
	Discuss how the Psychoanalytical, Biological and Social Learning Perspectives Would Explain the Causes of Human Aggression.



Aggression can be defined as behaviour with the intent to cause harm to something or someone else, other than the aggressor. Aggressive behaviour can be split into three categories; Violence, a deliberate attempt to cause harm or damage to persons or property; Gratuitous aggression, showing anger, this is usually impulsive, though not always; and Instrumental aggression, this type of aggression is usually seen on a larger scale, war for example, as it is carried out as a means to an end. Within the psychological community there does seem to be an obvious divide between approaches along the lines of the controversial Nature v. Nurture Debate. 
  The biological psychology sees aggression as instinctive, meaning it is an innate, genetically predetermined pattern of responses to certain stimuli. Studies have suggested that there is a genetic mechanism for aggression, though no one has yet been able to directly demonstrate this. Twin studies carried out by Rhee and Waldman (2002, cited in Gross, 2010) have shown that genetically related individuals are more similar in aggressive tendencies than those who are not related at all. However, it is widely accepted that environmental factors have more of an effect on aggressive behaviour. Studies have shown a link between increased levels of testosterone and aggression in male participants (Klinesmith, Kasser and McAndrew, 2006, cited in Gross, 2010). High levels of testosterone have been linked to the activation of fight impulses in men, meaning they are more likely to behave violently in response to stimuli. It was also found that visual cues could lead to an increase of the hormone, in the study, male participants were given a toy and a gun to hold, it was found that testosterone production increased when holding the gun, albeit not by a large amount, whereas this did not happen with the toy. Subsequently, the men displayed more aggressive behaviour. Low cortisol levels have also been linked to risk-taking and fearlessness, factors that could result in aggressive behaviour. Hormones themselves do not determine behaviour, however they do work together with other environmental factors that may reinforce biological influences of aggression. Evolutionary biologists such as De Waal (1989, Cited in Glassman & Hadad, 2005) and Kenner (1982, Cited in Glassman & Hadad, 2005) see aggression as an evolved response to threats to basic needs such as survival and reproductive rights, promoting the evolutionary stance of “survival of the fittest”. Lorenz (1967, Cited in Glassman & Hadad, 2005) was an ethological psychologist who believed that characteristics in humans are based on genetically inherited mechanisms. According to Lorenz, aggression is a biologically based drive which must be periodically released through behavioural expression via an external cue such as a mating rival. This “Reservoir” model suggests that aggression is inevitable, that if there is no opportunity to release this energy constructively (e.g. sports) it will “overflow” leading to unpredictable, aggressive behaviour. However, this theory implies that once a person has acted aggressively, they are unlikely to do so again until the aggressive energy levels have risen again. Events such as mass shootings and serial killers show evidence against this theory, as they display repeated acts of aggression in a short space of time. It is important to also remember that most studies of aggression within the biological approach have been carried out on non-human species.
  Within the psychoanalytical approach, aggression is viewed as being related to the individual, not the situation. Whilst some situations may more likely trigger aggressive behaviour, the nature of the response is considered to be a function of a person’s psychic processes. Freud viewed aggression as an innate drive, and it is therefore unavoidable. He considered the aggressive drive to be part of the “id”, and the “ego” and “superego” often try to suppress the id’s aggressive impulses. This suppression was believed to create conflict within the psyche. For humans to manage this conflict, and the aggressive tendencies, we develop coping mechanisms, believed to be brought about by the “life instinct” (Eros) to avoid self-destruction by the “death instinct” (Thanatos). The aim of Thanatos is death, to return to a state of Nirvana that can only be attained in the womb, where all needs are met immediately. Freud (Cited in Breger, 2000) stated that in terms of aggression, Thanatos is initially directed at this self-destructive behaviour, but in later development, it becomes redirected outwards onto others. To avoid total self-destruction, we must destroy something or someone else. Freud did have a similar view to Lorenz with regard to aggression building up until it can no longer be contained and must be expressed, he did not view it as a reactive response but a spontaneous outburst. Alfred Adler (Cited in Breger, 2000) theorised that humans have an aggressive drive to overcome an “inferiority complex”. Adler indicates that these feelings usually develop during childhood, and aggression is seen to be overcompensation for less “masculine” attributes such as being small or sickly. 
  Social Learning theory states that humans are not born with such a large variety of aggressive response to stimuli. Behaviours are learned through reinforcement and imitation of behaviour or others (Models). Humans learn from others where and when aggressive behaviour can or can’t be used and even where it may be appropriate. One of the prominent psychologists within the Social Learning approach is Albert Bandura, who’s most notable work on aggression is the Bobo Doll Experiment (1965, cited in Gross, 2010). The experiment involved asking children to watch films of adults interacting with a toy doll. One half of the test group were shown a video of the adults hitting and showing violence towards the doll, the other half of the test group were shown a film of an adult playing with another toy and ignoring the doll. The control group were not shown any film at all. The experiment found that the children who had viewed the model acting aggressively towards the doll proceeded to act aggressively towards it too. However, the children only imitated the aggressive behaviour when they saw the model being rewarded for it, if the model was seen to be punished, or even ignored, the children would not copy the behaviour towards the doll. When the children were later offered a reward to imitate the aggressive behaviour they had seen towards the doll, they were able to do so, meaning that even if they had not seen the model rewarded for aggression, they had learned the behaviour. This does show that the children did learn the behaviour, but they knew not to use aggressive techniques until it had been deemed appropriate and rewarded by an authority figure. Bandura stated that this showed a clear distinction between learning and performance. Berkowitz and LePage (1967, cited in Mercer & Clayton, 2012) studied the effects of aggressive cues. The study involved male participants who were asked to perform tasks. The instructors were evaluating the participant’s performance and if they made an error, the participants were shocked, causing them to become frustrated. Before the test was repeated - this time with the participant evaluating the instructor – objects were placed on a nearby table. For the aggressive cue situation, the objects were a shotgun and revolver, for the neutral situation, a badminton racquet. The results show that the participants in the test group with the guns nearby were more likely to administer electric shocks than those who had seen the racquet. This was later referred to as the weapons effect. In contrast, one of the control groups who had not been shocked previously but were near the guns, did not show any increase in the number of shocks administered in comparison to other groups in the study. This shows that aggressive cues may only be effective where frustration is already present. 
These points only show three approaches to explain aggression, but they do ultimately take a stance on Nature vs. Nurture. It would be difficult to fully explain aggression in its entirety, or human behaviour in general, from just one perspective. It is important to remember the psychoanalytical approach as a starting point for modern psychology, without this, further studies may not exist at all. The biological approach offers a reductionist view of aggression, but like many reductionist theories this has come under scrutiny as explaining human nature too simplistically. It can also be argued that we have since evolved from our hunter-gatherer ancestors and could perceive threats differently to the way they did. The Social Learning approach would imply that all our behaviour is learned from others, although biological psychologists argue that responses are innate and therefore predetermined by genetics. The weapons effect shows us that the mere presence of a gun can trigger a more aggressive response, however this was only found to be the case when the participant is already aggravated. Referring ultimately to the Nature vs. Nurture debate, it seems that behaviour cannot be fully described in only one way. It can be argued from the approaches shown above that both contribute to aggressive behaviour in humans.
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