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HuMAN AGGRESSION
AND VIOLENCE

Causes Manifestations, and Consequences

Marwan Abu Ubeida contradicts general stereotypesd would-be mass
murderers. He had a privileged upbringing, isdeeply religious,and showsnone
o the signs of psychopathology typically used to identify violent people. Yet
hehasan insatiabledrivetokill asmany peopleashe can. Marwan isan Iragi
suicide bomber. When asked what will happen in the last momentsdf hislife,
Marwan outlined atwo-step process (Ghosh, 2005). First, hewill ask Allah to
blesshisholy missionwith ahigh rateof American casualties. Second, he will
ask for a pure soul that is suitable to see Allah and his mujahideen brothers
who are aready in paradise. Marwan'sfina wishesare both chilling and puz-
zling, suggesting, asthey do, that Allah will approveand assist Marwan's mur-
der o many Americans. How does such a privileged youth become asuicide
bomber?

Further puzzlement comesfrom the behavior o Lynndie England. She
joined the American National Guard not to inflict pain on othersbut to pro-
2011 videameansto pay for her education. She hasason toward whomshe behaves

: with loveand kindness. Asaguardin the Abu Ghraib prisonin Irag, however,

American Psychological Association ¢ Washington, DC shewresked havoc on Iraqji prisonersthrough the useof cruel and humiliating
torture practices. Her actsgained worldwideattention through the publication
o picturesshowing her apparent glee over inflicting pain and humiliation on
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naked, shackled prisoners. In interviews, Lynndie deflected responsibility for
her actions, noting that she was merely following orders from superiors and
seekingthe approval of afellow soldier withwhomshewasin love. What leads
apersonsuch asLynndie England to perform such aggressive acts?

Scholars, politicians,and the general public are often perplexed not only
by aggressive acts committed by individualsbut also by aggresson between
groupslarge and smal. The escalating conflict between Isradlisand Palestini-
ans, for example, hasclaimed the lives of thousandsof people, includingmany
unarmed civilians. Both Isradli and Pal estinianleadershave offeredlogica sug-
gestions for ways to end the conflict, and other governments have done the
same. Yet the end d the conflict is nowhere in sight. The dispute appears
intractable (see Chapters 16 and 17). On December 29,2008, |srael launched
amgor military offendve designed to stop Hamas militants from firing mis-
silesinto the Jewishstate. Over 1,000 peopledied, with more than 4,500 addi-
tional peoplewounded. After the assault ended, the Hamasrocketscontinued
toland in southern Isradl. Why does the | sragli—Pal estinian conflict continue
to escalate despite recurrent effortstoend it peacefully?

The purposed thischapter istodemonstrate how the general aggression
mode (GAM; Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Anderson & Huesmann, 2003)
helps to answer these perplexing questions (and many others) regarding the
causes and conditions of aggressionand violence. The GAM is adynamic,
social—cognitive, developmental model that provides an integrative frame-
work for domain-specificaggressiontheories. It includessituational, persono-
logical, and biologica variables. The GAM drawsheavily on social-cognitive
and social learning theoriesthat have been devel oped over the past 40 years
by social, personality, cognitive, and developmental psychologists(e.g., Ban-
dura, 1977; Berkowitz,1989; Crick & Dodge, 1994; Dodge, 1980; Huesmann,
1988; Mischel, 1973; Mischel & Shoda, 1995; Chapters 7 and 9, thisvolume).
These perspectives paved the way for understanding the learning and devel-
opmental processesinvolved in shaping aggressive behavior and understand-
ing how aggressionoperatesunder the control of intrapsychologicaprocesses
amed at overriding impulsesto remain in agreement with standardsfor appro-
priate behavior (see Chapter 2, thisvolume).

The chapter isorganized into seven sections. First, we offerdefinitions of
antisocial, aggressve, and violent behavior. Second, we providea brief descrip-
tion of the GAM. Third, we discussthe dynamic process by which persono-
logical and situational factors establish and sustain aggression: the violence
excdaioncyde Fourth,we usethe GAM to understandhow seemingly ordinary
citizens become terrorists,suicide bombers, torturers,and other doersof aggres:
sionand violence. Fifth, wediscussthe implicationsof the GAM for aggression
between groupsd people. Sixth, we apply the GAM to show how certain gov-
ernment acti onsdesigned to promotepeace can increase aggressionand violent
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behavior. Seventh, we discuss useful suggestions based on the GAM regarding
waysto reduce aggressonand violence.

ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOR, AGGRESSION, AND VIOLENCE

Much has changed since the Mesolithic period, during which human
evolution presumably formed many of our current innate tendencies. Agri-
culture now dominates people's access to food, allowing people to settle in
communities instead of hunting and gathering in nomadic groups. Cultural
progressenables people to depend on othersfor food, clothing, and shelter
instead of having to providefor themselves. Technological advances provide
people with the means to travel easily and to transmit knowledge to each
other quickly. Despitethese revol utionary changesin human lives, aggression
and violence remain important topics in modern society, just as they must
have been to our evolutionary ancestors.

Archeologicaland historical evidence indicatesthat aggressionand vio-
lence were prevalent among our hunter/gatherer ancestors 25,000 years ago.
Aggresson and violencewas widespread among Greek, Egyptian, and Roman
societies2,000to 3,000 years ago. Just s modem citizensof the world ingest
violent media, ancient Romans had their own form o "media violence" in
which gladiatorsinflicted physical injury and death on each other in the pres-
ence of thousandsof viewers. Aggressionand violence continue to be wide-
spread. In short, they remain ubiquitousparts of human life. Before we can
understandthe causesand conditionsof aggressionand violence, it isnecessary
to discusswhat we mean when we sy that a person or group actsantisocially,
aggressivelyor violently.

Antisocial Behavior

Antisocid behavior refers to any action that violates persona or cultural
standardsfor appropriatebehavior. Antisocial behavioroften involves aggres-
sionand violence, but not dways. I n societieswith norms prohibiting physical
violence betweenromantic partners, punching, kicking, or biting one's spouse
would be considered antisocial behavior. Littering, lying,and stealinga sorep-
resent antisocial behaviors, although none df these behaviorsinvolvesphysical
aggressionor violence. Peoplewith antisocial personality disorder (Hare, 1996)
often engagein aggressiveand violent actions, but they also violate standards
for appropriatebehavior in nonaggressiveways such as cheating, stealing, and
breaking other laws. Thus, antisocial behavior caninvolveaggression, violence,
or any other typedf responsethat defiescultural standardsf or desirablebehav-
ior. Thischapter focuses primarily on aggressiveand violent behavior.
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Aggression and Violence

Aggressonrefersto behavior carried out with the proximal (i.e., immedi-
ate) intention toinflict harm on another person who is motivated toavoid the
harm (e.g., Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Baron & Richardson, 1994). Harm-
ful behavior that isaccidental or an incidental by-product of helpful actionsis
not aggressive. From asocial psychological perspective, violence usualy refers
to the most severe types of physical aggression, those that are likely to cause
seriousbodily injury.Occasionally, researchersin thisdomain use"emotiona"
or " psychological"violence to indi cate severe formsof nonphysical aggression.
All acts of violence fit our definition of aggression, but not all aggressive acts
are violent. By our definition, violent actions need not involveillega behav-
ior. Note, however, that other behavioral sciences (e.g., criminology) define
violence in somewhat different ways, such as by requiring the act to beillegal
(Neuilly,2007).

GENERAL AGGRESSION MODEL

Several dichotomousdistinctionsamong variousformsadf aggressonhave
been proposed. Although these distinctions (i.e., proactive vs. reactive, instru-
mental vs hostile, impulsivevs premeditated) haveyieldedimportant insights,
we arguefor a moreflexible understanding of aggression based on aknowledge
structure approach (Bushman & Anderson, 2001). We also argue that differ-
ent formsof aggressioncan bedistinguished in termsof proximate and ultimate
goas (Anderson & Bushman, 2002). Furthermore, we can characterize any
aggressive behavior according to four dimensions, each of which fitswell with
researchon thedevelopment, use, and automatizationof knowledgestructures.
Any aggressiveact (i.e., proximal intent to harm, target motivated toavoid the
act) can be characterizedalong each of thefollowingdimensions: degreeof hos-
tile or agitated affect present, automaticity, degree to which the primary (i.e.,
ultimate) goal isto harm the victim versus benefit the perpetrator, and degree
to which consequences are considered. Because many aggressive actsinvolve
mixed motivations or aresensitive tospecificconsequences, considering aggres-
sion along these four dimensions rather than relying on dichotomous category
systems provides researchers with a better means of understanding aggression
and of creating useful interventions (Anderson & Bushman, 2002; Anderson
& Huesmann, 2003).

Basic Model

The GAM takesinto account how aggressiondependson cognitive fac-
torswithin the individual . Aggressiondependson how anindividua perceives
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and interprets hisor her environment and the people therein, expectations
regarding the likelihood of various outcomes, knowledge and beliefs about
how people typicaly respond in certain situations, and how much people
believe they have the abilities to respond to a variety of events (see Chap-
ters 7and 9). By understanding these cognitions, researchers havea basisfor
understanding both within-person and situation-specific stability in aggres-
sion because people show similarity in how they respond to similar events
over time, and because situations frequently impose realistic demandsthat
limit the number of optionsregarding how people can construe thesituation.
Furthermore, such social —cognitive models also account for variability in
aggression across time, people, and contexts, as different knowledge struc-
turesdevelop and change, and asdifferent situational contexts prime differ-
ent knowledge structures.

The GAM aso focuses heavily on how the development and use o
knowledge structures influence both early (e.g., basic visual perception) and
downstream (e.g., judgments, decisions behaviors) psychological processes
(e.g., Bargh, 1996; Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Wegner & Bargh, 1998). People
develop knowledge structures from their experience. Within the context of
aggression, knowledge structures can influence toward whom a person directs
visual attention asafunction of possiblethreat, affective responsesto provo-
cation or cues linked to aggression in memory, attributions regarding the
causes of a provocateur's behavior, judgments regarding the costs and benefits
of various behavioral options, memory for people who do and do not represent
potential threat, and actual behavior directed toward a target.

Of particular interest arefindingsshowing that through repeated practice
and exposure, complex judgmentsand choices become automatized, requiring
little or no mental energy or conscious awareness (Bargh & Pietromonaco,
1982). A "shoot first, ask questions later" mentality may result from learning
through repeated experience or cultural teachings that members of various
groupsrepresent threats and thereforeshould be perceived as dangerouseven
in neutral or ambiguoussituations. For example, repeated experience and cul-
tural teachingsthat African Americansarelikely tobehostile and posea phys-
ical threat have been shown to affect decisions to shoot unarmed African
American crime suspects-decisions made by both college student research
participants (Correll, Park, Judd, & Wittenbrink, 2002) and police officers
(Plant & Peruche, 2005). T he effect that knowledge structurescan have on
violence wasdemonstrated in thetragicincident of Amadou Diallo,an African
American man who wasshot 19 times by New York City police officersas he
reached for hiswallet (Cooper, 1999). Thus, knowledge structures set the stage
for understanding how people identify objects, people, and complex social
events asrelevant or irrelevant to aggression; how beliefs about specific peo-
p I(eqy., Osama bin Laden) or groups (e.g., Nazis, Hutus) shape perceptions
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o relevanceto aggression;and how people use behavioral scriptstoguidetheir
behavior under variouscircumstances (e.g., respondingwith retaliation toan
insult when that insult increases hostil e affect).

Single Episode Cycle

At the mogt basiclevel, the GAM focusesprimarily on how aggression
unfolds within one cycle of an ongoing social interaction. At thislevel the
model emphasizesthree main issues: person and situation inputs, present
internal state (i.e., cognition, arousal , affect), and outcomes of appraisal and
decision-makingprocesses (see Anderson & Bushman, 2002, Figure 2).

Person and Situation | nputs

The GAM considers both situation and person factors-relatively
enduring traits, motivations, attitudes, beliefs, and other chronicknowledge
structuresand lessenduring cognitive, affective, and arousal statesthat arise
in particular contexts (seeChapters 2,7, and 9). Person and situation inputs
are proximate causes in that they provide the most direct guiding force
behind aggression behavior, although the behavior may also serve an ulti-
mategoal (see Tooby & Cosmides, 1992). Social psychologistshave identi-
fiedavariety of situational factorsthat promote aggressivebehavior, suchas
provocation, exposure to weapons, a hot environment, unpleasant odors,
loud noises, violent media, and physical pain (for areview, see Anderson &
Bushman, 2002). Examplesof person factors known to increase aggression
arehostile attribution bias, narcissism,being male, and ahost of beliefs, atti-
tudes, values, and behavioral scripts (seeChapters 2, 5, 9, 10, 11, 13, and 14,
thisvolume).

Situation and person factors are not mutually exclusive. Some situa-
tional factors give rise to states that closely resemble person variables; for
example, socia rejectionor playingviolent video gamescan strengthen hos-
tile cognitive biases (Bushman & Anderson, 2002; DeWall, Twenge, Gitter,
& Baumeigter, 2009). In addition, situational variablesoften interact with
person variablesto predict aggression. | n responseto provocation, for exam-
ple, narcissisticpeople tend to behave quite aggressively, whereas narcissists
do not show high levels of aggression in response to praise (Bushman &
Baumeister, 1998; Chapter 11, thisvolume). Similarly, exposureto hunting
and assault weaponsinfluences the mental accessibilityof hostile cognitions
and aggressive behavior differently according to whether people havedevel -
oped knowledge structures through experience to certain kinds of weapons
(eg., hunters compared with people who have lessdifferentiated knowledge
about typesof weapons; Bartholow, Carnagey, & Anderson, 2005).
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Internal States

Personand situation variabl esinfluenceaggressionthrough theinternal
states they create. That is, internal statesserveas mechanismsunderlyingthe
rel ationship between personand situati on variablesand outcomesof appraisal
and decision-making processes. Affect, arousal, and cognition represent the
three most significant internal states. A specific person variable (eg., high
trait hostility) or situational variable (eg., viewingviolent media) may influ-
enceone, two, or all three typesaf internal states. Violent media, for exam-
ple, affect all three states. Moreover, the three internal states can influence
each other.

Outcomes

A large body of literature within social psychology suggests that com-
plex information processescan involve reliance on the automatic systemor
thecontrolled system (Smith & Lazarus, 1993). In the GAM (see Anderson
& Bushman, 2002, Figure 3), the third stage includescomplex appraisal and
decision processesthat rangefrom automatic to heavily controlled (Strack &
Deutsch, 2004; Chapter 6, thisvolume). Therefore, inputs (Stage 1) affect
internal states (Stage 2), which in turn influence appraisal and decision
processes(Stage 3). The appraisal and decision processesinclude automatic
processes referred to as immediate appraisal and more controlled processes
referred to as reappraisal. Based on the outcomes of immediate appraisal or
reapprai sal processes, peopleareimpelledto act ineither thoughtful or impul-
siveways Theseactions enter afeedback |oop that becomespart of the input
for the next episode.

Immediateapprai sal sdepend heavily on theautomatic systemand influ-
ence affective, god, and intention information. Appraising environmental
threat, for example, occurseffortlesslyand without consciousawareness(eg.,
Ohman, Lundgvist, & Esteves, 2001). T hisimmediate appraisal processmay
includefear and anger-rel ated affect, goalsrelated to aggression, and the for-
mationof intentionstocarry out aggression-related acts. Person and situation
inputs guide immediate appraisalsin ways that are congruent with a person's
social learning history (i.e, personality) and current psychological and
physiologicalstate. Becauseimmediateappraisal iseffortlessand requiresfew
resources, some aggressive acts occur so fast that it may seem that appraisal
has not even occurred, and indeed some behavioral scriptsmay beso closely
linked to the perception of aparticular stimulusthat the behavioral response
isfunctionally a part of perceivingthestimulus.

Reapprai sal processes,in contrast, depend on whether peoplehave ade-
quate resourcesand whether the immediate appraisal is judged (automati-
cally) to be both important and unsatisfactory. A growing body of literature

THE GENERAL AGGRESS ON MODEL 21



uggedts, for example, that the ability to override unwanted impul sesdepends
onalimited energy resourcethat becomesdepl eted after prior exertion (Gail-
liot et d., 2007; Chapter 2, thisvolume). If a person hasrecently engagedin
anact involvingtheexpenditure of self-regulatory energy, that personwill be
lesslikely to engage in reappraisal (DeWall, Baumeister, Stillman, & Gail-
liot, 2007; Finkel, DeWall, Slotter, Oaten, & Foshee, 2009; Chapter 6, this
volume). Likewise, if a person'simmediate appraisal indicates that the prob-
able outcomeiseither satisfyingor unimportant, then the personwill beless
likely to engagein reappraisal. Other resource limitations, such astime and
cognitivecapacity, may also precluderesppraisal.

Thus, aggression results from the proximate convergence of situations
and personological inputs. Situationscan impel or inhibit aggression,whereas
personological factors enhance or diminish a person's propensity to behave
aggressvely. These situational and personological inputs activate affective,
arousal, and wgnitive internal states, which in turn influence aggression by
meansof apprai saland decision processes.Oncetheindividual hasperformed
theimpulsiveor thoughtful action, the behavior feeds back to the situation
and personological inputsto guidethe next episodiccycle.

Aggresson Beforeand After the Sngle EpisodeCycle

Isthe GAM stuck inthe present?At first glance, the GAM appearsto
focus most of itsattention on how current internal states determine aggres-
sion, neglectingtheimportanced thepast andfuture. However, the persono-
logical input factorshbring the past to the present in the form of knowledge
structuresand well-rehearsed cognitiveand affectiveprocessesthat have been
influencedby biological factors (eg., genes, hormones) and past history (see
Anderson & Bushman, 2002, Figure4).

Similarly, the GAM detailshow the present influencesand isinfluenced
by the future through the knowledgestructures used to perceive, react, and
learn. The present influencesthe future in at least two different ways by
changingthe person's relativelyenduring beliefs, attitudes, expectations (i.e.,
personality) and by changing the person's social environment (i.e., the atti-
tudes, beliefs, expectationsother peoplehaveof the person). Chronicexposure
to violent media, for example, can increase aggressiveattitudes, beliefs, expec-
tations of othersashostile, and desensitizationto future violence (Anderson,
Camagey, & Eubanks, 2003; Barthol ow, Bushman, & Sestir, 2006; Carnagey,
Anderson,& Bushman, 2007). T he presentisinfluenced by thefuturethrough
the person's beliefsand expectations about how others will act, their goals,
and other plans. Thus, the GAM focuseson internal statesas they relate to
what people bring with them to the present episode from the past and also
shows how the present episode can influencefuture personological and situ-
ational factorsthat will influencefutureinternal statesand subsequentappraisal
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and decision processesthat guideaggression. |t even providesasimpleprocess
by which personality influencessituations.

VIOLENCEESCALATION CYCLE

Most incidents involving aggressionand violence occur after aseriesof
conflict-basedinteractions in which the two parties trade retaliatory behav-
iorsback and forthin an escalating cycle. Such escal ating cyclesincludewhat
some refer to as " ordinary” violent crimes between individuals (e.g., assault
and murder) and between larger groupsand nations. Figure 1.1 illustratesthe
violence escalation cycle.

The violence escalation cycle beginswith an initial triggeringevent
that may be seriousor relatively benign. The triggeringevent can influence
any kind of dyad, including two people, two groups, two religions, or two
nations. Whereas personor group A considersretaliation to the event to be
judtified and relatively mild, person or group B considersthe retaliation to be
unjustifiedand severe, leading to retaliation toward personor group A. The
cycle persiststhrough several iterations of violent actions i n which one unit
perceivesitsretaliation to be appropriate and justified, whereas the second
unit perceivesit to be inappropriate and exaggerated (seesimilar analysesin
Chapters 10 and 12).

Consider anexampled theviolence escalationcyclewithinthecontext
of street gangs. Membersof gang A venture toa part of town normally consid-
ered to begang Bs turf. Gang B perceivesthislack of respect for gang bound-
ariesasan affront to their power and influence. Asa result, membersof gang
B retaliate in amanner that they perceiveto be both judtified and relatively
mild: They destroy several carsbelongingto gang A's leadersand assault sev-
eral membersof gang A whotry to stop the destruction of the cars. Gang B's
retaliation thereforebecomesgang A's provocation, leadingthem to shoot and
kill several membersof gang B. Theescal ation cyclecontinuesover the course
of several weeksor months, with dozensof membersadf both gangs experienc-
ing seriousphysical injury or death. Real-worldexamplesof theviolenceesca
lation cycleabound in contemporary society. T he | sragli —Pal estinian conflict
and the " preemptive"” war on Irag by the United States are examples of vio-
lence escalation cycles.

Why do violence escalations persist?We propose three reasons. First,
violence often produces violence as a result of faulty attributions. Whereas
neutral third partiescan make accurate causal inferencesregardingviolence
between two parties, the partiesthemsel vesusualy cannot. Inaversiond the
fundamental attribution error, people tend to explain the causes of others
behaviorsas due to dispositionsand their own behavior asdue to situational
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Figure 1.1.Violence escalationcycle. Adapted from "Creating Your Own Hostile
Environment: A Laboratory Examination of Trait Aggressionand the Violence
Escalation Cycle," by C. A. Anderson, K. E. Buckley, and N. L. Carnagey, 2008,
Personality and Social PsychologyBulletin, 34, pp. 462-473. Copyright 2008
by Sage. Adapted with permission.

forces (Anderson, Krull, & Weiner, 1996); people become caught in a web
in which membersperceivethe other party asacting out of maliceor evil and
perceivetheir own behavior as appropriate responsesto the situation at hand.
Outgrouphomogeneity effectsmay also prevent membersaf both partiesfrom
making accurate attributions. U.S. citizens, for example, may perceive all
membersof the Idamicfaith as jihadists, when in redlity thisterm represents
aminority of Mudims. Second, retaliation often exceedsprior levelsof aggres-
sion. A push turnsinto a punch, apunch turnsinto shooting someone, shoot-
ing one person turnsinto shooting many people, and so on. Such escalation
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is often an attempt to signal to the other side that it should back down (see
Chapters 3 and 12, this volume). Third, increased levels of retaliatory vio-
lence stem from perspectivebiasesin which the most recent perpetrator views
the harmful behavior as appropriate and justified, whereas the most recent
victim perceivesthe perpetrator's act as an inappropriate overreaction.

The violence escalation cycle corresponds to the GAM's assertion that
personol ogicaland situational factorscan influenceeach other in adynamic
manner. Socia psychology frequently demonstratesthat powerful situational
factorscan overridepersonalitytraits. But personality traits (includingbeliefs,
attitudes, and insecurities) sometimesdramatically influence the situation
(seeChapters 4 and 5). People who characteristically perceive the world as
hostile and who resolve conflict through the use of aggressioncan turn asit-
uation that involvespotentially mild conflict into aseverely hostile one that
gives rises to-escal ating violence (Anderson, Buckley, & Carnagey, 2008;
Chapters 11, 13, and 14, thisvolume).

USING THE GENERAL AGGRESSION MODEL TO UNDERSTAND
HOW PERPETRATORSOF VIOLENCE ARE CREATED

Scholars have often approached violence from two different perspec-
tives, one focusing on the development of aberrant individuals who become
violent criminals, the other focusing on how large segments of a population
becomeinvolved in"institutionalized"violence. The habitual violent offender
is the prototype of the former, whereas various genocidal events (e.g., the
Holocaust, Rwanda) are exemplarsdf the latter. Other formsof aggressiondo
not fit this dichotomy so well. For example, some "terrorists,"such as Okla-
homa City bomber Timothy McVeigh, do not seem to fit either. Larger and
more persistentterrorist groupsseem moreinstitutional (e.g., Irish Republican
Army, Hamas), but |abelingsuch groupsas''terrorist organizations' istosome
extent more of a political statement than an objective description. From the
standpoint of understanding how individuals become involved in violence
againg others, it may be best to avoid the political labelswhenever possible,
andfocusresearch (and intervention) effortson understanding the precursors.

A lot is known about the precursors of violence, and in our view the
GAM can be used to organizethem all. One point to keep in mind, however,
isthat the GAM isintended to providean overarching general view of aggres-
sion. It is not a compendium of specificfactorsand microprocessesthat are
unique to each specific typedf aggressionand violence.

Social psychologistshave long been interested in understanding how
"ordinary" peoplecan carry out horrificactsof aggressionand violence. Stan-
ley Milgram's (1963) obedience to authority studies and Haney, Banks, and
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Zimbardo's (1973) simulation of prison conditions shocked researchers and
laypersons by showing how easy it istocreate asituation in which peoplewill
behave aggressively toward strangers. The terrorist attacks on the World
Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 11,2001; the proliferation of
suicide bombers in the Middle East; and recent instances of waterboarding
and other brutal tacticsused by membersof the U.S. militarycontinuetoraise
the question: How are terrorists, suicide bombers, and torturerscreated?

Subsequent chaptersin this volume provide many more specific details

about the precursorsof specificcategoriesof violence. Many can besummarized
in afew statements. Many precursorscan be seen asfactorsthat promotethe
development df individualswho are capable of and predisposed to use aggres-
sionand violencetosolveconflicts (eg., Chapters 4,5, and 7). Other precur-
orsareimmediatesituational factors(in thecaseof individual violence) or the
currentsocial milieu, servinginsomecasesastriggers(i.e,, precipitatingcauses)
or asfactorsthat support ongoingviolence (eg., Chapters 9 and 16).

Beliefs, attitudes, and expectati onssupportiveof violencemust comefrom
somewhere. And they do. If you want to create peoplewho are predisposed to
aggressonand violence, begin by depriving them of resourcesnecessary to meet
basicneeds-physical, emotional. psychologicd, and social . Providethem with
multipleexamplesd aggressionand violence, examplesin which such behav-
ior appearstowork. Desensitizethem to theimages, sounds, smells,and, ingen-
erd, tothe horrorsdf violenceby exposing them to thesestimuli, both liveand
in electronic mediaform. Then provide them with a belief system that serves
to dehumanize potential targets, that justifieson moral grounds any and all
formsof attackson potential targets,and that minimizesnegative consequences
tooneself and one's socia groupwhile maximizing positive consequencesin the
near futureand/or in an afterlife. Finally, if you want specificformsadf violence
toemerge, providetraining (i.e,, the behavioral scripts) in thosespecificforms
of violence. Link these violence scriptsto the social support system and the
belief systemsthat you have already provided, and you will haveagroup of peo-
ple who arequite prepared to behaveviolently. Put these peopleinto the right

situation, and thedesired violencewill occur (Miller, 2004).

IMPLICATIONSOFTHE GENERAL AGGRESSION MODEL
FOR AGGRESSION BETWEEN GROUPSOF PEOPLE

The GA M makesspecificpredictionsabout aggressionnot only between
two people but also between groupsof peoplelarge (eg., nations) and small
(eg., two or more people with a defined identity and common goal). The
magjority of evidencesupportingGAM, however,isderivedfromcorrelational,
experimental ,and longitudinal researchon theaggressivebehaviorof individ-
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uds. Increasingthe number of peopleinvolvedin an episodechangesfeatures
of thesituation inthesamemanner as other situational inputs (e.g., hot ambi-
ent temperatures, violent media), which in turn influences current internal
states and subsequent appraisal and decision processes.

Inarecent review, Meier, Hinsz, and Heimerdinger (2007) argued that
groups commit and receive more aggression than individuals. Although the
aggressionliterature isdominated by researchon aggressionbetween individ-
uas, the availableevidence on aggression between small groupssupportsthis
view (Jaffe, Shapir, & Yinon, 1981; Meier & Hinsz, 2004; Wildschut, Pinter,
Vevea, Insko, & Schopler, 2003). T he findingssuggest that group sizefunc-
tionsasasituational factor that producesincreased level sof aggressive behav-
ior from both theinitial perpetrator and theinitial target.

According to the GAM, heightened aggression between groups (rela-
tive to individuals) resultsfrom increased levelsof aggressive affect, arousal,
or cognition. Indeed, expecting tointeract with an unfriendlygroupincreases
hostile expectations (Hoyle, Pinkley, & Insko, 1989), and the presence of
others increasesarousal (Zajonc, 1965). Finally, terror management theory
suggestsadditional waysin which groupswill become moreembeddedin esca
lating cyclesof violence (Chapter 16, thisvolume).

GOVERNMENTACTIONSAND THEIRIMPACT
ON AGGRESSION AND VIOLENCE

Mosgt, if not all, known human soci etieshave governmental structures.
Governments have many functions, one of whichisto protect citizensagainst
aggression and violence from perpetrators within and outside the society.
Despitethe good intentions behind many government actions, governmental
effortsto reduce aggression and violence often fail. Even worse, somegovern-
mental actions designed to reduce aggressionand violence actually increase
them. The GAM helps to explain why governmental programsdesigned to
reduceaggression and violenceoftenfail or even enhance the likelihood that
peoplewill respondto the program by behaving moreaggressively and violently.

War offersan example of how government actions can affect aggression
and violence. Wars begin as aresult of one or moreeventsthat affect two or
more nations, frequently by causing some harm or injustice to one or both
parties. Often, the precipitating events involve disputes over resources,
includingnot only traditional natural resources(eg., land, water) but psycho-
logical onesaswdll (eg., accessto religioussites, traditional homeland bound-
aries; Avalos, 2005). One nation respondsin amanner that itscitizensbelieve
isjudtified, whereasthe other nation perceivestheaction to be unjustifiedand
overly harsh. A n escalating cycle of violence between nations ensues, with
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each retaliation growing more violent. Over time, these governmental
actionscause citizensdf each nation to devel op aggression-relevantknowl-
edge structures regarding the enemy. Citizens develop and display more
aggressvepersonalities,whichinfluencetheir construa and reaction tositu-
ations and which change the nature of situationsthey will encounter in the
future. Asaresault, it isdifficult for citizensto understand how their nation's
actions can be considered"evil" by members of the enemy nation and how
theenemy nation canfed judtified in itsretdiatory actions.
Consider how two ongoing corfliccs—the U.S. War on Terrorism in
Afghanistan and Iraq and the Isragli—Pa estinian conflict—fit the GAM's
explanationd how governmental action can influence aggressionand vio-
lence. TheU.S War on Terrorismin Afghanistan and thewar in Irag are, in
large pat. governmental responses to the terrorist attacks on the United
States on September 11,2001, by membersof a-Qaeda. Many U.S. citizens
perceive the actionstaken by the United Statesas judified responsesto the
terrorist attacks, but thesesame U.S. citizensappear baffled that Arab groups
and other membersd the Gulf region perceiveU.S. governmental actionsas
evil or at least unjudtified overreactions. Thereisdso evidencethat the 9/11
attacks changed aggression-rd ated knowledgestructuresin a manner consis-
tentwith the GAM. After the 9/11 attacks, collegestudentsshowed increased
positiveattitudestoward war and more aggressive personalities(Carnagey &
Anderson, 2007). The increased aggressve attitudesabout the war and the
increase in trait physca aggression perssted even a year after the terrorist
atacks. Thesefindings provide at least indirect evidence that the U.S gov-
ernment's actionsin Afghanistan and Iraq affected attitudestoward war and
aggressvepersondity traits. The broader implicationisthat theU.S. govern-
ment's actionscreated not only hostileattitudestoward Arabsand Mudims
among-U.S. citizensbut dso had the unplanned effect of pushing many people
who suffered from the U.S. military actionsto join terrorist factionsto retal-
iate against what they perceived as unwarranted and harsh attackson their
nations. The U.S. War on Terrorism may thereforehave created more U.S,
enemiesthan it killed.

The |sradli—Pdedtinian conflict grew out o violent outbreaks between
Igradi and Arab resdentsdf the regionalternately called Israd or Palestine,
astrip of land that Jawsclaim as their birthright and Palestiniansclaim as
their own. Persistent fighting between Isradlis and Palestiniansover the
course of the past 60 years shows littlesign of waning (see Chapters16, 17,
and 21). Although most membersaof each group perceivetheir own leaders
actions as judified, they havedifficulty understanding how members o the
enemy group perceive their government's actions as judified. The leadersof
both groupsacknowledge that their actionsaimedat reducingintergroup vio-
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lence may actually increase the level of violence between the groups. For

example, Isradl's top generals and intelligence officers have admitted that

their military actionsin responseto Palestinian suicide bombings have had

the effectdf creating additional Palestinian terrorist cells (Moore, 2003).

Thus, the GAM providesa ussful framework for understanding how govern-
mental actionscan producean escaating cycle o violence between groups
and even nations.

These two examplesillustrateancther key point about escaatory vio-
lence. When the two partiesinaconflict have vastlydifferent resources their
formsd violenceand of escalationwill vary. Al-Qaedacannot launchacon-
ventional war againgt the West, so itsattacksinclude unconventional forms
o violence, such asroadsde or suicidebombings. Similarly, the Palestinians
cannot win aconventional war with |sragl, o they resort to terrorist tactics.

USING THE GENERAL AGGRESSION MODEL TO REDUCE
AGGRESSION AND VIOLENCE

Thusfar, we have dwelled on how the GAM can help to describe, pre-
dict, and explain aggressve behavior. The GAM can d<o help researchers,
government officias, and laypersons understand how to control or prevent
aggresson. Themost likely pointsfor interventionwill vary from casetocase,
but several stand out. In the casedf groupsor individualsdready in conflict,
thefirgt step should be to stop the violencecyde. Interventionsby third par-
ties may be necessary. A second step should be to ensure that people's basic
needsare met. A third stepwould beto addresspeople's symbolic needs (eg.,
by giving them accessto religioussites).

Longer terminterventionsshould focuson reducingtherisk factorsthat
causeindividuas to be predisposed to aggresson. Thisislikely to be most
effectivein the case o individual swho have not dready become aggression-
prone, either in general or specificdly toward an enemy outgroup. Thus, one
must providefor the healthy development of children,both physica and psy-
chological. Thisincludes the learningdf basic attitudes, bdiefs, and values
that fogter positive socia interactions-evenwith outgroups-andencourage
nonviolent problemsolving.

Although retrai ning peoplewho areaready violence proneismore dif-
ficult,research in the violent crime domain hasfound that intensiveinter-
ventionswith high-risk youth can be highly successful (U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services. 2001). Thisis a different conclusion from the
onethat most scholarsand public policy makersin the United Statesheld as
recently asthelate 1980s and early 1990s.
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CONCLUSIONS

In summary, the GAM integrates several domain-specific theories of
human aggression to form a general understanding of why people behave
aggressively. It identifies a wide range of factors that influence the develop-
ment of aggressive tendencies over time. It explains how highly aggressive
contexts are created and maintained through violence escalation cycles. It
clarifieswhy government actionsdesigned to bring about peace oftenfail, cre-
ating even more violent conflict. And perhapsmost important, it offers pos-
sible solutions for preventing and reducing aggression and violence both
between individualsand groups.
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