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To enable the discussion of how the psychoanalytical, biological and social learning perspectives would explain the causes of human aggression. It is fundamental to first look at defining the word ‘aggression’ and how it relates to the human animal. The assignment will then discuss how; firstly, the psychoanalytical perspective that stemmed from the work of Sigmund Freud (1856 - 1939) and a brief mention of Klein; secondly, the biological perspective and how aggression is related to neurochemical actions within well-defined areas of the brain, and that it is a neurochemical reaction; and thirdly, the social learning theory that was highlighted in the work of Albert Bandura (1925 – present) who was the main force in the paradigm shift, and how social learning theorists attempt to explain the causes of aggression in humans. As we are discussing the points, there will also be some criticisms of the perspectives and how they see aggression.
The etymology of the word aggression is from the Latin- ad to + gradi to step + ion indicating an action, process or state (Colman, 2015, p. 18). And is said to be, behaviour that has the primary objective of causing physical or psychological harm to a person or organism (Siann, 1985; Malim & Birch, 1998; Passer, et al., 2009, p. 651; Colman, 2015, p. 18), (Ferguson & Dyck, 2012, p. 220), indicate that is an intent to elevate a position in a dominance hierarchy. This reiterates viewpoint of Berkowitz’s (1993) that aggression is either symbolic or physical. The definitions, according to Berkowitz (1993, p. 4) and Gross (2010, p. 450) are too broad. Aggression can therefore be seen as a negative or more recently, tacit aggression has been referred to as assertiveness (Ferguson & Dyck, 2012, p. 221). 
[bookmark: _Hlk499502726]	The psychoanalytical perspective of Freud (1856 - 1939), Loch (2017, p. 1133) explains that Freud (1920), could see no difference between the natural innate drives of animals and that of humans, and that it was these natural drives that directed their behaviours and actions. One of these drives was the aggressive drive. When faced with frustrations or obstacles, then this would engage the aggressive drive to overcome this frustration or obstacle. This was then seen as aggressive behaviour. In his earlier works Freud believed this was mainly due to sexual frustrations and life preservation, described by (Siann, 1985, p. 101) ‘first phase’, but later he developed the idea that humans had a natural and instinctive urge towards self-destruction. He named this death instinct, Thanatos (Siann, 1985, p.101). The aggression ‘…drive [is] as innate, as natural and as powerful as sex’ (Storr, 1970, p. 148). Klein (cited in Bott, 2006, p37 uses the term aggression as an interchangeable shorthand for the death drive of Freud. According to Strozier, Strug, Pinteris, & Kelley, (2017, p. 361) in psychoanalytical theory, self-psychology sees the concept of aggression as a positive life force, being life affirming and healthy. Whereas Freud argued that the drive started in the body, Klein’s view is that it starts in the mind.
However, if Thanatos was a drive that produced aggression within a human then any expression of aggression should be cathartic. So, does not explain why some humans are driven to continue aggressive behaviours after this initial cathartic experience. This also does not answer the question why some humans react antisocially whilst others react in a prosocial manner. And, as with a lot of psychoanalytical theories cannot be disproved due to reaction formation. According to Strozier et al., (2017, p. 361) Kohut claimed that psychoanalytical drive theory failed to distinguish any difference and confuse the meanings of aggression and rage.
	Biological psychologists explain aggression as influence by a variety of neuroanatomical differences. These are in three regions of the brain, the prefrontal cortex, hypothalamus and amygdala. And any electronic stimulation or lesions within one or more of these areas, will either increase or decrease aggression. Knoblich & King (as cited in Smith, Nolen-Hoeksema, Fredrickson, & Loftus, 2003) say that lower levels of the neurotransmitter serotonin, which is responsible for inhibiting impulsiveness, will lead to an increase in aggression. It has also been shown that high levels of testosterone in both antenatal and neonatal babies, show that they are more disposed to aggression through neurophysiology. Tellegen, et al. (1988) carried out one of many experiments on twins and found that within twins raised apart, there was a higher correlation of  aggression between monozygotic than dizygotic twins. Sociobiological psychologists agree with Darwinism, in that it is genetically determined for the good of the species. Biosocial psychologists Dollard, Doob, Miller, Mowrer, & Sears (1993) came up with the frustration and aggression hypothesis, say that like Freud, aggression stems from frustration or an obstacle, Buss (1961; 1967), further adds that humans only show aggression if there is a tangible value to overcoming the frustration or obstacle. Perkins (as cited in Malim & Birch, 1998, p. 625), the drive gives us the readiness to take aggressive action. Malim & Birch (1998, p. 625) explain that Zillman (as cited in Malim & Birch 1998, p. 625) developed the excitation/transfer theory which consisted of three factors; firstly, learned aggressive behaviour, secondly, the arousal or excitation from an outside source and thirdly, how the individual interpreted the aroused state.
Conversely, critics of the biological perspectives argue that, according to Smith et al. (2003, p. 60), situational factors have an effect, and that electro-stimulation of the three areas in primates produced aggressive behaviour against smaller targets and not larger ones. It can also be argued to be quite defeatist in that Booth et al. (as cited in Smith et al., 2003) aggression towards another increases the level of testosterone. And that there are some countries that see aggression as problems solver, Archer & McDaniel (as cited in Smith et al., 2003) and Cohen & Nisbett (as cited in Smith et al., 2003) where there are regional subcultural differences and different local norms towards aggression.
The social learning theory of Bandura (1973, 1977), showed that aggressive behaviour is learned, either pro-socially, antisocially, through conditioning or observation. There is also direct exposure and that aggression is established and maintained through either obtaining rewards or receiving punishment. Bandura (1973, 1977) showed observed learning and modelling, through his Bobo doll experiment (1961) (Malim & Birch, 1998, p. 626). He also explained that there were other factors in play too, personal, including individual, differences, the environment, for example hot weather, and whether there is a situational variable such as a weapon. According to Smith, et al. (2003, p. 416), explain that if there has been an aversive experience then this can also lead to emotional arousal. And that incentive inducements and/or anticipated consequences of behaviour also have an effect, they are: dependency, achievement, withdrawal and resignation, aggression, psychosomatic symptoms, self-anaesthetisation with alcohol and/or drugs and constructive problem solving. This is further backed up by Huesmann & Taylor, (2006, p. 401) that the short-term effects of the model’s aggression within the film can lead to immediate imitation.
The social learning theory gave rise in to the social cognitive theories on aggression. These explained that the imitations of aggression portrayed by the models in the bobo doll experiments of Bandura, paid no heed to the fact people can differentiate between cartoon or fictional violence and real-world violence (Ferguson & Dyck, 2012, p. 221), this cognitive process had been totally ignored. Berkowitz (1993, p. 183) suggests that most social learning of aggression is within the family and that to really study this, there would have to be studies of all the actions and reactions between all family members.
This assignment, in an attempt, to discuss human aggression from the psychoanalytical, biological and social learning perspectives. And looked at examples of both current and historical works. With the works discussed, it seems that there is no one size fits all to aggression. There has been evidence put forward for both the nature and nurture sides of the debate. What appears to be the overarching theme of balance in that there may be some genetic, heredity towards aggression, and innate drives, but good solid evidence for the learning aspects of nurture. So it would appear that the best way to look at aggression is from both sides of the argument and attempt to unite some of the perspectives.
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