Education. (2018). Bullying in England, April 2013 to March 2018: Analysis on 10 to 15
year olds from the Crime Survey for England & Wales. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/
government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/ﬁle/754959/Bullying_in_England_20132018.pdf
Department for Education. (2019). Relationships education, relationships and sex education (RSE) and
health education: Statutory guidance for governing bodies, proprietors, head teachers, principals,
senior leadership teams, teachers. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/
system/uploads/attachment_data/ﬁle/908013/Relationships_Education__Relationships_and_
Sex_Education__RSE__and_Health_Education.pdf
Durlak, J. A., Weissberg, R. P., Dymnicki, A. B., Taylor, R. D., & Schellinger, K. B. (2011). The impact of
enhancing students’ social and emotional learning: A meta-analysis of school-based universal
interventions. Child Development, 82(1), 405–432. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.
01564.x
Dusenbury, L., Calin, S., Domitrovich, C., & Weissberg, R. P. (2015). What does evidence-based instruction in social and emotional learning actually look like in practice? A brief on ﬁndings from CASEL’s

18

N. TRIVEDI-BATEMAN AND E. L. CROOK

program reviews. CASEL. https://www.casel.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/PDF-25-CASELBrief-What-Does-SEL-Look-Like-in-Practice-11-1-15.pdf
Espejo-Siles, R., Zych, I., Farrington, D. P., & Llorent, V. J. (2020a). Moral disengagement, victimization,
empathy, social and emotional competencies as predictors of violence in children and adolescents. Children and Youth Services Review, 118, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.
105337
Espejo-Siles, R., Zych, I., & Llorent, V. J. (2020b). Empathy, social and emotional competencies, bullying perpetration and victimization as longitudinal predictors of somatic symptoms in adolescence. Journal of Aﬀective Disorders, 271, 145–151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2020.03.071
Estévez, E., Jiménez, T. I., & Cava, M.-J. (2016). A cross-cultural study in Spain and Mexico on school
aggression in adolescence: Examining the role of individual, family, and school variables. CrossCultural Research, 50(2), 123–153. https://doi.org/10.1177/1069397115625637
Farrington, D. P. (2013). Longitudinal and experimental research in criminology. Crime and Justice, 42
(1), 453–527. https://doi.org/10.1086/670396
Farrington, D. P., & Jolliﬀe, D. (2021). Empathy, convictions, and self-reported oﬀending of males and
females in the Cambridge study in delinquent development. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.),
Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic Empathy
scale (pp. 77–58). Taylor & Francis Group.
Fernandez, Y. M., & Marshall, W. L. (2003). Victim empathy, social self-esteem and psychopathy in
rapists. Sexual Abuse, 15(1), 11–26. https://doi.org/10.1177/107906320301500102
Forrester, A. (2018). Integrating social and biological psychiatry: A forensic perspective. International
Journal of Social Psychiatry, 64(7), 623–624. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020764018766390
Froeschle Hicks, J. F., Le Clair, B., & Berry, S. (2016). Using solution-focused dramatic empathy training to eliminate cyber-bullying. Journal of Creativity in Mental Health, 11(3–4), 378–390. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15401383.2016.1172533
Gaﬀney, H., Ttoﬁ, M. M., & Farrington, D. P. (2019). Evaluating the eﬀectiveness of school-bullying
prevention programs: An updated meta-analytical review. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 45,
111–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2018.07.001
Garandeau, C. F., Laninga-Wijnen, L., & Salmivalli, C. (2021). Eﬀects of the KiVa anti-bullying program
on aﬀective and cognitive empathy in children and adolescents. Journal of Clinical Child &
Adolescent Psychology, 1–17. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2020.1846541
Grazzani, I., Ornaghi, V., Agliati, A., & Brazzelli, E. (2016). How to foster toddlers’ mental-state talk,
emotion understanding, and prosocial behavior: A conversation-based intervention at nursery
school. Infancy, 21(2), 199–227. https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12107
Greenberg, D. M., Baron-Cohen, S., Rosenberg, N., Fonagy, P., & Rentfrow, P. J. (2018). Elevated
empathy in adults following childhood trauma. PLoS One, 13(10), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.
1371/journal.pone.0203886
Gungordu, N., & Hernandez-Reif, M. (2020). Sibling relationship dynamics relate to young adults’
empathic responding. Journal of Family Studies, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2020.
1753560
Gur, G. C., & Yilmaz, E. (2020). The eﬀects of mindfulness-based empathy training on empathy and
aged discrimination in nursing students: A randomised controlled trial. Complementary Therapies
in Clinical Practice, 39, 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ctcp.2020.101140
Hanson, R. K., & Morton-Bourgon, K. E. (2005). The characteristics of persistent sexual oﬀenders: A
meta-analysis of recidivism studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 73(6), 1154–
1163. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.73.6.1154
Hein, S., Roder, M., & Fingerle, M. (2018). The role of emotion regulation in situational empathyrelated responding and prosocial behaviour in the presence of negative aﬀect. International
Journal of Psychology, 53(6), 477–485. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12405
Hempel, I. S., Buck, N. M. L., van Vugt, E. S., & van Marle, H. J. C. (2015). Interpreting child sexual
abuse: Empathy and oﬀense-supportive cognitions among child sex oﬀenders. Journal of Child
Sexual Abuse, 24(4), 354–368. https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2015.1014614
Herrera-López, M., Gómez-Ortiz, O., Ortega-Ruiz, R., Jolliﬀe, D., & Romera, E. M. (2017). Suitability of a
three-dimensional model to measure empathy and its relationship with social and normative

PSYCHOLOGY, CRIME & LAW

19

adjustment in Spanish adolescents: A cross-sectional study. BMJ Open, 7(9), 1–10. https://doi.org/
10.1136/bmjopen-2016-015347
Herrera, F., Bailenson, J., Weisz, E., Ogle, E., & Zaki, J. (2018). Building long-term empathy: A largescale comparison of traditional and virtual reality perspective-taking. PLoS One, 13(10), 1–37.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0204494
Heynen, E., Simon, E., van der Helm, P., Stams, G. J., & Assink, M. (2021a). Parents’ empathy and child
attachment security: A brief review. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus
oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale (pp. 30–
42). Taylor & Francis Group.
Heynen, E. J. E., van der Helm, G. H. P., Cima, M. J., Stams, G. J. J. M., & Korebrits, A. M. (2017). The
feelings of others don’t impress me much – eﬀects of living group climate on empathy in adolescent male oﬀenders. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 24(1), 118–127. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13218719.2016.1188440
Heynen, E., van der Helm, P., Simon, E., Stams, G. J., & Assink, M. (2021b). Parenting style and
empathy in youth: A three-level meta-analysis. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy
versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale
(pp. 43–60). Routledge.
House, S. J., Laan, J. M., Molden, R. K., Ritchie, J. C., & Stowe, Z. N. (2017). Preliminary study of testosterone and empathy in determining recidivism and antisocial behavior. Journal of Forensic
Sciences, 62(5), 1360–1365. https://doi.org/10.1111/1556-4029.13469
Hunnikin, L. M., Wells, A. E., Ash, D. P., & van Goozen, S. H. M. (2020). The nature and extent of
emotion recognition and empathy impairments in children showing disruptive behaviour
referred into a crime prevention programme. European Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 29(3),
363–371. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-019-01358-w
Hutson, E., Kelly, S., & Millitello, L. K. (2018). Systematic review of cyberbullying interventions for
youth and parents with implications for evidence-based practice. Worldviews on EvidenceBased Nursing, 15(1), 72–79. https://doi.org/10.1111/wvn.12257
Ingram, K. M., Espelage, D. L., Merrin, G. J., Valido, A., Heinhorst, J., & Joyce, M. (2019). Evaluation of a
virtual reality enhanced bullying prevention curriculum pilot trial. Journal of Adolescence, 71, 72–
83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2018.12.006
Joireman, J. A., Needham, T. L., & Cummings, A.-L. (2002). Relationships between dimensions of
attachment and empathy. North American Journal of Psychology, 3(3), 63–80.
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2004). Empathy and oﬀending: A systematic review and meta-analysis.
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 9(5), 441–476. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2003.03.001
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2006a). Development and validation of the Basic Empathy scale.
Journal of Adolescence, 29(4), 589–611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2005.08.010
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2006b). Examining the relationship between low empathy and bullying. Aggressive Behavior, 32(6), 540–550. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20154
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2007). Examining the relationship between low empathy and selfreported oﬀending. Legal and Criminological Psychology, 12(2), 265–286. https://doi.org/10.
1348/135532506X147413
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2011). Is low empathy related to bullying after controlling for individual and social background variables? Journal of Adolescence, 34(1), 59–71. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.adolescence.2010.02.001
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2021a). Empathy and oﬀending, aggression, and bullying: Taking
stock and moving forward. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale (pp. 247–254). Taylor &
Francis Group.
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2021b). Empathy and reoﬀending in a UK probation sample. In D.
Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing
knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale (pp. 89–100). Taylor & Francis Group.
Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2021c). Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing
knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale. Taylor & Francis Group.

20

N. TRIVEDI-BATEMAN AND E. L. CROOK

Jolliﬀe, D., & Farrington, D. P. (2021d). Measuring empathy using the Basic Empathy scale. In D.
Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing
knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale (pp. 1–8). Taylor & Francis Group.
Jolliﬀe, D., & Murray, J. (2012). Lack of empathy and oﬀending: Implications for tomorrow’s research
and practice. In R. Loeber & B. C. Welsh (Eds.), The future of criminology (pp. 62–69). Oxford
University Press.
Kaur, S. (2020). Eﬀect of religiosity and moral identity internalization on prosocial behaviour. Journal
of Human Values, 26(2), 186–198. https://doi.org/10.1177/0971685820901402
Kennedy, J. L. D., Tuliao, A. P., Flower, K. N., Tibbs, J. J., & McChargue, D. E. (2019). Long-term eﬀectiveness of a brief restorative justice intervention. International Journal of Oﬀender Therapy and
Comparative Criminology, 63(1), 3–17. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X18779202
Khanjani, Z., Jeddi, E. M., Hekmati, I., Khalilzade, S., Nia, M. E., Andalib, M., & Ashraﬁan, P. (2015).
Comparison of cognitive empathy, emotional empathy, and social functioning in diﬀerent age
groups. Australian Psychologist, 50(1), 80–85. https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12099
Kim, S., & Kochanska, G. (2017). Relational antecedents and social implications of the emotion of empathy:
Evidence from three studies. Emotion, 17(6), 981–992. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000297
Komorosky, D., & O’Neal, K. K. (2015). The development of empathy and prosocial behavior through
humane education, restorative justice, and animal-assisted programs. Contemporary Justice
Review, 18(4), 395–406. https://doi.org/10.1080/10282580.2015.1093684
Krevans, J., & Gibbs, J. C. (1996). Parents’ use of inductive discipline: Relations to children’s empathy
and prosocial behavior. Child Development, 67(6), 3263–3277. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.14678624.1996.tb01913.x
Lai, F. H. Y., Siu, A. M. H., & Shek, D. T. L. (2015). Individual and social predictors of prosocial behavior
among Chinese adolescents in Hong Kong. Frontiers in Pediatrics, 3, 1–8. https://doi.org/10.3389/
fped.2015.00039
Lauterbach, O., & Hosser, D. (2007). Assessing empathy in prisoners: A shortened version of the
Interpersonal Reactivity index. Swiss Journal of Psychology, 66(2), 91–101. https://doi.org/10.
1024/1421-0185.66.2.91
Lenzi, M., Sharkey, J., Vieno, A., Mayworm, A., Dougherty, D., & Nylund-Gibson, K. (2015). Adolescent
gang involvement: The role of individual, family, peer, and school factors in a multilevel perspective. Aggressive Behavior, 41(4), 386–397. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21562
Leppma, M., & Young, M. E. (2016). Loving-kindness meditation and empathy: A wellness group
intervention for counselling students. Journal of Counseling & Development, 94(3), 297–305.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcad.12086
Levitan, J. A., & Vachon, D. D. (2021). The nuanced association between deﬁcient empathy and
sexual aggression. Personality and Individual Diﬀerences, 177, 1–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
paid.2021.110812
Liddle, M.-J. E., Bradley, B. S., & Mcgrath, A. (2015). Baby empathy: Infant distress and peer prosocial
responses. Infant Mental Health Journal, 36(4), 446–458. https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21519
Llorca-Mestre, A., Malonda-Vidal, E., & Samper-Garcia, P. (2017). Prosocial reasoning and emotions in
young oﬀenders and non-oﬀenders. The European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal Context,
9(2), 65–73. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpal.2017.01.001
Lor, K. B., Truong, J. T., Ip, E. J., & Barnett, M. J. (2015). A randomized prospective study on outcomes
of an empathy intervention among second-year student pharmacists. American Journal of
Pharmaceutical Education, 79(2), 1–4. https://doi.org/10.5688/ajpe79218
Lösel, F., King, S., Bender, D., & Jugl, I. (2018). Protective factors against extremism and violent radicalization: A systematic review of research. International Journal of Developmental Science, 12(1–
2), 89–102. https://doi.org/10.3233/DEV-170241
Lyons, M. T., Brewer, G., & Bethell, E. J. (2017). Sex-speciﬁc eﬀect of recalled parenting on aﬀective
and cognitive empathy in adulthood. Current Psychology, 36(2), 236–241. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12144-015-9405-z
MacLean, H., Braschi, E., Archibald, D., Sanchez-Campos, M., Jebanesan, D., Koszycki, J., & Gonsalves,
C. (2020). A pilot study of a longitudinal mindfulness curriculum in undergraduate medical education. Canadian Medical Education Journal, 11(4), 5–18. https://doi.org/10.36834/cmej.56726

PSYCHOLOGY, CRIME & LAW

21

Malti, T., Chaparro, M. P., Zuﬃano, A., & Colasante, T. (2016). School-based interventions to promote
empathy-related responding in children and adolescents: A developmental analysis. Journal of
Clinical Child and Adolescent Psychology, 45(6), 718–731. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.
2015.1121822
Marcelo Rodriguez, L., Martí-Villar, M., Esparza Reig, J., & Mesurado, B. (2021). Empathy as a predictor
of prosocial behavior and the perceived seriousness of delinquent acts: A cross-cultural comparison of Argentina and Spain. Ethics & Behavior, 31(2), 91–101. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.
2019.1705159
Mariano, M., Chiara Pino, M., Peretti, S., Valenti, M., & Mazza, M. (2016). Understanding criminal
behavior: Empathic impairment in criminal oﬀenders. Social Neuroscience, 12(4), 379–385.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2016.1179670
Marlow, E., Nyamathi, A., Grajeda, W. T., Bailey, N., Weber, A., & Younger, J. (2012). Nonviolent communication training and empathy in male parolees. Journal of Correctional Health Care, 18(1), 8–
19. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078345811420979
Mayer, S. V., Jusyte, A., Klimecki-Lenz, O. M., & Schonenberg, M. (2018). Empathy and altruistic behavior in antisocial violent oﬀenders with psychopathic traits. Psychiatry Research, 269, 625–632.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2018.08.035
McGinley, M. (2018). Can hovering hinder helping? Examining the joint eﬀects of helicopter parenting and attachment on prosocial behaviors and empathy in emerging adults. The Journal of
Genetic Psychology, 179(2), 102–115. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2018.1438985
Mesurado, B., & Richaud, M. C. (2017). The relationship between parental variables, empathy and
prosocial-ﬂow with prosocial behavior toward strangers, friends and family. Journal of
Happiness Studies, 18(3), 843–860. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-016-9748-7
Miklikowska, M. (2018). Empathy trumps prejudice: The longitudinal relation between empathy and
anti-immigrant attitudes in adolescence. Developmental Psychology, 54(4), 703–717. https://doi.
org/10.1037/dev0000474
Mitsopoulou, E., & Giovazolias, T. (2015). Personality traits, empathy and bullying behavior: A metaanalytic approach. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 21, 61–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2015.
01.007
Mogro-Wilson, C., & Tredinnick, L. (2020). Inﬂuencing social and emotional awareness and empathy
with a visual arts and music intervention for adolescents. Children & Schools, 42(2), 111–119.
https://doi.org/10.1093/cs/cdaa008
Moreno-Manso, J. M., Garcia-Baamonde, M. E., Guerrero-Barona, E., & Pozueco-Romero, J. M. (2017).
Emotional competence disorders and social communication in young victims of abuse. Journal of
Child and Family Studies, 26(3), 701–708. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-0596-1
Narvey, C., Yang, J., Wolﬀ, K. T., Baglivio, M., & Piquero, A. R. (2021). The interrelationship between
empathy and adverse childhood experiences and their impact on juvenile recidivism. Youth
Violence and Juvenile Justice, 19(1), 45–67. https://doi.org/10.1177/1541204020939647
O’Neill, K. K. (2020). Adolescence, empathy, and the gender gap in delinquency. Feminist
Criminology, 15(4), 410–437. https://doi.org/10.1177/1557085120908332
Panﬁle, T. M., & Laible, D. J. (2012). Attachment security and child’s empathy: The mediating role of
emotion regulation. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 58(1), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2012.0003
Posick, C., Rocque, M., & Rafter, N. (2012). More than a feeling: Integrating empathy into the study of
lawmaking, lawbreaking, and reactions to lawbreaking. International Journal of Oﬀender Therapy
and Comparative Criminology, 58(1), 5–26. https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X12465411
Robinson, E. V., & Rogers, R. (2015). Empathy faking in psychopathic oﬀenders: The vulnerability of
empathy measures. Journal of Psychopathology and Behavioral Assessment, 37(4), 545–552.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-015-9479-9
Romero-Martinez, A., Lila, M., Gracia, E., & Moya-Albiol, L. (2019). Improving empathy with motivational strategies in batterer intervention programmes: Results of a randomized controlled trial.
British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 58(2), 125–139. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjc.12204
Romero-Martinez, A., Lila, M., Martinez, M., Pedron-Rico, V., & Moya-Albiol, L. (2016a). Improvements
in empathy and cognitive ﬂexibility after court-mandated intervention program in intimate

22

N. TRIVEDI-BATEMAN AND E. L. CROOK

partner violence perpetrators: The role of alcohol abuse. International Journal of Environmental
Research and Public Health, 13(4), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph13040394
Romero-Martinez, A., Lila, M., & Moya-Albiol, L. (2016b). Empathy impairments in intimate partner
violence perpetrators with antisocial and borderline traits: A key factor in the risk of recidivism.
Violence and Victims, 31(2), 347–360. https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.VV-D-14-00149
Roots of Empathy. (n.d.). Building caring, peaceful and civil societies. Roots of Empathy. https://uk.
rootsofempathy.org/
Şahin, M. (2012). An investigation into the eﬃciency of empathy training program on preventing
bullying in primary schools. Children and Youth Services Review, 34(7), 1325–1330. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.03.013
Samper, P., Llorca, A., Malonda, E., & Vincenta Mestre, M. (2021). Examining the predictors of prosocial behavior in young oﬀenders and nonoﬀenders. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 45(4), 299–309. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025421995930
Sánchez-Pérez, N., Fuentes, L. J., Jolliﬀe, D., & González-Salinas, C. (2014). Assessing children’s
empathy through a Spanish adaptation of the Basic Empathy Scale: Parent’s and child’s report
forms. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.01438
Santos, R. G., Chartier, M. J., Whalen, J. C., Chateau, D., & Boyd, L. (2011). Eﬀectiveness of schoolbased violence prevention for children and youth: Cluster randomized controlled ﬁeld trial of
the Roots of Empathy program with replication and three-year follow-up. Healthcare Quarterly,
14(sp2), 80–91. https://doi.org/10.12927/hcq.2011.22367
Schoﬁeld, G., Biggart, L., Ward, E., & Larsson, B. (2015). Looked after children and oﬀending: An
exploration of risk, resilience and the role of social cognition. Children and Youth Services
Review, 51, 125–133. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2015.01.024
Schonert-Reichl, K. A., Smith, V., Zaidman-Zait, A., & Hertzman, C. (2012). Promoting children’s prosocial behaviours in school: Impact of the “Roots of empathy” program on the social and
emotional competence of school-aged children. School Mental Health, 4(1), 1–21. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12310-011-9064-7
Schultze-Krumbholz, A., Schultze, M., Zagorscak, P., Wölfer, R., & Scheithauer, H. (2016). Feeling
cybervictims’ pain – the eﬀect of empathy training on bullying. Aggressive Behavior, 42(2),
147–156. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21613
Schutte, N. S., & Stilinovic, E. J. (2017). Facilitating empathy through virtual reality. Motivation and
Emotion, 41(6), 708–712. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-017-9641-7
Seinfeld, S., Arroyo-Palacios, J., Iruretagoyena, G., Hortensius, R., Zapata, L. E., Borland, E., de Gelder,
B., Slater, M., & Sanchez-Vives, M. V. (2018). Oﬀenders become the victim in virtual reality: Impact
of changing perspective in domestic violence. Scientiﬁc Reports, 8(1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41598-018-19987-7
Sekol, I., Vidranski, T., & Jolliﬀe, D. (2021). The relationship between empathy and prison bullying in a
sample of Croatian prisoners. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Empathy versus oﬀending,
aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic Empathy scale (pp. 224–236).
Taylor & Francis Group.
Sentas, E., Malouﬀ, J. M., Harris, B., & Johnson, C. E. (2018). Eﬀects of teaching empathy online: A randomized controlled trial. Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Psychology, 4(4), 199–210.
https://doi.org/10.1037/stl0000119
Sest, N., & March, E. (2017). Constructing the cyber-troll: Psychopathy, sadism, and empathy.
Personality and Individual Diﬀerences, 119, 69–72. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2017.06.038
Silke, C., Brady, B., Boylan, C., & Dolan, P. (2018). Factors inﬂuencing the development of empathy
and pro-social behaviour among adolescents: A systematic review. Children and Youth Services
Review, 94, 421–436. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.07.027
Sitnick, S. L., Galan, C. A., & Shaw, D. S. (2019). Early childhood predictors of boys’ antisocial and
violent behavior in early adulthood. Infant Mental Health Journal, 40(1), 67–83. https://doi.org/
10.1002/imhj.21754
Siyez, D. M., & Baran, B. (2017). Determining reactive and proactive aggression and empathy levels of
middle school students regarding their video game preferences. Computers in Human Behavior,
72, 286–295. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.03.006

PSYCHOLOGY, CRIME & LAW

23

Soenens, B., Duriez, B., Vansteenkiste, M., & Goossens, L. (2007). The intergenerational transmission
of empathy-related responding in adolescence: The role of maternal support. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 33(3), 299–311. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167206296300
Souror, Y. R., Aljehani, D. K., & Alshaikh, M. H. (2020). Empathy of dental students towards children
after behaviour guidance lectures and clinical experience. European Journal of Dental Education,
24(3), 458–464. https://doi.org/10.1111/eje.12523
Spinrad, T. L., & Gal, D. E. (2018). Fostering prosocial behavior and empathy in young children.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 20, 40–44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.08.004
Stern, J. A., & Cassidy, J. (2018). Empathy from infancy to adolescence: An attachment perspective on
the development of individual diﬀerences. Developmental Review, 47, 1–22. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.dr.2017.09.002
Taylor, R. D., Oberle, E., Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2017). Promotive positive youth development
through school-based social and emotional learning interventions: A meta-analysis of follow-up
eﬀects. Child Development, 88(4), 1156–1171. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12864
Tousignant, B., Eugene, F., & Jackson, P. L. (2017). A developmental perspective on the neural bases
of human empathy. Infant Behavior and Development, 48, 5–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.
2015.11.006
Trivedi-Bateman, N. (2015). The roles of empathy, shame, and guilt in violence decision-making
[Doctoral dissertation, University of Cambridge]. University of Cambridge Repository. https://
www.repository.cam.ac.uk/handle/1810/248891
Trivedi-Bateman, N. (2019). The combined roles of moral emotion and moral rules in explaining acts
of violence using a situational action theory perspective. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 1–26.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260519852634
Trothen, T. J. (2016). Engaging the borders: Empathy, religious studies, and pre-professional ﬁelds.
Teaching Theology & Religion, 19(3), 245–263. https://doi.org/10.1111/teth.12336
van Berkhout, T., Malouﬀ, E., & Malouﬀ, J. M (2016). The eﬃcacy of empathy training: A meta-analysis
of randomized controlled trials. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 63(1), 32–41. https://doi.org/10.
1037/cou0000093
van der Helm, P. (2021). Contextual correlates of empathy. In D. Jolliﬀe & D. P. Farrington (Eds.),
Empathy versus oﬀending, aggression and bullying: Advancing knowledge using the Basic
Empathy scale (pp. 63–76). Taylor & Francis Group.
van Langen, M. A. M., Wissink, I. B., van Vugt, E. S., Van der Stouwe, T., & Stams, G. J. J. M. (2014). The
relation between empathy and oﬀending: A meta-analysis. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19(2),
179–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2014.02.003
van Noorden, T. H. J., Haselager, G. J. T., Cillessen, A. H. N., & Bukowski, W. M. (2015). Empathy and
involvement in bullying in children and adolescents: A systematic review. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 44(3), 637–657. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-014-0135-6
van Zonneveld, L., Platje, E., de Sonneville, L., van Goozen, S., & Swaab, H. (2017). Aﬀective empathy,
cognitive empathy and social attention in children at high risk of criminal behaviour. Journal of
Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 58(8), 913–921. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12724
Vossen, H. G. M., & Valkenburg, P. M. (2016). Do social media foster or curtail adolescents’ empathy?
A longitudinal study. Computers in Human Behavior, 63, 118–124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.
2016.05.040
Waller, R., Hyde, L. W., Grabell, A. S., Alves, M. L., & Olson, S. L. (2015). Diﬀerential associations of early
callous-unemotional, oppositional, and ADHD behaviors: Multiple domains within early-starting
conduct problems? Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 56(6), 657–666. https://doi.org/10.
1111/jcpp.12326
Wang, X., Lei, L., Yang, J., Gao, L., & Zhao, F. (2017). Moral disengagement as mediator and moderator
of the relation between empathy and aggression among Chinese male juvenile delinquents.
Child Psychiatry & Human Development, 48(2), 316–326. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-0160643-6
Wastell, C. A., Cairns, D., & Haywood, H. (2009). Empathy training, sex oﬀenders and re-oﬀending.
Journal of Sexual Aggression, 15(2), 149–159. https://doi.org/10.1080/13552600902792599

24

N. TRIVEDI-BATEMAN AND E. L. CROOK

Wieck, C., & Kunzmann, U. (2015). Age diﬀerences in empathy: Multidirectional and context-dependent. Psychology and Aging, 30(2), 407–419. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039001
Wikström, P.-O. H., Oberwittler, D., Treiber, K., & Hardie, B. (2012). Breaking rules: The social and situational dynamics of young people’s urban crime. Oxford University Press.
Williams, B., Brown, T., McKenna, L., Beovich, B., & Etherington, J. (2017). Attachment and empathy in
Australian undergraduate paramedic, nursing and occupational therapy students: A cross-sectional study. Collegian, 24(6), 603–609. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.colegn.2016.11.004
Williford, A., Boulton, A. J., Forrest-Bank, S. S., Bender, K. A., Dieterich, W. A., & Jenson, J. M. (2016).
The eﬀect of bullying and victimization on cognitive empathy development during the transition
to middle school. Child & Youth Care Forum, 45(4), 525–541. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10566-0159343-9
Winning, A. P., & Boag, S. (2015). Does brief mindfulness training increase empathy? The role of personality. Personality and Individual Diﬀerences, 86, 492–498. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.
07.011
Winter, K., Spengler, S., Bermpohl, F., Singer, T., & Kanske, P. (2017). Social cognition in aggressive
oﬀenders: Impaired empathy, but intact theory of mind. Scientiﬁc Reports, 7, 1–10. https://doi.
org/10.1038/s41598-017-00745-0
Wu, L., Kim, M., & Markauskaite, L. (2020). Developing young children’s empathic perception
through digitally mediated interpersonal experience: Principles for a hybrid design of empathy
games. British Journal of Educational Technology, 51(4), 1168–1187. https://doi.org/10.1111/
bjet.12918
Yoder, K. J., & Decety, J. (2016). Empathy and motivation for justice: Cognitive empathy and concern,
but not emotional empathy, predict sensitivity to injustice for others. Social Neuroscience, 11(1),
1–14. https://doi.org/10.1080/17470919.2015.1029593
Yoder, K. J., & Decety, J. (2018). The neuroscience of morality and social decision-making. Psychology,
Crime & Law, 24(3), 279–295. https://doi.org/10.1080/1068316X.2017.1414817
Zeegers, M. A. J., Colonnesi, C., Stams, G. J. J. M., & Meins, E. (2017). Mind matters: A meta-analysis on
parental mentalization and sensitivity as predictors of infant-parent attachment. Psychological
Bulletin, 143(12), 1245–1272. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000114
Zhou, Y. Q., Gan, D. Z. Q., Hoo, E. C. C., Chong, D., & Chu, C. M. (2018). Evaluating the violence prevention program: Group and individual changes in aggression, anger, self-control, and empathy.
The Journal of Forensic Psychiatry & Psychology, 29(2), 265–287. https://doi.org/10.1080/14789949.
2017.1375541
Zych, I., Baldry, A. C., Farrington, D. P., & Llorent, V. J. (2019). Are children involved in cyberbullying
low on empathy? A systematic review and meta-analysis of research on empathy versus diﬀerent
cyberbullying roles. Aggression and Violent Behavior, 45, 83–97. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.
2018.03.004
Zych, I., Farrington, D. P., Nasaescu, E., Jolliﬀe, D., & Twardowska-Staszek, E. (2020). Psychometric
properties of the Basic Empathy Scale in Polish children and adolescents. Current Psychology,
1–10. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00670-y
Zych, I., & Llorent, V. J. (2019). Aﬀective empathy and moral disengagement related to late adolescent bullying perpetration. Ethics & Behavior, 29(7), 547–556. https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.
2018.1521282

