2 Discuss how the psychoanalytical, biological, and social learning perspectives would explain the causes of human aggression.
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      Aggression can be defined in more than one way, as both a noun and an adjective. As a noun, it is defined as forceful behaviour that is harmful to others or possibly oneself. As an adjective, it is defined as determined or energetic behaviour with the intention of achieving an end goal or succeeding at completing a task to a satisfactory standard.  Interestingly, of both of these definitions, one is socially desirable and acceptable whilst the other is not. For example, when used in a sentence as noun, ‘The individual was aggressive towards the police officer.’. this is seen as excessive, threating, and perhaps even violent behaviour. This is seen as socially unacceptable. Alternately, when used in a sentence as an adjective, ‘The company undertook an aggressive marketing campaign.’, this is socially acceptable, and seen as positively purposeful behaviour.  There are many perspectives on the causes of human aggression. These include biological, psychoanalytical and social learning. This essay will seek to define how these various psychological theories explain the causes of human aggression. 
      Many Psychologists believe that aggression occurs biologically within the human race. That aggression is naturally in all species of animals including humans, and that it is important in our development as a species and indeed evolution. In a human, aggression can play an important part in defending themselves from attack and securing their habitat. Without the presence of aggression in this case humans would clearly suffer.  As well as defence, aggression is used in attack and competition with others, for what are often scares resources e.g. food sources. Similarly, ethologicalists, who believe that reasonable direct comparisons can be made between different species, whilst primarily focusing on animal behaviour under natural conditions, believe aggression is the fighting instinct in beast and man which is directed against members of the same species (Lorenz 1966.) However, one limitation of this approach is that is doesn’t fully recognise the importance of cultural evolution. 
      Sigmund Freud’s psychoanalytical theory also has an explanation for human aggression. Psychoanalytical theory, is the belief that a person’s unconscious desires and thoughts determine their behaviour (McLeod 2013.) Freud also believed in internal driving forces, such as ‘Eros vs Thanatos’ which translates to ‘Love v Death.’ The ‘Eros vs Thanatos’ drive is an internal subconscious battle between life and death. According to Freud, the Thanatos represents an internal self—destructiveness, with the aim of returning oneself to the idyllic state that we experienced in the womb, with all our needs met instantly. This instinct ultimately eradicates tension and stress, but it can only be achieved through death. Alternatively, the Eros represents life and a sense of self-preservation. Freud believed that Thanatos always prevailed in the end. We can link this to human aggression through the idea that internal conflict can be displaced, often in the form of aggressive behaviour towards others. This is because the tendency towards Thanatos is so strong, we find ourselves seeking to destroy another being if we are unable to destroy ourselves (Gross 2015.) 
      Perhaps the approach that has the most answers to the cause of human aggression is Social Learning Theory. Social Learning Theory is the idea that human behaviour is learned through social situations, experiences and what we learn from them. This is the idea that we learn from social reinforcements that we receive from others, usually from family members or authority figures in childhood. These reinforcements are both positive and negative and can include praise and criticism.   Additionally, there is the idea that humans imitate behaviour from others. What is advantageous about the Social Learning Theory approach, is that there have been many experiments to test the hypothesis that we learn our behaviours. This includes the infamous Bobo Doll experiment (Bandura 1965). This followed on from a previous similar experiment in 1961. The experiment saw three, four and five-year-old children were individually shown a film of an actor acting aggressively towards a bobo doll. The children were split into three groups and each group was shown a slightly different ending to the film. At the end of the film, one group saw the actor punished for his actions, another was showed the actor not receiving either reward or punishment for his actions whilst the final group saw him rewarded for his actions After the film had finished the children were then allowed to play with a bobo doll themselves. The children who had seen the actor punished for their actions and the children who had seen him neither punished or reward did not imitate the actor’s behaviour. However, the children that seen had the actor rewarded for their behaviour did imitate it. Bandura was keen to differentiate between actual aggressive behaviour and the learning of it. He believed that just because a child did not imitate the aggressive behaviour, didn’t mean that that they had failed to learn it. Later, when offered a reward for imitating the aggressive behaviour, all children were able to enact it. Interestingly, the children who had seen the actor punished for their behaviour, were when offered rewards, able to imitate the actor’s aggressive behaviour the same as the children who had seen the actor rewarded for his behaviour. This showed that although the behaviour had not always been imitated, it had been learned.  Thus proving that the children had learned the aggressive behaviour. 
      From Bandura’s study, it was established that from watching aggressive behaviour children can develop new aggressive behaviours themselves. From this we can look further into how things that we as humans may witness, impacts on our behaviour. One place where we may see such behaviour portrayed is the media. Baron (1977), believed that mass-media representation of violence and aggressive behaviour could be a factor in the increased levels of violence and indeed violent crime, we have seen in society over the last few decades. The possible affect this could be having on us, consistently draws notice and scrutiny from the public as to the way violence and aggression are shown in the media.  But could the way we perceive this supposed violence also be key to the cause of human aggression? Gunter (2000) believed that certain factors increase the emotional distress we may suffer; violence in real-life settings, identifiable characters and graphically depicted pain and suffering. Another factor for emotional imbalance mentioned by Gunter was the depiction of violence questioned being deemed fair and rewarded. This is interesting as we are able to link it back to Bandura’s Bobo doll experiment, where many children only started acting violently with the Bobo doll once they were told they would be rewarded if they did so.  As a result of this, we can see it is extremely important for us to consider the perception of violence in humans. From experimenting on violence and aggression in the media, and in particular television, there are some clear obvious findings. For example, from Parke et al.’s study (1977) on American and Belgian male delinquents, it was established that the more violent television they watched, the more violent they became. Likewise, Bailey (1993), found in his study of 40 adolescent murderers alongside 200 sex offenders, that when these young people were shown violent and pornographic videos repeatedly, the videos became a ‘significant casual factor’ in their behaviour.  Importantly, some psychologists have been able to identify psychological processes that emphasise the effects of exposure to violence from various forms of media.   In the short-term, there is the priming of already existing cognitions, immediate imitation of behaviours and changes in emotional arousal. In the long-term, there is observational learning of behavioural scripts and normative beliefs, activation of emotional processes and didactic learning processes (Huesmann et al. 2003.) However, the importance of these pre-existing factors may tell that media violence only has an indirect effect on a human’s behaviour. It may simply be engaging something that was subconsciously there all along. 
      From these various experiments and their findings, it is now common a belief that media violence does increase both violent and aggressive behaviour. However, we must also consider alternative findings. Milavsky et al. (1992) only found a small link between media violence and violent and aggressive behaviour when studying 3,200 primary school-aged children. Also, Ford (1998) found that other contributory factors such as family background were greater forecasters for aggressive behaviour.  
      In conclusion, all the processes mentioned have their strengths and limitations.  The biological approach makes successful comparisons between humans and other species in terms of the need for natural aggression to achieve basic needs, but neglects to consider the role of cultural evolution. Freud’s psychoanalytical approach believed that aggressive human behaviour was the result of the displacement of internal conflict. This was generally supported but made little impact in the psychological world on the causes of aggression, which in all probability means there is a greater cause. We must also consider other approaches such as Aggressive-cue theory (Berkowitz 1966) and the social constructivist approach. However, it seems the general consensus is that social learning theory is the most able to account for the causes of human aggression. As proved in Bandura’s Bobo doll experiment, although not always immediately imitated, aggressive behaviour can always be learned from our surroundings, and acted out in the future. 
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