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THESE LINES INDICATES THAT EMPATHY,
DISTRESS, COMPASSION ALL HAVE BEEN
LINKED TO BOTH TYPES OF BEHAVIORAL
OUTCOMES. THE MAP DOES NOT
CONVEY RELATIVE STRENGTH OF
RELATIONSHIPS

BATSON, 2011; VALDESOLO &
DESTENO, 2011

BATSON & MORAN, 1999

BUFFONE & POULIN, 2014

BATSON ET AL., 1995

DOTTED LINES INDICATE THAT THESE
ARE NOT NATURAL KINDS; SEE
CAMERON, LINDQUIST, & GRAY, 2015
CAMERON, SPRING, & TODD, 2017
SEE THEORY MAP FOR MIND
PERCEPTION

ToDbD, CAMERON, & SIMPSON, 2017
KEYSERS & GAzzOLA, 2014

SINGER & LAMM, 2009

KOGAN ET AL., 2014

CAMERON, INZLICHT, & CUNNINGHAM,
UNDER REVIEW. ALTHOUGH NOT
DEPICTED, EMPATHY AND BEHAVIOR
FEED BACK INTO SUBJECTIVE VALUATION
HUTCHERSON ET AL., 2015

SEE THEORY MAP FOR EMO. REG.
CAMERON, HUTCHERSON, FERGUSON,
SCHEFFER, & INZLICHT, UNDER REVIEW
CIKARA ET AL., 2014

CAMERON & PAYNE, 2011; sLovic,
2007

CAMERON , HARRIS, & PAYNE, 2016
DECETY ET AL., 2010

DAVIS ET AL., 1999

ARBUCKLE & CUNNINGHAM, 2012;
HEPPER, HART, & SEDIKIDES, 2014
VAN KLEEF ET AL., 2008; PIFF ET AL.,
2012

LERNER, 1980; SCHUMANN, ZAKI, &
DWECK, 2014

DARLEY & BATSON, 1973; DARLEY &
LATANE, 1974

SHAW, BATSON, & TODD, 1994
NOOK ET AL., 2016



