Dealing with violence in schools

There are several approaches schools can use to assess the prevalence and severity of violence within the school and increase more appropriate behavior from their students (Larson & colleagues, 2001).
These strategies are both student focused and schoolwide. Careful, comprehensive assessment can play an
important role in reducing student aggression and maintaining a healthy school environment.

Schoolwide Assessment

The use of student surveys can provide important information in the assessment of violence in schools.
School officials can use standard surveys to measure student involvement in bullying and other forms of peer aggression, drug use or other high-risk behavior, and attitudes toward aggression. Peer nomination procedures can be particularly useful in identifying students who are victims of chronic bullying. 
Surveys that include the question, “Please write the names of up to three students whom you know to be bullied frequently” will identify victims of bullying who were not previously known to school officials.
Despite the advantages of efficiency and quantity of data, surveys have well-known limitations (Cornell & Loper, 1998). School districts must use careful administration procedures to increase the likelihood that students will provide meaningful information.
Those who administer the survey should follow a standard protocol that encourages compliance and accurate reporting. Schools should avoid the use of homegrown instruments lacking evidence of reliability and validity. Completed surveys must be screened for invalid responses and abnormal answer patterns, such as all “yes” or all “no” response sets. Validity items (e.g., “I am telling the truth on this survey.”) may be useful in identifying surveys that should be excluded from consideration. 
Users must be mindful not to interpret small, statistically insignificant differences and to recognize that group differences may not be taken at face value; for example, race differences may reflect socioeconomic differences.

Individual Threat Assessment

Practitioners are advised to exercise caution in assessing individuals for the purpose of predicting violence. Mulvey and Cauffman (2002) cautioned that because serious violent behavior in schools is rare, accurate predictions are nearly impossible. Moreover, clinicians should pay greater attention to the social context and circumstances that precipitate violence, as opposed to individual personality traits.

Threat assessment involves the collection of information from multiple sources, including interviews with students, parents, and teachers, as part of a careful, fact-based investigation to determine if a youth is on a behavioral pathway that leads toward violence. From this perspective, it is far more important to determine if a student has made specific threats of violence, is involved in a conflict or dispute with others, and has engaged in behavior that prepares for
violence, such as obtaining a weapon. It is also critically important to determine whether the youth has a history of aggressive behavior and has been encouraged to engage in violence by peers or other role models. 

The clinician’s role in contributing to a school-based threat assessment is to identify risk as well as protective factors for violence rather than to make bottom-line predictions. It is especially relevant for the clinician to determine if the student has mental health needs such as depression, anger control problems, or psychosis, which should be treated as part of a risk reduction strategy (Cornell & Sheras, in press).

Schoolwide Interventions

Nearly all approaches to school violence reduction emphasize the value of schoolwide efforts to improve school climate. Effective programs require the support and commitment of the school faculty. Many wellintentioned
programs falter because they rely too heavily on the time, energy, and commitment of just a few staff members. All efforts at violence reduction should be reflected in a clear code of conduct and a school atmosphere that values and reinforces positive, prosocial behavior. It is important for all school staff members to understand and implement principles of positive behavior management. 
There is research evidence that school-based programs can teach students how to mediate or resolve conflicts, and how to solve interpersonal problems and improve social competence (Cornell, in press). Schoolwide bullying programs can reduce student victimization, although such programs may take a year or more to yield results.

***************************************************************************


The Development of Moral Reasoning

In general terms, moral development involves increasing the complexity of one's perspective taking, sense of intentionality, and capacity for coordinating complex and often contradictory arrangements of factors. It also entails a diminishing of one's egocentrism, and a better capacity to interiorize one's own and others' motives.
Piaget applied his ideas on the development of logical thought to the evolving capacity of the child to make moral judgments. He proposed stages of moral reasoning to parallel his stages of cognitive development.

The impetus for the objective study of moral development in childhood came from Piaget's systematic observations 
( Piaget, 1932; Piaget and Inhelder, 1969 ; Wolff, 1989). Before summarizing his studies of moral judgment, it needs to be said that his general discoveries about children's immature logic and reasoning between the ages of about 2 and 7 years have shed much light on early childhood fears and some of the psychoanalytic postulates about early emotional experiences. 
During the precausal, animistic stage, children cannot yet detach thoughts from the events and objects thought about, nor identify themselves as thinkers about the world. They cannot, for example, explain how it is that they are both in their bed at night and yet also in the dream they have while sleeping. Their explanations of events and
circumstances tend to be psychological rather than rational, and the notion of chance events is not yet grasped. Although aware of their own viewpoint, they find it hard to conceive that this is not also uppermost in the minds of others. 
Piaget's ideas about a child's early egocentrism have been criticized by researchers who found children more capable of logical inferences when problems are embedded in a child centered context ( Donaldson 1978, 1992). However, children spend much of their lives in an adult world, and the distortions and misperceptions that Piaget's work so vividly revealed are common experiences for everyone in touch with young children.

The Rules of Games

Piaget concerned himself with children's perceptions of the rules of games and with their views about morality. He did not focus particularly on the distinction between convention and morality, as later workers did ( Turiel, 1983), being concerned rather with identifying changing but parallel developmental sequences in how children perceive and respond to rules in both spheres.
The game of marbles is played the world over. Piaget watched how children of different ages played and questioned them systematically about their understanding of the rules and how these had originated. He found that under about 7 years, in the precausal, animistic stage of development, children grasp rules imperfectly, make errors in their application, and are content to play alongside others. Yet they think of rules as obligatory, inviolate, and inherent in the game. 
When asked who made them, they said the rules had always been there, and if pressed, they resorted to “God.” Older children, in contrast, played competently, knew what the rules were, but viewed them as conventions devised by “children long ago.” If everyone agrees, the rules can be changed and the game played differently. 
Piaget saw this shift at between 6 and 8 years of age as a move from an authoritarian to a democratic viewpoint, from a position of unilateral respect for sacred laws and duties to one of mutual respect and reciprocity.

Ethical Beliefs

Eckenberger (1999) defined morality as comprising customs and traditions; ethics as justifications for these: ideally, how the world should be. Piaget systematically questioned children about their ethical beliefs. And here too, he observed a shift from an authoritarian morality in which obedience is equated with goodness and all adults are seen to be right, to a morality where concepts of justice and a more detached view of adults and ethical standards prevail. 

Piaget explored children's ideas about culpability at different ages by giving them pairs of stories to evaluate; for example, one in which a child's clumsiness led to a big accidental breakage paired with one where a lesser mishap followed the pursuit of a forbidden goal (taking jam off a high shelf); stealing to help a poor and hungry child contrasted with stealing for oneself alone; inaccurate reporting of a frightening event paired with telling a deliberate but lesser untruth. Again he found a shift of moral attitude. 

Despite considerable overlap, younger children tended to judge actions according to their material consequences, older children, according to their underlying intentions. 
Children's views of naughtiness and punishment also changed with age. Younger children had notions of immanent justice—that the crime begets the punishment and that, if you are punished, you must have done something bad to deserve it. They also believed in retributive justice (the jus talionis)—that the punishment must fit the crime irrespective of circumstances and motivation. Moral realism is the label Piaget gave to these immature ideas, which he linked to adult constraints on young children and to the children's sense of unilateral respect or duty. 
Older children in contrast had different ethical beliefs based on autonomous judgments, reciprocity and cooperation, the internalization of rules, and ideas of justice and mutual service.

Unlike Vigotsky (Rogoff, 1990), however, he paid little regard to the role of adults in children's learning. Cognitive development is facilitated in interaction with a more skilled partner, and the child is able to engage in skills beyond those he is capable of on his own. 
Development builds on the internalization of what was carried out in collaboration, that is, of shared cognitive processes to extend the child's existing knowledge and skills.

Butterworth (1987) suggested that children's cognitive and social immaturity and gullibility are biologically adaptive, that unquestioning acceptance of adult rules has to precede the doubting and self-judging phase. The culture must make indelible impressions on the very young for it to be maintained. This view parallels the notion that small stature and physical immaturity too contribute to the acculturation of the young in many species, ensuring that they are docile and noncompetitive during early socialization ( Tanner, 1984).

Kohlberg's studies
Kohlberg described six stages of moral judgment.

Level I—Premoral: The child is responsive to cultural rules but sees these in terms of pleasant or unpleasant consequences of behavior and relates them to the power of authority figures. He follows the rules for the sake of self-interest.
Stage 1: The child is oriented to obedience and punishment, with egocentric deference to authority figures and avoidance of unpleasantness for himself or herself.
Stage 2: There is a naively egoistic orientation, with concern for one's own needs but with some awareness of the needs of others, a wish for egalitarianism, and an orientation toward exchange and reciprocity.
Level II—Conventional Role Conformity: The child is now oriented toward maintaining the expectations of others close to him or her, as a value in its own right.
Stage 3: The orientation is to be a good person in the eyes of others and in one's own eyes, with a wish to please and help. Intentions of behavior are taken note of and the moral perspective includes interactions with others.
Stage 4: The orientation is toward the social order and its maintenance for its own sake and to fulfilling agreed duties in conformity to authority.
Level III—Self-Accepted Moral Principles: The individual is now concerned with defining moral values and principles apart from the supporting authority.
Stage 5: The orientation is contractual and legalistic, with a sense of obligation to the law, but also an acceptance that people can have a variety of different values and that their individual rights take precedence over the social contract.
Stage 6: The orientation has become a sociomoral one, with the recognition of valid universal ethical principles to which the person can choose to commit himself or herself.

A study in which attempts were made to induce stage skipping in 11- to 13-year-old children, by having them listen to adults reasoning at different levels about the solutions to moral dilemma stories of the Kohlberg type, found all changes to be to the next higher stage to the subject's own ( Walker, 1982 ).

What Causes Variations in Moral Judgments?

Cultural transmission plays a part, as do the different developmental stages outlined by Kohlberg including different domains of social judgment—moral or conventional (see the following)—and the need to judge multifaceted situations. 
Life experience and accommodation to the environment are also important. Individual moral decisions and actions take place within a social context, and are influenced by peer group norms. 

A study of moral judgments of high school students found significant differences between children in a school that fostered democratic decision making compared to children in a conventionally organized school. Most students in the “democratic” school thought they and their peers would chose to act prosocially, whereas in the “regular” school most made the prosocial choice for themselves but thought their peers would not do the same ( Higgins et al., 1984).

Another important factor determining moral choice is the information available. Wainryb (1991) studied children's moral judgments of events before and after hearing information that challenged their initial opinions. All children thought it was wrong for an irritable adult to spank a child who had not erred. But some held it was right to spank a repeatedly misbehaving child because they thought this taught children to behave better. When the responders were told spanking was ineffective in socializing children, most of them changed their mind. 
In this study, information profoundly affected the moral judgments of young people aged 11 to 21 years. This
has implications for education but also for the information presented to the general public by the media.

Implicit knowledge precedes explicit understanding

Stipek and coworkers (1992) found children's behavior following success or failure to be much more mature than their expressed ideas, although the sequence, from the pleasure of success, to pleasure from approval of others, to satisfaction from meeting inner standards, was the same in both spheres. Implicit knowledge long precedes explicit understanding. 

This is strikingly revealed in Judy Dunn's (1988) studies of the origins of social and moral understanding in early childhood. Detailed home observations were made of children in their second and third years in the company of their mothers and younger siblings. Dunn takes issue with the seriousness with which moral development tends to be discussed and the “bleak emphasis” on anxiety, guilt, and fear. 

This is what impresses clinicians in their practice with disturbed children. In the natural setting of normal children's own homes Dunn found that, even before they use many words, children are amused by rules, roles, and the relationships in their world and share jokes about these with others. Just as they play with the rules of language, so they joke about what is expected, allowed, or punishable. 
They find it funny to distort or exaggerate rules, make scatological jokes, teasingly misname things, and make false assertions.

From 18 months, children understand how to hurt and comfort others, what the consequences of their own hurtful actions are, what is allowed or forbidden in their own family, and how adults are likely to react to their misdeeds and to those of others.

Dunn describes how parents' disciplinary strategies are affected by children's growing cognitive and communicative skills. She recognizes cultural differences in parents' reactions to children's anger and aggression. Parents also respond differently to sons and daughters. 
Three-year-old girls, for example, show more shame than boys when they fail at experimental tasks (Lewis et al., 1992).
Emotions are very evident when moral and social rules are discussed. Children in their third year are most likely to reason during disputes, which earlier had caused them most distress. But they also learn from calm reflective discourse. 

Dunn holds that the child's part in the power relationships within the family, rather than an urge to conform or assuage guilt, is the main motive to learn about social and moral rules. She believes moral behavior is fostered not so much by socialization pressures, but by the child's need to assert his or her place, for example in relation to a sibling; the active enjoyment of rule breaking, teasing, and exerting power within the family; and also happy, cooperative play.

Moral emotions

Accurate descriptions of the emotions of self-assessment—pride, shame, and guilt—are a basis for the exploration of the moral emotions. According to the philosopher Gabriele Taylor (1985), shame and embarrassment depend on the awareness of being observed and relate to all wrongdoing and one's standing in
society; however, guilt, which appears later in development, relates to law breaking and, specifically, to moral rather than conventional wrongdoing. 
Awareness of an authority to be obeyed plays the major role in conscience, whereas a watchful audience is the major factor in shame. Guilt and punishment relate to a bad deed or omission and are linked to a sense of responsibility for one's own actions, but shame concerns the kind of person one is. 
In Taylor's view, neither shame nor guilt is related to empathic feelings for others, but remorse, the “emotion of salvation,” is. Remorse is also the precursor of self-forgiveness, essential if the destructive forces of guilt are to be assuaged. Guilt, shame, and pride are reflexive emotions, guardians of societal norms, elicited when one compares one's own behavior or achievements with those of others (Terwogt and Stegge, 1999).

Children's recognition of emotions and their understanding of what brings them about develop in a similar age sequence in different cultures. Children are born with a capacity to experience the basic emotions of happiness, sadness, anger, and fear, associated as they are with facial expressions. 

They come to understand that other people have them too. They learn to differentiate between morality and convention on the emotional basis of the distress that moral, but not social, rule infringements induce in the victim. This, Harris believes, is learned from other children rather than adults.

Children under about 8 years have difficulty identifying pride, shame, and guilt in others because these emotions are not accompanied by distinctive facial expressions. Understanding these more complex emotions depends on the ability to imagine the mental state of another person that gives rise to these emotions. 
It depends also on the availability of concepts of personal responsibility and normative standards of morality and propriety. 
Children experience a shift of awareness from believing that people's feelings about their behavior depend on its consequences, to attributing them to the approval or disapproval to be expected from other people in the light of social norms. Only at about 8 years do children feel proud or ashamed “of themselves” without reference to an external audience. 
The developmental sequence Harris (1989) detects is congruent with both Turiel's and Kohlberg's findings. Even 3- to 4-year-old children know that harming others causes distress and is therefore wrong. Four- to 5-year-old children know that people are happy if they get and do what they want. 
By 7 to 8, children know that people are happy if others approve of them and they exert themselves to gain approval. 
Only after the age of 8 can children work out that they themselves and other people get satisfaction from doing what they think is right.

Violence

What do we know about human violence? Are human beings aggressive by nature? Must we be tamed to treat each other properly? And, if so, how should we go about that task? 
If we spare the rod, will we spoil the child? 
Was Wordsworth right—do we come into the world in a state of innocence, “trailing clouds of glory,” only
to be corrupted by society? Rousseau thought so. Was Locke correct? Do we enter this world blank slates on which our environments and experiences will scrawl our course? 
Are “all men created equal,” or are some of us innately more aggressive than others? These questions, which for millennia have dominated literature, religion, and philosophy, are finally being tackled by science. And, as will become clear, there is something to be said for each of the foregoing points of view. We enter the world with certain innate but not inevitable potentials for behavior. What happens to us makes the difference.

Volavka (1999) suggests that most human violence can be categorized as impulsive or premeditated. Others have conceptualized two kinds of aggression: defensive, characterized by fear and high plasma cortisol levels, and offensive, characterized by impulsiveness and low serotonergic brain activity, high testosterone levels, and
low cortisol levels (Kalin, 1999). 

Genes

Scientists have identified specific genes controlling the synthesis and breakdown of specific neurotransmitters in animals ( Cases et al., 1995; Nelson et al., 1995) and humans (Brunner et al., 1993; New et al., 1998). 
The genes controlling the breakdown of monoamine oxidase (Belfrage et al., 1992; Cases et al., 1995) and
catechol-O-methyltransferase (Gogos et al., 1998) have been identified, as has the gene for tryptophan hydroxylase, important in serotonin synthesis ( Nielson et al., 1994, 1997). 
Scientists now are able to manipulate genes in animals and thereby modify behaviors. Some scientists have gone so far as to suggest that such manipulations (or machinations) might have applications for the management of human aggression ( Tecott and Barondes, 1996). 
Twin studies as well as studies of adopted-away children of criminal biological parents have been interpreted as showing a genetic contribution to violent, antisocial behavior ( Cadoret et al., 1997).
However, no study to date has demonstrated a genetic predisposition specifically to violence. Gjone and Stevenson (1997), in a study of a large sample of twin pairs, using parent report data, showed an association between early temperament and subsequent aggression. Most closely associated with subsequent aggression were the characteristics of emotionality and high activity, especially in boys.

Estimates of the genetic contribution to aggression depend in great measure on the methods used to measure aggression. Observational measurements of aggressive behavior yield lower heritability statistics than do report and questionnaire studies ( Cadoret et al., 1997). 
Whatever the study, scientists agree that genetic predispositions alone do not account for complex human behaviors. It would seem, rather, that adverse home environments, and their interactions with biological
temperamental characteristics, may increase the likelihood of a maladaptive, aggressive behavioral outcome 
( Cadoret et al., 1995).
The bottom line is that the ways we are treated in utero, at birth, during infancy, and in childhood and adolescence are the most important influences on our adaptation and, hence, on our aggressiveness.

Environment

Intrauterine and Perinatal Factors
The very position in utero of animals in a litter has been found to influence behavior. Female mice that develop in utero between two males are more aggressive after birth than those positioned between other females ( vom Saal, 1984). Thus, animals from the same litter who have shared the same uterus at the same time have not
had identical prenatal environments. Maternal stress during pregnancy also has been shown to affect the behavior of offspring long after delivery ( vom Saal, 1984).

In humans, there is strong evidence that different kinds of noxious prenatal influences, ranging from minor viral infections to maternal anxiety and psychological stress, have been associated with childhood maladaptation 
( Pasamanick, 1956; Rutter, 1970; Stott, 1973; Stott and Latchford, 1976). The adverse effects of maternal
alcoholism and other substances on fetal development and subsequent postnatal social and intellectual functioning are well documented. 
The exposure of the fetus to abnormal levels of certain gonadal hormones also has been associated with behavioral sequelae ( Ehrhardt and Money, 1967; Ehrhardt et al., 1968). Our own studies (Lewis and Shanok, 1977; Lewis et al., 1979, 1985) and those of others (Levine et al., 1985) have documented the higher prevalence rate of histories of perinatal problems in the delinquent versus nondelinquent populations.

Nurturing

Nurturing affects temperament. Animals bred to have an especially gentle nature, if cross-fostered by adult females of a violent strain, will become more aggressive than is their usual nature (Southwick, 1968). There is evidence that mice reared in the company of their fathers as well as their mothers grow up to be more
aggressive than those raised only by mothers (Mugford and Nowell, 1972). On the other hand, the effects of cross-fostering aggressive mice by less aggressive females are more variable. 
Certain strains retain their aggressiveness ( Southwick, 1968), whereas others become less aggressive (McCarthy and Southwick, 1979).
In another study, mice from an aggressive strain reared by males and females of their own strain were more aggressive than those raised either by two females or a male and a female of a less aggressive strain ( Smith and Simmel, 1977). Isolation during critical developmental periods can engender aggression in otherwise gentle animals (Brain and Nowell, 1971; Goldsmith et al., 1976; Luciano and Lore, 1976). Thus, there is evidence from animal studies that innate temperament can be modified and that the quality of parenting and environment influences adult behaviors.

In humans, the first months and years of life are periods of extreme vulnerability, emotionally and biologically. Although the auspicious neuropsychiatric and emotional cards a person is dealt at birth may seem to predict a successful game, experience can reverse what under other circumstances would have been a winning hand.

Adversity during the earliest periods of development can change the relationship of a child to the environment from a gentle give-and-take to a rough-and-tumble struggle. 
For example, research on attachment has shown that the ways that mothers and infants interact during the earliest weeks and months of life affect subsequent aggression in the child ( Lyons-Ruth, 1996). 

Attachment behaviors, which are evoked in the infant by stress, especially by separation, have the goal of
reducing anxiety and restoring a sense of security. At times of stress, securely attached infants turn unambivalently to their mothers for comfort. Adequate mothers sense their children's needs and respond appropriately. Mothers who lack tenderness, are inappropriately intrusive, and harbor suppressed anger toward their babies seem to engender insecure, avoidant attachments. 
Avoidant attachment has, in turn, been associated with subsequent aggressive behavior in boys ( Renken et al.,
1989).

Abuse
A copious literature attests to the association of maltreatment in childhood and aggression in adolescence and adulthood ( Cicchetti and Carlson, 1989 ); the extent to which the category of “abused” children overlaps with that of children who have suffered attachment disorders and the independent influences of each are difficult if
not impossible to measure. 
Whereas complete emotional deprivation of infants leads to severe depression and even to death ( Bowlby, 1969, 1975; Spitz, 1946), lesser degrees of neglect have been associated with poor peer relationships and aggressive behaviors ( Mueller and Silverman, 1989). 
Widom's (1989) research suggests that neglect can be as powerful an influence on the development of aggression as physical abuse. 
Severe physical abuse has been associated with subsequent extremely violent behaviors (Feldman et al., 1986; Lewis et al., 1986, 1988a, 1988b, 1989, 1997).

Early, repeated sexual abuse seems to have especially devastating consequences. There is evidence that a disproportionate percentage of sexually assaultive adults have histories of having been sexually abused as children ( Groth, 1979; Rubenstein et al., 1993). In the author's experience, the most grotesque sexual crimes have been committed by men who, as children, experienced extraordinary sexual abuse.

How do severe abuse and neglect engender aggression? The answer is not simple and must be gleaned from a variety of different kinds of studies and observations.
What is clear is that the human organism is so constructed that maltreatment affects every aspect of functioning—cognitive, emotional, and physiologic.

NEUROCHEMICAL EFFECTS OF ABUSE

MRI studies of subjects with PTSD after combat trauma or child abuse (Bremner et al., 1995, 1997; Stein et al., 1997) reported diminished hippocampal volume ranging from 5% to 26%. 
Although it has been assumed that these volume changes reflect the damaging effects of excessive cortisol secretion resulting from stress, other neurobiological mechanisms also may be operating. In his critical review of the literature on glucocorticoids and hippocampal atrophy, Sapolsky (2000) observes, “stress decreases the levels of brain-derived neurotrophic factor messenger ribonucleic acid (RNA) in the hippocampus” (p. 392), and some of this inhibition is thought to be independent of glucocorticoids ( Smith et al., 1995). 
Whatever the underlying mechanism, abusive treatment and severe emotional stressors actually affect brain structure and function.

NEUROANATOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF ABUSE

More recently, De Bellis and colleagues (1999) , using MRI scans, compared the brains of 44 maltreated children with PTSD with a healthy, matched comparison sample. 
The cerebral volumes of the abused children were reportedly 7% smaller than in the control subjects; the corpus callosum was smaller, and the volumes of CSF in the lateral ventricles and cortical and prefrontal cortical areas were larger in the abused sample. 
Whether these cerebral abnormalities were reflections of the effects of increased catecholamine concentrations, high cortisol levels, lack of early stimulation, or other developmental catastrophes could not be ascertained.
Whatever the psychobiological explanations, this degree of brain pathology cannot help but impair intellectual and behavioral functioning. As Glaser (2000) so cogently observes in his review of the literature on child abuse and neglect and the brain, 
“The neurobiological findings shed some light on the many emotional and behavioral difficulties which children who have been abused and neglected show. Hyperarousal, aggressive responses, dissociative reactions, difficulties with aspects of executive functions, and educational underachievement thus begin to be better understood”

PSYCHOLOGICAL AND COGNITIVE EFFECTS OF ABUSE

The effects of abuse are not simply physical. Maltreatment has psychological consequences as well. Abuse actually changes the way in which the environment is perceived. 
Studies of animals as well as children have shown that one of the consequences of maltreatment is the development of hypervigilance. 
It has been demonstrated that defeat increases defensiveness in laboratory mice ( Flannelly et al., 1984). What is more, this conditioned defensiveness is generalized to other situations and other opponents ( Leshner, 1981; Seward, 1946). 
Likewise, abused children seem to become hypervigilant, repeatedly misinterpreting their surroundings, and perceiving ambiguous stimuli as threatening ( Dodge et al., 1984; Rieder and Cicchetti, 1989 ). These observations regarding young children are consistent with the author's clinical observations of violent juvenile delinquents. In fact, the symptom that the author and others (e.g., Myers et al., 1995, 1997; Ulzen
and Hamilton, 1998) have found distinguishes violent delinquents from their less aggressive peers most clearly is episodic paranoid ideation and misperceptions (Lewis et al., 1989). 

Modeling of Abusive Behaviors

Aggression also is learned. 

There is sound experimental evidence that modeling plays an important role in the development of aggressive behaviors in animals 
(Hamburg, 1971), as well as children (Bandura, 1973). We also know that aggressive behaviors (like more adaptive behaviors) can be learned through reinforcement.

One of the most important contributions to our understanding of the role of reinforcement in the genesis of aggression is Patterson's (1977) observation that when children's aggressive behaviors are punished severely by parents, they tend to continue. 

Farrington (1978) also found severe physical punishment to be a major antecedent of aggressive delinquency. Probably the most powerful generator of aggression in animals and possibly in humans is the repeated infliction of pain(Berkowitz, 1984). 

So strong is this response in animals that a conventional experimental method for inducing murderous behaviors in mice and rats involves administering painful shocks to their feet (an ethically questionable practice). 
Physical torment also is an effective means of engendering viciousness in fighting dogs (e.g., pit bulls). The consequences of maltreatment in animals include the development of hypervigilance. Defeat in animals tends to engender defensiveness (Flannelly et al., 1984), which, in turn, is generalized to other situations and other opponents ( Leshner, 1981; Seward, 1946). 

It therefore is no surprise that children who have been painfully physically abused tend to behave in more aggressive ways than their nonabused peers ( Cicchetti and Carlson, 1989 ; Widom, 1989).

To summarize, child abuse contributes to violence in several ways:

1. It provides a model of behavior.
2. It teaches aggression through reinforcement.
3. It inflicts pain, a known powerful stimulus to violence.
4. It creates neurophysiologic responses in the brain that both damage the brain and affect its functioning.
5. It damages parts of the brain related to impulses and their control.
6. It increases paranoia.
7. It impairs cognition and the ability to make judgments and foresee consequences.
8. It diminishes the ability to verbalize feelings.

In impoverished societies, the determination of which children will succumb to violence as an adaptational style depends on a multiplicity of other variables, including biological, family, peer, school, and community factors 
( Farrington and Loeber, 2000). 
Among short-term precipitants of violence, Farrington and Loeber cite 
“being bored, angry, drunk, or frustrated” as well as “situational opportunities, including the availability of potential victims” (p. 744). 
Among the individual characteristics conducive to violence, Farrington and Loeber (2000) stress impulsivity or low IQ. Numerous studies from various parts of the world have documented an association between low or low-normal IQ and violence ( Teichner et al., 2000). 
It is important to stress that neither impulsivity nor low IQ is necessarily inherited. The wealth of data cited in the foregoing discussion attests to the potentially adverse effects on intelligence, temperament, and behavior of impaired attachment, child abuse, neglect, and neurologic insults. 

In summary, the kinds of external stressors and intrinsic vulnerabilities that play roles in individual violence (e.g., physical discomfort, lack of nurturance and stability, CNS dysfunction, increased rates of mental illness, child abuse) are more pervasive in disadvantaged communities and contribute significantly to the disproportional rate of violence in the most impoverished sectors of society. 
Whether mental illness, cognitive impairment, and intellectual limitations cause individuals to sink into these impoverished environments, or whether the environments themselves give rise to these kinds of disabilities is not easily determined. 
It is reasonable to infer that interactions among vulnerabilities and adverse environments create matrices for violence.

A major vulnerability to the effects of exposure to violent materials is youth. Small children, to begin with, react differently from older children to the effects of aggression on others. 
For example, small children often continue to act aggressively in spite of a victim's expressions of pain, whereas older children and adults are more likely to be inhibited by the victim's suffering ( Patterson et al., 1967). 
In an experiment in which children of different ages were shown the beginning of a series of aggressive films and asked to choose among endings for them, younger children tended to choose violent outcomes for violent films, whereas older children were more likely to take into consideration whether the violence observed was justified or unjustified when choosing an outcome ( Leifer and Roberts, 1972). 
It would seem that emotional and cognitive maturity are important factors influencing choice.

Gangs and Crowds

A word should be said about the tendency of relatively nonviolent youngsters to act aggressively when in gangs or crowds. 
People have a tendency to look with suspicion on others they perceive to be different from themselves 
( Grossman, 1996). 

What is more, it is easier to stereotype and ultimately dehumanize a group we do not know than it is an individual with whom we have a relationship. 
In a crowd, we also tend to lose our own individuality. With anonymity we act as if we are less responsible for our own behaviors and thus permit ourselves a greater expression of aggression than we would were we acting alone.

Reexamining human nature

One must ask, therefore, What about those four juveniles per thousand who are arrested for seriously violent acts? 
Some would dismiss the recurrently violent among us as simply inherently antisocial or sociopathic 
( Grossman, 1996). 
To bolster such theories, they turn to studies reporting apparently inherent autonomic hyporeactivity in antisocial youngsters ( Hare, 1970; Mednick, 1981; Raine et al., 1990). Others point to the twin and adoption studies as evidence of innate predispositions to violence ( Cadoret et al., 1995, 1997).

Clearly, temperaments differ, and they differ from birth (Chess and Thomas, 1984). But temperament is not synonymous with behavior. The ways in which temperamental predispositions manifest themselves depends on experience. 

Violent individuals are made, not born. 

Even autonomic arousal, a characteristic that may at first seem inherent, can be modified by experience (e.g., prefrontal cortical damage diminishes autonomic responsiveness to social stimuli) ( Damasio, 1998).

Some of the factors that influence aggression are the timing, duration, and intensity of stimuli, with early stimuli having an especially strong impact. These influences cannot really be separated into psychological and biological, environmental and intrinsic because, as we have seen, there is a constantly changing dynamic
interaction between the two. 

In human beings, we know that when intrinsic vulnerabilities such as brain dysfunction or a predisposition to mental illness are coupled with an abusive upbringing, violence often follows. 

A useful way to conceptualize the influences on aggression is as follows: Anything that increases irritability,
discomfort, fearfulness, suspiciousness, and impulsivity lowers the threshold for aggression and increases the likelihood of violent behavior. 

Anything that impairs reality testing, judgment, foresight, self-esteem, empathy, self-control, and the ability to verbalize feelings rather than act on them also lowers the threshold for violence and enhances aggressiveness.

In contrast, anything that increases self-control, enhances judgment and foresight, increases self-esteem and a sense of security, increases the ability to recognize one's own feelings and the feelings of others, and increases the ability to express these feelings verbally rather than behaviorally raises the threshold for aggression and diminishes the likelihood of violent behavior.

Our understanding of human nature, of our aggressive evolutionary origins and yet innate disinclination to murder each other, suggests that much human violence can be prevented. 

The simple act of nurturing our young adequately would be a good place to start. Once a child has been damaged psychologically, emotionally, and neurophysiologically and has adopted an aggressive adaptational style, the degree to which that course can be reversed remains a question. 
Although the first 2 years of life are critical to normal brain development, 

“The process of neural plasticity in response to learning and the acquisition of new memories continues
throughout childhood and into adulthood” ( Glaser, 2000, p. 101)

There is reason to believe that even in late childhood and adolescence, with appropriate intervention,
change for the better can occur ( Kazdin, 2000).

We may not know exactly what works to diminish violence once it has developed, but we have excellent indicators of what does not work. 

As this review of violence illustrates, we know that isolation and neglect often lead to aggressive behaviors. 

We know that responding punitively to aggressive behaviors reinforces these behaviors. 

We know that physical discomfort and frustration increase violence. 

We know that physical brutality engenders violence.

And we know that witnessing the violence of others is conducive to the development of an aggressive adaptational style. 

Given the fact that at this time in our history our correctional systems incorporate all of the factors known to enhance violent behaviors, and that younger and younger children are being incarcerated, it is not surprising that the rate of recidivism for violent offenders, children and adults, is so high. However, knowing what we already know about human nature, with a little ingenuity we could use this knowledge to devise effective prevention and treatment programs.
