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Chapter 2

Punishment: a psychological
perspective

L.R. Huesmann and C.L Podolski

Punishment is a word that evokes a variety of vivid images, but these are
quite different for people from different disciplines. To the lawyer, judge
and human-rights activist, they may be images of imprisonment, torture
and the execution of criminals; to the statesman, they may be images of
war, retribution and the occupation of countries; and to the parent, they
may be images of spanking or ‘grounding’ of children.

It is these last images that we shall address primarily in this chapter.
While disciplining and punishing children has been a topic of discussion
for social philosophers and humanists for centuries, the effects of
punishment on children and the role of punishment in changing
behaviour have only been examined from a scientific perspective since
early in the twentieth century. In 1911 E.L. Thorndike first identified a
role for punishment in the acquisition of behaviour with his law of effect
based on animal learning. Since then punishment has developed from a
topic of interest for animal behaviourists, to a topic of interest for all
learning theorists, to a topic of interest for developmental psychologists,
-~ criminologists and policy-makers. And, as the role of early child rearing
- and early learning experiences in the development of antisocial and
aggressive behaviour has become more apparent, the role of punishment
in suppressing or stimulating aggressive and antisocial behaviour has
become more controversial. One theme of this chapter, in fact, is that
punishment often has both stimulating and suppressing effects on
aggressive and antisocial human behaviour, and the long-term
consequences of punishment may not always turn out as intended. A
related themne is that many common assumptions that the public and
criminal justice authorities make about the effects of punishment are not

55




The Use of Punishment

well supported by psychological analyses of punishment.

The development of antisocial behaviour

Before turning to a discussion of punishment, however, we must briefly
review some conclusions from the last half-century of research on
human antisocial and aggressive behaviour. Four important points need
tn be emphasised.

First, as evidenced in research by Len Eron in 1960, Jerome Kagen in
1988, and Richard Tremblay more recently, antisocial aggressive
behaviour has been found to emerge early in life, often before age 5 or 6;
and early aggressive behaviour is about the best predictor we know of
later aggression and antisocial behaviour in adolescence and adulthood.
Although not every aggressive child grows up to be an antisocial adult
by any means, multiple longitudinal studies have shown that the more
aggressive child generally grows up to be the more aggressive adult.

Second, aggression is most often a product of multiple interacting

factors, including evolutionary forces and genetic predispositions,
and neuro-
physiological abnormalities, abnormal arousal or hormone levels,
family violence, cultural forces, media violence, poor parenting,
environmental poverty and stress, peer-group identification, social
control, and other factors. One can seldom find any single factor that
explains more than a small portion of the individual variation in
propensity to behave aggressively. Severe aggressive and antisocial acts
are most likely to occur only when there is a convergence of multiple

environment/ mm:mzn interactions, brain trauma

predisposing and precipitating factors.

Third, early learning and socialisation processes play a key role in the:
development of habitual aggression. Aggression is most likely to
develop in children who grow up in environments that reinforce
aggression, provide aggressive models, frustrate and victimise them and’

teach them that aggression is acceptable.

Fourth, the stability of individual differences in aggressiveness over
time and across situations appears to be due, to a substantial extent, to
the role that cognitions ~ that is beliefs, attitudes, perceptions, memory
and ways of thinking ~ play in controlling one’s own social behaviour.
As Rowell Huesmann and Kenneth Dodge have both argued, the
empirical evidence is compelling that social behaviour, including
aggressive behaviour, is mediated to a great extent by the scripts and
beliefs that one acquires while growing up and by the biases in
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: ﬂmmmﬁgm wza understanding one’s environment that one acquires
Emommﬂoﬁmm M%» O.o:s_.mnw to the S.msuﬁ.o:# .om early social learning
oorist \9 S o simply how a n_.d_..mm environment stimulates or
e child that is important, it is how the child interprets and

encodes what happens to the child and wh chi
i tt v
doing that has lasting effects. at the child observes others

1&n_.o_ommn~_ theory and the learni
earning of .
*'and antisocial behaviour g of aggressive

: WMMHHWEMME.IS?WEJ ﬂm_EmHm& by parents to children or by society to
adu n\r mnw. ave multiple purposes, but one purpose almost always is
o tea € perpetrator not to engage in antisocial behaviour. Given the
M”nmsnm mE.E.:mamma above that antisocial behaviour is to a great extent
_"unm“mﬂ\ it is not surprising w.rmﬁ we should believe that antisocial
viour can be unlearned with the right punishment. However, th
theory of how behaviours are learned and unlearned is much ore
complex than many assume. e
gﬂoﬂ psychologists agree that there are two major ways in which
gwhovsww Maww _mm_,..bmm or .:Emmn.:mmn learning by doing (called enactive
= g} and learning by imitation (called observational learning). Both
Ve a part in the effects of punishment, and both must be understood if
.m.mmﬁm of punishment are to be understood. Let us begin with
active learning - ‘learning by doing'. o
: M.M_Mw.m mMm. two types of enactive H.mwg.w:m“ classical conditioning and
rant conditioning. In classical conditioning a stimulus (e.g. food) that
Iclts a natural response (e.g. salivation) is paired repeatedly with some
stimulus Am.m..m bell) until the bell alone produces the response
e Mmomﬂwam particular people or in particular situations can easily vm.
med o $ way. wﬁﬁ.ﬁOmm you have been repeatedly frustrated and
3 y your experiences with car salesmen. Then just entering a car
u.ou“ M.o uw._ M“MW Mﬂmmsﬁamn anger in you. Similarly, the sight or even smell
e as treated you badly may stimulate anger because of
ﬁmag conditioning, on the other hand, some behaviour that is
__wm by a person becomes more or _m.mm .ﬁ_.owmgm in the future beca Cmm
consequences that follow. The principle of operant conditioning is
t the consequences the person experiences after doing moEﬁZ@:
ence m._m chances that the person will do it again. Thus, technically, w
d who rmm.moBmo:m and gains nice rewards (e.g. the esteem of peers
40y over which the child was fighting) is more likely to hit mo:mmo:.m
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again in the same situation. Similarly, in theory a child who hits someone
and is hit back harder and is hurt and experiences only unpleasant
consequences should be less likely to hit someone again. This latter case
is certainly an example of punishment. We will discuss the theory of
punishment from a psychological perspective in much more detail
below. For now, the important point is that as far as operant psycho-
jogists are concerned, punishment of a person involves either doing
something aversive to the person or stopping something nice from
happening to the person.

The cognitive and neurophysiological changes involved in both
classical or operant conditioning are well understood, and both types of
conditioning follow fairly invariant laws. Many kinds of conditioning,
particularly conditioning of emotions and reflexes, occur automatically
and cannot be ‘resisted” very well. Over the past 30 years, however, a
view has emerged among psychologists studying aggression that
classical and operant conditioning are not nearly as important in the
development of human aggressive behaviour as is observational
learning.

The concept of observational learning of social behaviour was first
specified in detail by Albert Bandura in 1977. The basic idea is that
people encode in memory what they see others do in a particular
situation, and then, in similar situations, they tend to do the same thing.
Rowell Huesmann, drawing on Robert Abelson’s earlier work, has
outlined a detailed model of how scripts for social behaviour, normative
beliefs about what is appropriate social behaviour, and attributions about
what others intend are acquired in this way. A script is a sequence of
behaviours and expected responses by others that is used as a guide for
how to behave. A normative belief is a belief about what is ‘OK’ for the
person to do. An attribution of intent is a judgement about what the
intentions are of other people, e.g. hostile or benign? A key concept is
that people are more likely to remember and use scripts, beliefs and
attributions that are consistent with their current mood and thoughts.
Consequently, an aggressive boy who finds himself in a threatening
situation with peers or parents is more likely to activate schemas — sets of
beliefs about a particular type of situation — that cause him to interpret
non-hostile acts as hostile (e.g. looking at him as disrespect), to retrieve
beliefs that aggression is normative (e.g. ‘you’ve got to retaliate against
<omeone who disrespects you,” and to retrieve scripts for solving the
problem with aggression (e.g. “punch him before he punches me’).

Substantial evidence has accumulated over the years that observa-
tional learning is extremely important in explaining individual
differences in human aggressive behaviour. The discovery of ‘mirror
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:msuw:m. in primates by Vittorio Gallese and Giacomo Rizzolatti has
provided a neurological basis for early imitation and Andrew Metzoff
has shown that it occurs in infants. A variety of research studies
conducted in the past 20 years have shown that children learn aggressive
scripts and beliefs from observing others behave aggressively and that
they develop a hostile attributional bias (i.e. see hostility where there is
none) from viewing a lot of violence. Observational learning is as
?bamgm:ﬁm_ and inevitable a learning process as either operant or
Qmmmﬁ.m_ conditioning, but it seems to be more important than either of
themn in the development of aggressive and antisocial behaviour.

In summary, according to learning theory, antisocial behaviour and
the attitudes and beliefs supporting antisocial behaviour are most likel
to Qm.<m_oﬁ when a child is surrounded by ‘models’ (in real life and in EM
media} who engage in antisocial behaviour, when antisocial cues
?n_mmw.nmm cues such as guns; or learned cues such as oppressive
authority) are common in the child’s environment, and when the child

receives reinforcements for behaving antisoci o
: ally (such
tangible goods). & y ( as obtaining

Principles of operant conditioning and punishment

O.?mz this background, let us now turn back to a more detailed
Q._mncmmmo: of the theory of punishment. As we said above, punishment is
viewed as the presentation to a person of something aversive or the
BEOJE_ of something pleasant. The principles of operant conditionin

explain the relation between a person’s behaviour and the mzﬁmnm&m:mﬂ

and consequent events like punishment. Consider the followin
scenario: &

A Ho-%mwn.o_a boy walks into a shop and sees his favourite candy
bar on display. He grabs it, runs out of the shop, and starts to eat m
It tastes really good. But a policeman has seen him run out of Em.
shop and grabs him and takes him to the police station.

The learning theorist would interpret this scenario as follows. The
m:»mnm.ama event is ‘the boy seeing the candy bar on n:mw_m;x. The
erm.ﬂocn is ‘shoplifting the candy bar’. The first consequent m.c.ma is
mm#.Em to eat the candy bar’. The second consequent event is ‘bein

detained by the police’. Getting to eat the candy bar is a mmaﬁ:_.mv_m

consequence; being detained by the police is an unfavourable
consequence.
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Now the fundamental principle of operant conditioning is that emitted
Lehaviours increase in frequency if the behaviours are followed by favourable
consequences and decrease in frequency if they are followed by unfavourable
consequences. Favourable consequences occut either when a rewarding
<timulus happens, e.g. eating the candy bar (positive reinforcement), or an
Lversive event is ended or avoided (negative reinforcement). Both of these
outcomes increase the likelinood of the behaviour recurring.
Unfavourable consequences happen either when an aversive event
occurs, e.g. the policeman apprehending the boy, ora rewarding event is
stopped or prevented. Both of these later cases are called punishment, and
both should reduce the likelihood of the behaviour recurring.

In the above example, the favourable consequence of getting to eat the
candy bar has two favourable parts. First, the boy is rewarded by the
good taste of the candy bar he eats. This is positive reinforcement. The
boy may also have his hunger reduced by eating the candy bar. This is
negative reinforcement — the termination of aversive stimulation, 1.e.
hunger. Both increase the probability that the child will shoplift candy
bars again. However, then the policeman catches the boy running away
and detains him. This is punishment by presenting an aversive event,
and it should decrease the probability of the behaviour recurring. The
policeman could also simply refuse to let the child eat the rest of the
candy bar. That would be punishment by preventing a rewarding event.

For consequences to influence the behaviour, they must be contingent
on the behaviour, and the person must detect the contingency (though
not necessarily consciously). In the above example, detaining the boy
might not have much effect on his behaviour if he did not connect being
detained with shoplifting, i.e. if the police regularly detained him for
little reason.

In some cases, a particular consequence is dependent on a certain
antecedent. For example, if the policeman is not in sight, the child does
not need to worry as much about a policeman detaining him.
Antecedent events that signal whether or not a reward or punishment
will be delivered are called discriminative stimuli. Research has shown
that increases or decreases in behaviour due to reinforcement and
punishment are most likely when the discriminative stimuli that were
present during the initial reinforcement or punishment recur.

it is also true that behaviours generalise to similar situations in
proportion to how similar the situation is to the discriminative stimulus.
This is known as stimulus generalisation. For example, if a boy has
successfuily shoplifted in one shop, he is more likely to try it in another
<hop that is similar to the first one. Operant conditioning also produces
response generalisation — that is, the frequency of behaviours similar to the
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Mmmammmnnmm M.:. ﬁwsmmrm& behaviour also changes. In the above example
oplifting boy who is reinforced will b i ift
other items besides candy bars. il become more Hkely toshoplif
onmﬁem “_WMM nncnnH:Mm ?oﬂ m_m_m above discussion that punishment is the
an reduce the frequency of a behavi i
laws of operant conditionin P
g. Not so. Probably the most i
operant learning principle about how imi irable be-
. ; to eliminate undesirab
haviours is that a behaviour that i s i
at is no longer reinforced d i
frequency. Such a process is nction ologists. The boy
: called extinction by psychologi
will stop shoplifting the cand i e s o i o i
y bars if they don't tast d to hi i
he does not get to eat them re mished o ot
gardless of whether he is ish
Furthermore, if a competi four is rei P e fontool
. 2 peting behaviour is reinforced, e layi
instead of hanging out at the sh inction will oec e
: ha op, the extinction will occu
MMW._”M;\W Aw:m nH_mH called counterconditioning and is the basis for ﬂram MMM
ssful and lasting uses of operant conditioni ) i
The best way to eliminate a behavi o i e e e o
. \ aviour permanently i i
Enm.ﬂﬁmﬁd_m behaviour until it occurs awc_ml% y15 to reinforce an
i ﬂwwmww M\M Msﬂﬂ.ﬂ.ﬂmﬂmos the wBﬂoimE law of secondary reinforcement
. . This law says that anything however n i
meaning initially, that is repeatedl i vi i ot o
: ¢ . y paired with reinforcement
punishment acquires reinforcin ishi ies i s, for
! g or punishing properties itself. Th
the boy who is repeatedl i s e ot e
y beaten by his father, the m
father and any gestures the fath i | e e ated
. . er might make that have be i
with beating the boy become ve ishi  omociren
7ith ry punishing to the boy in themselv
Similarly, a boy who has been praised many times in mnrwo_ should UM%M

to feel pleasure simpl ing i
y from being in school as the
secondary positive reinforcer. school becomes <

Problems with using punishment to modify behaviour

%@mmﬁ% mﬂ%—m:mﬁﬂb ﬂn operant conditioning and punishment seems
ightforward, there are numerous complexiti
. : exities that cloud th
picture when one tries to appl mciples ;
pply these principles to cha hi ’
adolescent’s or adult’s behavi i e romms e
viour. It is not that the |
laws of operant and i itioni e e e
classical conditioning are as i
table as anythi
we know about human neur ology eycho her it e
ophysiclogy and psychel it i
that humans are com i i D o behavinurs o
plex information processors whose behavi
e . . enhaviours at
ny time depend on perceptions, memories, cognitions, motivations and

thoughts of which the r
est of . .
problems. us are unaware. This leads to a variety of
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Identifying what is rewarding and aversive

First, it is often difficult to identify what are all the relevant rewarding
events and aversive events that may be affecting the person whose
behaviour we would like to change. For example, consider a boy who is
acting out in class. The teacher would like to change his behaviour and
decides to punish the boy by speaking to him sharply. But it may be that
the boy really craves attention from the teacher, and the attention that
the teacher gives him when she chastises him is more of a reinforcement
(i. . the presentation of a reward) than the chastisement is a punishment.
Then chastising the boy only increases the frequency of his acting out.

Importance of cognitive interpretations

Second, as described above, and as shown in a variety of studies,
aggression and other social behaviours are controlled by a complex
series of perceptions, beliefs and cognitions, and learned contingencies
(not necessarily conscious). Every social situation triggers memories of
other situations, ideas about what to do, and thoughts about what is
good or bad. A useful concept posed in psychology is that of information
processing (terminology borrowed from computer science in order to
explain what occurs cognitively as a person perceives and responds to
his/her environment). Another useful term is that of ‘cognitive
schemata’, which refers to the beliefs and ideas activated by a situation
(using a computer analogy, it is as if a specific floppy disk were inserted
and a data file of information relevant to the situation was brought onto
the screen). Although technical terms, these concepts are useful in
understanding how cognitions and cognitive interpretations of events
impact on behaviour.

The process of interpreting a situation —a person’s processing and
interpretation of antecedent and consequent events — goes far beyond
simply noting if events are favourable or unfavourable. As a result, the
rewarding and punishing effects of contingent consequent events may
be very small or even opposite to what was intended. When punished,
people ask themselves why they were punished or rewarded. They
make attributions about the intentions of whoever is doing it. They
attend selectively to cues in the environment that are consistent with
their beliefs, cognitions and scripts. In the example about the chastised
school boy who craves attention, even if he recognises the teacher’s
displeasure, he might attribute it to simple dislike unrelated to his
behaviour. Should this be so, the chastisement will not change the
frequency of the behaviour. Similarly, school may not become a

RESS
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secondary positive reinforcer for the bo i
cond y who does very well in school i
being in school cues high anxiety over fear of failure. ” oot

Aliengtion and negative self-schemas/fself-cancepts

The ways in which one perceives and conceptualises oneself is called a
mmﬁ.wnrmam or self-concept (that is, one’s sense of self in terms of
mEEn_mm.: vmr.mmm\ expectations, etc.). An individual’s self-schema or self-
concept is an important kind of cognition for regulating social behaviour
and is closely related to normative beliefs about what is appropriate. An
mmo._mmnw:w boy who believes he is ‘bad’ and feels disconnected m.woB
society is likely to behave aggressively. Unfortunately, being habituall
punished, wmmma_mmm of how it changes behaviour, is likely to make ow
mﬁmnﬁﬁo believe that you really are bad and an outcast from societ >mv_w W,
_wmﬂ., S .mm:.vmnnmﬁzod research has shown (1967), peo _M. m r .
mﬁdwcﬁozm about the kind of person they are from Ew._mw ﬂr% o_ommwdm
vmﬁﬁms_bm to them. These attributions then become Umﬂmmm ﬁrmm
Em.:msnm ?Enm behaviour: regularly punishing a boy because you
believe he is bad can make that belief a self-fulfilling prophecy. ’

Muttiple secondary reinforcers and punishers

The laws of secondary reinforcement and secondary punishment mean
.n?.:.v% the time a child is just 7 or 8 years old, a large number of
o:mm,_mu% neutral stimuli may have acquired reinforcing or punishin

properties OM. which most others are unaware. Just the sight of moBm
people or ad._zmm may be punishing or reinforcing. School may have
vm.noam.ﬁcgmrgm for some kids. Aggressive peers may have become
reinforcing for other kids. Being in control, being out om control, bein

no::.o.:mn by others, being touched, not being touched, being mﬁm,ﬂmn_ mw
not being stared at, men, women, older children - any of these thin m
may Tm:wm acquired reinforcing or punishing properties of their own m%n_
it is virtually impossible for an observer to understand these

complexities. .>m a result, situations intended to be reinforcing may turn
out to be punishing and vice versa. ‘

Suppression versus extinction

wa_mramzn suppresses behaviour, but it does not extinguish it. In accord
with the laws of operant conditioning, even effective ﬁ::mmr.:a_mﬂ that
suppresses an undesirable behaviour may only suppress it when a
discriminative stimulus - an antecedent associated with a particular
consequence — is present, signalling that punishment is likely. The
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hungry adolescent who wants to steal a candy bar from a shop may not
steal when a cop is in the store because he has previously been caught
and punished by the cop, but, as soon as the cop leaves, he may well steal
again. If punishment for a behaviour is only likely to be delivered when
certain detectable cues are present, and if reinforcements for that
behaviour are always delivered, a person will learn to suppress the
behaviour only in the presence of the cues. Suppression of a behaviour is
not the same as extinction of a behaviour. Lack of reinforcement
extinguishes a behaviour, particularly if itis coupled with reinforcement
of a competing incompatible behaviour. If the little girl climbing on the
kitchen counter to get a biscuit no longer finds any biscuits there and at
the same time is given a biscuit after playing on the floor without
climbing, the response of climbing will extinguish.

Stimulated aggression and escape

Punishments that involve the presentation of aversive events (e.g.
beating, spanking, confinement) may stimulate or teach other un-
desirable behaviours even while the original undesired behaviour is
suppressed. If a man is beating or spanking you, running away from him
or aggressing against him can stop the ﬁzﬂ._mram:.ﬁ. Furthermore, if the
escape succeeds or fighting back stops the punishment, then escape and
fighting are reinforced and become more likely in the future.

Emotiongl reactions, and conditioned hostility and fear

Harsh punishment of a child frequently produces strong emotional
reactions in that child even while the undesired behaviour is being
suppressed. Hostility, fear, screaming and crying are not unusual
responses to harsh punishinents. One problem is that these emotional
reactions may interfere with the learning of competing behaviours and
the extinction of the undesirable behaviour. We know that the highly
aroused, emotionally upset child cannot learn new complex scripts for
social behaviour very easily. Another problem is that we can expect the
hostility and fear that one experiences while being punished to become
classically conditioned responses to all sorts of characteristics associated
with the punishment - the person, the setting, the institution. This may
make future positive reinforcements very difficult to deliver.

Punishments compatible with undesirable behaviour

The wrong choice of punishment may not even suppress the undesirable
behaviour because that behaviour is completely compatible with the
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unconditioned response to the punishment. For example i
child more often than not probably causes the child .Bﬁo_.w.m%ﬂmwﬂ%nmm
m@m.zwpsm is unlikely to be an effective punishment for suppressin \
crying. Yet, many parents still try to suppress a child’s crying vm
mﬁmﬁ_c:m or otherwise harshly punishing the child. Similarly, a vo:n%
man’s beating of an adolescent because he ran away from the m,uo:nmn._m:
_m.czrwwq to suppress running away because the punishment of beatin
stimulates escape, which is compatible with running away. ’

Reactance and counter<ontrof

C:.Enm many animals, humans often recognise when another person is
trying to manipulate their behaviour with operant conditioning, i.e. b
_unoﬁnm:...m reinforcements or punishments. The source of nm:.,mom.\nm.n.._mﬂm
and punishment is usually very clear whether it is a parent, a peer, a
spouse or authorities. If a parent offers to give his teenage mo:\m.,m zmm\om
the family car for the weekend if the son cleans his room, the son will be
aware ﬂ.rmﬁ his behaviour is being manipulated. If a wmz‘wa says he will
deny his daughter her inheritance if she marries a particular man, the
daughter will be aware that her behaviour is being manipulated ‘,_.rm
ﬁnw_u_mB .mm that most humans have a strong aversion to being nosz.m.u:ma
This H.:oﬁ_<m.nm05 sometimes leads them to react against control and nmmmmﬁ.
Em.&:.wnﬁOz in which their behaviour is being pushed, even if it would
be in their best interests to go along. Who has not experienced a stron
urge not to buy something, e.g. a car, that they really liked, after mOEmo:M
m_m.m {the mmHmmEmE told them they really should buy it. ,_.‘Em is reactance
It is particularly a problem when someone tries to use punishment :.\..
suppress aggressive or antisocial behaviour. It may well be in the best
interest of a person being controlled to stop the behaviour, but his/her
resistance to being controlled may lead them even to increase their
aggressive or antisocial behaviour causing a boonterang etfect.

Oﬂ..m of the reasons why reactance may be a common phenomenon is
that it frequently causes the manipulating person to stop trying to
control the other person’s behaviour. Suppose a father shouts m:mzm
teenage son when he comes home once late for dinner. The son, who is
E..c.m:% w._mmmma and gregarious during dinner, reacts by _umm:w sullen
Q.:Ebm Q.::Sma and leaves right after dinner. This is repeated several
nights with the son coming home late each night. Finally, the father gives
up and says nothing. Now, suddenly the son is pleasant during dinner
and comes home on time the next night. After that the son sometimes
comes home late and sometimes on time, but the father never complains
What has happened here? The son in displaying reactance has Bm:mmma.
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to condition his father not to punish him or try to control when he comes
home for dinner. The son has punished the father for shouting at him by
being sullen and has suppressed that behaviour in his father. Then the
son reinforced his father for saying nothing by being pleasant and
coming home on time. This is a good example of what is called counter-
control. Generally, one can expect attempts at counter-contro! whenever
one tries to use either punishments or reinforcements to overtly
manipulate someone’s behaviour. Of course, our societies and cultures
are conditioning all of us all the time in subtle ways that escape our
notice and therefore do not stimulate reactance or attempts at counter-

control.

Observational learning of aggression

Finally, one must consider the problem that many punishments are
themselves examples of aggressive behaviour and therefore can be
expected to teach aggressive behaviour to the person being punished
through observational learning. As noted above, observational learning
is an extremely powerful process that shapes perceptions about others,
scripts for social behaviour, and normative beliefs about how it is
appropriate to behave. When a father beats his son to get him to stop
doing something, the son may indeed stop doing it (suppression), but
the boy is also encoding a script that says that a good way to get someone
to do what you want them to do is to beat them. Such scripts readily
generalise to other people and other situations. Boys who are beaten by
their father because they disrespected their father could soon be
expected to be beating peers who disrespect them. Observational
learning occurs for the boy regardless of whether the target of the
punishment is the boy or someone else around him. The husband who
punishes his wife for disobedience by beating her is teaching his son that
beating women is a way to make them obey.

The extent to which the child identifies with the person punishing
him/her plays a complex role in this observational learning process.
Certainly, the more a boy respects and identifies with the person
punishing him, the more he is likely to encode the script for it. Also, the
more the boy identifies with his punisher, the more he is also likely to
interpret the punishment as a sign that he really had done something
bad, and the more he is likely to suppress his behaviour. The bottom line
is that for children who identify strongly with their parents, harsh
parental punishment of aggressive behaviour is more likely to suppress
aggressive behaviour, but is also more likely to teach children that harsh
punishment is OK, at least ‘when a child has been very bad’.
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Generalised effects of punishment

So far we have discussed the effects that punishment has on someon
who behaves in an undesirable way, but we have not attended much »m
the effects that punishment might have on the punisher or on oth ,
_umow_m who oﬁ.umm_.dm. or are aware of the punishment. Yet these are :M_“
MWM _mmﬂwz memﬁmnm:o:m for understanding the overall effect of
. The first .z.m:m to realise is that the laws of conditioning and observa-
tional learning apply to the person or groups doing the punishing just a
:En.r as they apply to the person receiving the punishment. If W_moc M
punishing .z,_mE. you get someone to do something rewarding mOw o:mon
to stop doing something aversive to you, your punishing ‘omrmcw“u:n is
reinforced. Therefore, one can expect you to punish more frequentl :ﬂ
oﬂrm.n words, punishment that suppresses behaviour pe mEMH
punishment because it reinforces it. Unfortunately, this ma Hﬁrm -
even S&m.b &m punishment is not really changing ﬁrmermiocw w:%%m:
M:wmurﬂmmm_bm it temporarily. Reinforcements that occur immediately mmmw
mm:M mwwoﬂﬂ Mﬂmﬂw”nr more powerful than reinforcements that are
Harsh punishment may also serve the punisher because it is a socially
acceptable way to act against the target of the punishment. A parent or
ﬁmmmrmﬂ. who has been frustrated and irritated by the Umrma;%cq of an
m:nmoﬂm_ person may feel a great aggressive drive towards that person
Punishing the child serves as an opportunity to realise that aggression in
ways that are consistent with the parent’s or teacher’s normative beliefs
mwo.ﬁ what behaviours are appropriate. The same analysis can apply to
.wo.:nmw:m: or jailers who beat prisoners when they are ﬁma:mmmnm
5_.58&. Their desire to take action against an E.:m:‘sm person may GM.
as important a consideration in beating the prisoner as any desire to get
them to change their behaviour. The problem is that using a mmammmmo:mqo
Bmcnm frustration or irritation often works in such situations; so it is
H.m_smom..nmmh and it perpetuates itself even if it does not mrm\S, 2 ﬂrm
behaviour of the child or prisoner. Aside from providing an oﬁvomcsm?
to amacn.m frustration through aggression, punishment may also increase
the vE..:mrm_. .m. sense of control or power. Just as Umw:m-no::o:ma.m«\
others is aversive and can stimulate reactance, feelings of being able to
control .o?mnm are reinforcing. Thus, getting someone to comply with
your wishes through either punishment or reinforcement nm:ﬁm.m very

satisfying and lead to the perpetuatio :
: ation of the tech :
gain compliance. P chniques you used to
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Let us turn now to a discussion of the effects of punishment on
observers or third persons. As argued above, observational learning is
an even more powerful force in shaping social behaviour than
conditioning. Consequently, the observer is likely to learn both from
what is happening to the punished person and from what the punisher is
doing. Psychological theory is clear that the observer will learn more
from the person with whom the observer identifies best. So, to the extent
the observer identifies with the perpetrator who is being physically
punished, the observer may learn to suppress the undesirable behaviour
for which the perpetrator is being punished. On the other hand, to the
extent the observer identifies with the punisher, the observer may learn
how to suppress other people’s undesirabie behaviours with physical
punishment, how to use punishment to gain power and control over
other people, and how to reduce one’s own frustration by acting
aggressively towards others.

Harsh punishment often produces pain and emotional reactions by
the punished child or person that make anyone watching, including the
punisher, feel uncomfortable. An inevitable consequence of widespread
exposure to painful punishment by the punisher, the punished person or
an observer is a lessening of such emotional reactions. We say that the
person has been desensitised. The emotional reaction one initially
experiences deadens over time; in a sense, one becomes ‘used to” the
punishment in such a way that the punishment no longer evokes an
emotional reaction. One simply does not feel the unpleasantness that
one first did when confronted with such punishment. Consequently, the
more a punishment is used, the more it tends to become acceptable. At
the extreme this is the psychological process that allowed concentration
camp guards eventually to feel little emotion while watching the
inhumane tortures inflicted upon inmates.

One last effect on third persons that must be mentioned concerns
vetribution. In many cultures and societies the aggressive acts of
antisocial individuals are seen as requiring retribution. The aggressive
feelings stimulated in all of us by the frustrating and irritating
behaviours of an antisocial person and our normative belief of ‘an eye
for an eye’ combine to justify punishment. The normative belief of
retribution may be invoked equally to justify spanking a child and
executing a murderer. The point we want to make here concerns the
consequences of not punishing someone when such a strong belief is
widely held. Within a family, failure to punish may stimulate
disharmony between the parents. Within a society with a strong
retribution belief, however, failure to punish may leave a strong residual
drive for revenge unfulfilled. The coupling of this drive for revenge and

[ 4]
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Em. :ogm»?m belief that retribution is required is a recipe for
vigilantism in society. When a society dispenses with ﬁcamrawa but
does not change the belief that ‘retribution is required’, people are likel

to take punishment into their own hands. P -

Psychodynamic approach to punishment

Psychodynamic theory' also offers a mixed view of punishment - a
source of both positive and negative effects. The positive and negative
effects are different from those hypothesised by learning :._mwzmwm
woémc.mﬁ and are assumed to be innate and less dependent on <m1mmo=m\
In environment. Psychodynamic writers assert that punishment is not
strictly negative. Indeed, according to one theory proposed by Freud, the
superego ~a part of oneself which attempts to modulate one’s im &mmm
in order to coincide with societal and parental restrictions — is mo:.wmn_ in
part due to the child’s internalised parental prohibitions. In this wa m_:w
ﬁmwﬂnﬁo&ﬂmaﬁn view of punishment is more optimistic than the mvwnmm_
learning perspective where punishment is seen as mostly a means
through Eznd undesirable behaviours are temporarily mc“u_u_.mmnma,
memn_u according to psychodynamic theory, castration anxiety (the ,mmm_..
of ﬁ:b.ﬂm?dmjn through castration} leads to repression of oedipal wishes
(the E.Hmr for intimacy with one’s opposite-sex parent to the extent that
m._.m n.r:n_ has an unconscious emotional fantasy that the other parent be
eliminated as a source of competition), and the subsequent structurin
of the superego. A recent study group — the Kris Study Group of the Zmem
<o~._m Psychoanalytic Institute — reported agreement that such fear of
punishment contributes to the formation of the conscience. Although
vanron_u..Sman theorists are still debating the Emmrm:mmuwm ,%Scmr
s.?mr this occurs, it appears that, according to psychodynamic :Jmom
Hu:Em.erE may be an important factor in the development %
conscience. For instance, D. Milrod (1994} posits that the source of the
w:Em#Bm:.ﬂ (internal vs. external) rather than the distinction between
fear of punishment and guilt distinguish between children in diff
stages of conscience formation. et
_u,.m%n:onq:mawn theory does, however, postulate negative effects of
vcbumgmd.ﬁ For example, a ‘superego pathology’ is seen to account for
nODnEQ Q_moamnm. This form of superego pathology results from
negative childhood experiences (which may included harsh punishment
and abuse). The child internalises the negative qualities of the ‘cruel
:mwm.mm»m:r and unloving’ caretakers, viewing oneself as ‘evil m:Q_
meriting only punishment and reproof”.

69



The Use of Punishment

Empirical studies investigating the role
of punishment in child development

Given this theoretical background it is easy to see why two questions
have dominated the past 25 years of child development research on
children’s punishment and antisocial development:

1 Is or can punishment be an effective tool in modifying children’s
behaviour and in reducing the frequency of aggressive behaviours so
that the likelihood of adolescent and adult antisocial behaviour is
reduced? .

2 Does punishment produce deleterious consequences for the punisher,
observers and the punished child, including, in particular, increasing
the chances of habitual aggressive and antisocial behaviour
developing in adolescence and young adulthood?

During the last 30 years over 250 studies have been conducted in order to
investigate the relation between children’s punishment and aggressive
and antisocial behaviour. These studies have included the investigation
of parenting style and self-esteem, spanking and aggressiveness towards
peers, and parental discipline. The studies have investigated parenting
of non-compliant children of various ages including young toddlers and
older children, and have also examined short-term effects of various
punishment procedures as well as long-term or longitudinal effects.
While many of the studies have investigated parental punishment and
aggressive behaviour directly, some of them have focused on correlates
of antisocial and aggressive behaviour such as identification with the
punisher and development of guilt and conscience.

Taken as a whole, these studies have mzmmmmﬁma that punishment can

be used successfully to manage children’s behaviour, but that it may also
have deleterious short-term and long-term effects on behaviour. Three
important types of studies provide this evidence: true experimental
studies; cross-sectional correlational studies; and _onmx:&d& studies.
True experimental studies manipulate conditions between an experi-
mentat and control group so that the only difference between groups is
the kind of punishment, thus allowing cause easily to be discriminated
from effect. Cross-sectional studies examine whether certain charac-
teristics, e.g. being punished severely and behaving aggressively, tend to
occur together more than one would expect due to chance. Longitudinal
studies also examine natural factors; however, rather than looking at
immediate relations, _o:mzcaim_ studies examine relations over time.

n
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Probably the best summar i iri
: y of this empirical research was publi
<Q.W Hmnm::u.\ by m__Nm_.um»r Gershoff (2002). She used a Hnr:mmmm Mwmmm
meﬂ““m_wm_m. to JoBva the sizes of the effects found in 88 of the most
empirical studies over the past 60
. . years. She conclud
war:ma.noﬂuoam_ ﬁ.::_mrﬂ:ma of children by parents &a: mewwwnw
mmediate compliance by the child, it also had many significant
memzs.w no:Mm@:m:nmm associated with it. These included %Mammmma
ression, decreased moral internalisati f i
decreased quality of relationship wi onts, decromnts o ndards
ip with the parents, de. i
health and increased risk f soct 4 criminal behavions
or later antisocial and criminal behavi
W—M—N MM.Q. Bmzmm.: health and later abuse of their own children IO”HMH
er of distinguished researchers in the area, i i tana
. ., includin
M““HHM_::Q\. Robert ﬁ_mm.wmrw,m and Phil Cowen (2002) have Hmv_mmwm MTWHMMM
st consider studies separately because many mix together different

kinds of punishment ing i i
ranging in severity. Therefore, let us exami
ape . ’ a
of the specific empirical studies on punishment. rmesome

Managing behaviour problems

WMH,_% nganmsm use _!.Ewmer:H in order to instruct their children and
« omm %H.MEmB behaviours. In a 1979 study by J.S. Solheim, it was
mmﬁm rte %ﬂ MHE per cent o.m American parents used corporal _ucswmr:._mz,"
Om::amﬁ ﬂ of disciplining their children. Also, according to a 1995
nEEHM: J,n.E‘Q ,Hm%u\ ﬁmnm:wm report using corporal punishment with
years of age. Use of corporal punish i
generally supported by medical professi R eport by Do
Is. A report by
Trumbull presented to the Ameri n Academ P irics i 100%
merican Academy of Pediatrics i
concluded that discipline is an im f s develomen
portant part of a child’s devel
and that proper use of s i iti 3 lome term
panking has positive short-term and |
outcomes. In a 1992 survey of i edinteciane,
y of 800 family doctors and 400 iatrici
K.F. McCormick found that 70 i D596 por o
Corm per cent of family doctors and 90
of paediatricians supported the u ) . Eeneral,
se of corporal punishment. |
corporal punishment is viewed as an i s ety
effective and someti
means of discipline. However, resea i froctivences of
: -H , rch supporting the effectiveness of
corporal ﬁ::ﬁr:ﬂma in changing children’s antisocial behaviour is ow
as wﬁuzm as n.r_m consensus might suggest. "
Emﬁ» m_w mﬂﬂﬂﬁ@ .M_mwn m_H.oB well-controlled, randomised experiments
ing and similar punishments will i
that they arentendod suppress the behaviours
| o suppress when everything else is
Experimental studies with clini . B e have shoun
s w clinic-referred children have show
“mwnmmm?m mrma.imna mmmnﬁ of punishment. A number of mE&mM %m‘,”«m_
wn that ‘timeout’” punishment reduces immediate oppositional
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behaviour in children. ‘Timeout’ involves removing the child from his/
her current activity and forcing the child to sit quietly in isolation.
Timeout combined with spanking has also been shown to be effective in
increasing compliance in young non-compliant children. These studies
suggest that punishment can reduce problem behaviours in children in
the short term. However, they also indicate that timeout is about as
effective as spanking with young children. Most studies indicate that
corporal punishment is most effective when used in a very defined
manner. In treating children who have clinically diagnosed behavioural
disorders, very specific strategies that use punishment have been
successfully employed by psychologists to modify their disruptive
behaviour. A variety of detailed guides have been developed by
psychologists about how to optimise the chances that punishment will
actually suppress the behaviour itis intended to suppress. The problem
is that in the real-world applications by parents and teachers (as
opposed to the therapeutic applications by professionals), punishment is
seldom applied in such a considered manner and does not always
suppress the undesirable behaviour. For example, C. Madsen and
colleagues (1970) tell the story of a teacher who shouted ‘sit down’ at
children who got out of their seats in such a way that the children she
shouted at got out of their seats more.

In understanding the likely effectiveness of using corporal
punishment, the entire parenting style needs to be taken into
consideration. In experimental studies, the use of corporal punishment
can be defined and administered according to experimenters’
guidelines; however, in understanding actual use of corporal
punishment outside of a laboratory environment, other parenting
characteristics are also important. For instance, in a study of parenting
styles, Diana Baumrind (1971) found that both parents who are
authoritarian and parents who are authoritative use corporal
punishment but use it differently and with different effects. A parent
with a so-called authoritarian style uses withdrawal of love, and
stimulation of fear in conjunction with corporal punishment; whereas a
parent with a so-called authoritative style uses reason and reinforcement
in conjunction with corporal punishment. Corporal punishment was
found to be the preferred method of punishment for both kinds of
parents but was only effective in changing children’s behaviours for the
authoritative parents. It is clear that overall parenting style is an
important moderator of the effectiveness of punishment on children.

The bottom line is that, despite the clear short-term utility of
punishment in suppressing behaviour, whether or not the undesirable
behaviour finally extinguishes and is replaced by a more desirable

7
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Wm_rmﬁo:n depends on many other factors affecting the child’s learnin
pt mommh Wﬂﬂ__ﬂﬂmm MMHTMMMMM mMm: ?4@3_? mﬂwrolsmm are not equipped WM
. . . As a result, the long-term applicati
wu.mnhmgma may, in fact, make the acquisition ommg#mu Umﬂm%%“ﬂ-ﬂ_mmmm
ikely. For .mxmg_uﬂm\ at least two studies (one by L. S. Benjamin and
colleagues in 1971 and one by R. J. Butler and colleagues in 1988) ha
shown that harsh parental punishment of children who wet their _umMM

lengthens the time it tak i
es the childr
sh ortening it. en to learn control rather than

Investigating the role of punishment in the development of aggression

While the above studies indicate that punishment can be an effecti
mroq.ﬂ.wmnﬂm behaviour-management tool, they also indicate n%%
punishment can interfere with the learning of a new behaviour QM“
MWMM%HM. MMM vﬂﬂ.«ﬁm:._:m examples). It appears that punishment is most
cttec o y to interrupt mb&. prevent a certain behaviour rather
as an effective method of teaching a new behaviour. Further, a la
_uo&\. of literature has now accumulated which shows :Jmm h H.mw.
ﬁr%mpn.m_ ﬁﬁ:wmrgma i$ associated with immediate or later anti m:..m_
_umrm..ﬂo:n in the child and adolescent. Of course, when one m:nMoﬁﬂm”
@ﬂd%ﬂgmdw is B_wﬁma. to aggressive behaviour, it is difficult to Qmﬁmqawﬂm
“.mmﬁ:ﬂmﬁmﬂw Mmymso: Mm due to the fact that antisocial, aggressive children
ate punis Ommn_onm . @:m:.:% or that the punishment increases the
liho ggressive, antisocial behaviour on the part of the child. T
reviewing the studies, this point must be kept in mind. .
goa. of the mﬁam:nm that suggests that punishment is related to
wmmnmmmm:wm vmrmﬁoﬁ comes from two sources: cross-sectional and
GOHMMMEQE& m.ﬁ:a_mm of mm_.m:m.:m style and studies on the relation
etween mr%m_nm_ abuse and antisocial behaviour. Two relatively short
ﬁmu.E studies ﬁmﬁm examined the relation. In a study of 273 E:amm mMn -
children which investigated short-term effects, Z. m:mmmvmnmmwmm
nmmmm.m:mm Gwm& found that physical punishment was ﬂmhmﬂmw to a
M Fﬂm § aggression toward peers. In a much larger national interview
y with 3,780 mothers which investigated long-term effects, Murray
Strauss and colleagues (Sugarman et al., 1994) found that nT:n_qm: s&o%
parents used corporal punishment had worse behaviour two years lat "
m<mw. when nw:q,o_::m for initial antisocial behaviour. .;mmm mE&MM
MM.O H,H_MHM_ HMm findings of a variety of older and longer-term studies.
onard ron, Rowell ECmmBm:h and associates, in a 1960 cross-
ctiona study of 800 third-graders, reported that children who we
punished more harshly by their parents were more likely to m.M
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nominated by their peers as aggressive, except for the children who
strongly identified with their parents. Among the children who strongly
identified with their parents as being aggressive, greater punishment by
the parents was negatively correlated with aggression. When this
sample was followed up ten years later at the end of high school, little
relation was found between the youths’ early punishment and their
current ﬁmmq-bo.dwzmﬁmm aggression, but, when the sample was followed
up again at age 30, a strong relation was found. Harsh parental
punishment at age 8 was positively correlated with a male’s self-
reported serious aggression, his score on a personality test of aggressive
tendencies, his number of arrests and convictions, his seriousness of
arrests and convictions, his tendency to beat his spouse, and how
harshly he punished his own children. However, when the influence of
carly aggression was removed statistically, this long-term relation
disappeared, making it difficult to tell the extent to which the young
bov’s aggression or the harsh punishment he received started the cycle.
Using data from a longitudinal study of 411 London boys in 1991, David
Farrington was also able to show that harsh punishment at age 8 or 9 was
one of the best predictors of early delinquency. Similarly, also in 1991,
Joan McCord, in reviewing the records of 130 families in the Cambridge-
Somerville Youth Study, discovered that a father’s use of physical
punishment was a very significant predictor of his son’s criminality
vears later, even when many other variables were controlled. As with the
Fron study, neither of these studies unambiguously suggested the
direction of the effect between harsh punishment by parents and
aggressive and antisocial behaviour. Even when early punishment
precedes much later aggression, it is possible that early aggression could
have caused both the early punishment and the later aggression.

A few longitudinal studies have provided some data on the causal
question. P. Cohen and J. S. Brook (1995) conducted an investigation of
about 1,000 children whom they interviewed first between age 1and 10
and then when they were between age 10 and 20. The authors did not
use the most sophisticated analyses to pick apart the effects, but the
analyses they did seemed to suggest effects in both directions — that is,
that early antisocial behaviour was causing increased parental
punishment and that early punishment was causing increased antisocial
behaviour. In an analysis of data from a three-year longitudinal study of
6-vear-olds and 8-vear-olds in the US, Finland, Poland and Australia,
Rowell Huesmann and Leonard Eron found that early harsh
punishment and rejection of children as reported by the parents was
correlated with later aggression as reported by their peers. Structural
modelling analysis — which allows the examination of which factor leads
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to ﬁ.rm other — again suggested that the relation between harsh
E.S_mrn..mi and aggression is as much due to the aggressive behavi .
mj..::_mcsm harsher punishments as it is to the harsher punish ents
stimulating aggression. prnishments
N Hﬁrm studies on abusive parenting reinforce the conclusion that harsh
eatment of children and their later aggressive and antisocial behavi
are H.mr.ﬁmm. There can be little doubt that abused children grow u ﬁ_own
more likely to commit antisocial and aggressive acts. moﬁ.mmxma W ina
study of a community pre-school sample by B. Weiss and nOMmm\ os
ﬁomm? children who had been hit by an adult hard enough to re mc.mm
medical attention as pre-schoolers were more likely to be a ﬂmm:._ﬂ.m
years later, even controlling for child temperament moQo.mmﬂumozom_“.m
status, and marital violence. Interestingly, in this mﬁ&w‘: was found ﬁr_m
wrmmm m@:mm@ children were also more likely to perceive oz,dm_. eopl :
innocent actions as hostile (hostile attributional bias), and had BmW:OMmMM
a m-.mmm:.:. 5:5@9, of Emdm for mmm:mmm?m actions (aggressive scripts). This
resu ﬁ is particularly interesting because it is consistent with th
vum&_nnosm .om the information-processing model of aggression ab m
what cognitions would be affected by harsh punishment. Zm<mw~rm“os
ow_ the ‘Ummﬂm of the studies existing to date, it is very difficult to nonnmmwmm
E&... certainty that the abusive parenting or harsh punishment
causing the antisocial behaviour. pamsment are
. >no¢.~mn important point to H.m.q.smBUmﬁ is that harsh punishment may
ave n__.mm_.m_.; effects depending on the cultural norms about
appropriate m.:amru._m:r In societies or subcultures where rm_.mmc
@cEmw.:ﬂma is the norm, the effects of harsh punishment on ?EQ
behaviour may be quite different than if harsh punishment sﬁmmm
mwsoﬂ.sm_. w_o_. example, a recent study by Gunnoe reported th M
m@wbwam stimulated aggression in 4- to 7-year-old white >Em1nm
nEEB: but deterred aggression in 4- to 7-year-old black Ameri n
nganmn._. gmw the results of studies like these may be o mﬂ_,nmww
m_ﬁmﬂmzcm interpretations, they at least suggest that culture mrom id b
considered in drawing general conclusions. o
rm,;m most plausible conclusion may be that parental discipline style
s a major wmmnﬁ on the development or non-development of aggressiv
mbm antisocial behaviour, but that the use or non-use of v::mmmm:m“,.m
just one element of that style. When used properly, within n
appropriate overall child-rearing style, punishment 3\3\ su ﬁ.mmm.:
mb:moﬂm_ behaviour. When used improperly, within the wron mﬂm N
may m.E:E_mS antisocial behaviour. What is a ‘wrong’ a?;mum,_um w, :
mm.m.ma:.,\m\ disciplinary techniques have been targeted as _uo,im m.ﬁoﬂﬁmm
with higher levels of aggression in children. Other parenting Um,_wmim.:}
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that have been found to be correlates of aggressive behaviour include
parental non-acceptance and parental permissiveness and parental
inconsistency. As the Eron study mentioned earlier suggested, the
child’s perception of the parental message and acceptance or rejection of
it have been found to be important factors that affect whether or not the
child internalises the values which the parent is teaching through
punishment. Finally, it has been found that early corporal punishment is
not related to adolescent delinquency when controlling for parental
involvement.

In 1973 Diane Baumrind suggested that some use of punishment
combined with reasoning with children would effectively discipline
them without adverse consequences, whereas harsh punishment
combined with inconsistent and unreasoned discipline would stimulate
aggression. More recently, Gerald Patterson has made a compelling case
that lack of effective monitoring and disciplining of children’s behaviour
is more important in the development of aggressive and antisocial
behaviour than punishment per se. The argument here is that children
become antisocial and aggressive, not because they are punished, but
because their parents do not attend to their behaviours, do not
differentially reinforce pro-social and punish antisocial behaviours, are
inconsistent and unpredictable in how they treat their children, and tend
to engage in coercive interactions with their children in which antisocial
behaviour is rewarded. Patterson argues that a microanalysis of family
interaction patterns generally reveals that the parents have in fact
conditioned their children to be aggressive through the misapplication
of punishment and reinforcement.

What about empirical evidence supporting the psychodynamic view
of punishment? Although few empirical articles on punishment from
a psychodynamic perspective have been published, it appears
that psychodynamic theory and corresponding clinical observations
coincide with the above research which shows that punishment can
both lead to and inhibit aggressive behaviour. Key factors appear

to be: identification with the aggressor, source of punishment, Himing
in terms of the age of the child at time of the punishment, and
intensity - although this appears to be confounded with abusive
and neglectful parenting. In general, very young children who
identifv less with parents and who are punished more harshly seem
more likely to respond aggressively and to internalise a poor self-
concept than to internalise parental proscriptions against antisocial
behaviour.

Punishment: a psychological perspective

Implications for punishment of adult criminals

As is clear from the above review,
. , most of the psychological research
Wmﬁmﬂam:m r,”mm_..umm: conducted with children or %o:% Yet the NM%HMM
g and behaviour modification that a i
pply to children gen.
mEu”.w to adults as well. However, the likelihood of a mwnnMMMW
application of _u.:Emera to change the behaviour of an adult is even
HMMM Wmﬁﬂwgwam_ for wm«@.mﬁ reasons. Once scripts, beliefs, and attitudes
ised, they become much more difficult to nrm:‘ ishi
. ‘ e. Punish
M.M MMQ:: mmn a vmm:nEE.. behaviour will probably suppress wrm _um_._mi%m
?mﬂﬂwﬂwﬂ ww but ﬂ%sm_nm the scripts, beliefs, and attitudes that support
ur while 1t is suppressed is much more difficult. A
» - ' m
MM_MM MMM ﬁ:mswwama is removed, the behaviour is likely to amwcaw_mcm_w
, adults are much more prone than children .

. : : . to react
WMEMQBME with alienation, aggression, reactance and nozbﬂma.nwmqhw
A 0 mﬂ er who already mm.w&m alienated from society is only likely to mmmm

mﬁm a Hm:mwmﬂ from punishment and to have a more negative self-
MM.m mﬂmwwm Bmw_nm. ?ME.m antisocial behaviour more acceptable. If
can rationalise their behaviour as not compl ir f2
. etely their f
M.%Ww Momo_w.mmm:m:nm of an impoverished childhood), mrm:vm.m:-m_mrwqw”
ecome $o negative, but they are likely to feel i
the punishment and to resis i Y bohavionr Gonctance)
. t changing their behaviour (rea )
d to cha ct .
MASM.:%‘ mn.mc:m may DBQ. it more difficult to accept the power &mmnmﬂﬂnmmvm
at punishment entails (between the punisher and punishee) and

Using punishment wisely

M.rm nonacmmo: S@:E seem to be, then, that punishment may have some
mm.aow:mwm role in behaviour management, but it must be applied
S:mm._%. What exactly does that mean? PR
noMﬂ_MﬂmMmmmFQ&Eoﬂ all theorists agree that punishment increases
ce and suppresses antisocial behaviour only f; i
after the punishment. For i e 1o o
: real behaviour chan
er i : ge to occur or real
M“MMMM_.OM_ moronnrh the reinforcements that had been provided for the
1al behaviour must be identified and

. . removed, and competin
WM”MMH.OE..m B:%.vm reinforced. This process is known as noﬂ:ﬁmm
itioning. If it is to last, the behaviour change must be supported by
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changes in beliefs and attitudes that support the behaviour. People must
‘interalise’ mechanisms that regulate behaviour so that in the absence
of the threat of punishment, they will choose not to act aggressively — not
because of threat of punishment, but because they agree with the
behaviour which has been taught. For example, if the child sees a biscuit
on the counter but does not reach for it even when his/her parent is
absent (hence, in the absence of threat of punishment), this suggests that
the child has ‘internalised’ the prohibition.

Second, the contingency of the punishment must be clear to the
punished person and the punishment must be immediate in order to be
effective. People must understand the connection between the
behaviour and the consequential punishment. Unlike animals, whose
behaviour will decrease following any punishment, people must
perceive the contingency between the behaviour and the punishment.
Furthermore, if the punishment is delayed, its effectiveness will be
greatly diminished. Delayed punishments may well affect the frequency
of other than the intended behaviour. Similarly, if punishment is to deter
a person’s behaviour before it happens, the person must be fairly certain
punishment is going to happen, i.e. certain of being ‘caught’. This
requires monitoring and consistency that is hard to achieve either for a
parent with a child or for the criminal-justice establishment with adults.
Third, if we don’t want the punished persen to become more
apgressive as a result of being punished, at a minimum the person must
understand the reasons behind the punishment —how it is contingent on
an inappropriate script for behaviour that the person followed, how it is
consistent with the normative belief that antisocial behaviour is wrong,
and how it is not motivated by any particular hostility towards the
person. Aggressive and antisocial behaviour emerge out of a complex
interaction of environmental forces with the person’s cognitions and
information processing. One needs to focus as much on these cognitions
and on what the person is observing as on the person’s behaviours.

As Leonard Berkowitz, one of the pioneers in the study of aggression
and violence, has said (1993, p. 314):

Punishment works best ... when it is: [1] severe; [2} delivered
quickly, before the (persons) whose behavior needs to be controlled
can enjoy the pleasures that they might gain from the disapproved
hehaviour; [3] administered consistently and with certainty, so that
there is little doubt that the disapproved action will have at least
spme negative consequences; [4] (when) attractive alternatives to
the disapproved behaviour are available; and [5] (when) the
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(persons) who are punished h
ave a clear unde i
reasons for the discipline. reranding or the

_mmmﬂm anscﬁ _um. sure that, even under these conditions, observational
ing, m.mm:m_:mm:o:\ reactance, stimulated aggression and other
wmwmmwmmm.aﬂz not erm antisocial and aggressive behaviour more likely
unishment: they may. All we can be sur i i
. e of is that, if we use
mehmwamsr ﬂ.rmmm._,ﬂmm seem to be the best for successfully modifying
viour while minimising the chances of teaching someone to be
aggressive. o
55 .no:n_:m.wo? mmumm:_. application of punishment may assist in
C mﬂ.w_ﬁ.m. nr:aam.n s antisocial behaviours, but there are serious
WMMM._" Mﬂ:ﬂ E.mﬂ it may increase antisocial behaviours instead. With
2 nEM d M~ AWWm:TON_Q that ﬁ:,m”mrgm:ﬂ will assist in changing behaviours
re problematic. There are certainl i
nuch : y other reasons for societ
MM”MM.HEW vcbhm?%m:” to adults besides attempting to change ﬁrmw
1our or to deter repetition of their antisoci i
: or | . isocial behaviour. As
Hwncmmmm in M?m n._..m_u»mh E._Emrgma may serve valuable purposes for
ﬁmnmwwwn «M M victims and in preventing antisocial behaviour by other
o are not punished but learn from * i
. . . . observing’ the
WM%_mTBmwﬂ.r Punishment is an important means of preventing Wﬁﬁmnm
_uczo.dww which could ,c..w unlawful and destructive of law and order
" is .Hm:» va nozm_:wam.:a also incapacitates offenders r.oz.h
« Ea5~ ing E.E.mcw. antisocial acts. However, from a psychological
s uwﬂ ﬁmﬁr there ~”m_ little reason to believe that any kind of punishment
itself has much of a chance to chan ‘ i
. ge an offender’s behaviour or to
Qm»ma. future offences unless it is viewed by the offender as an almost
certain consequence of the behaviour. r

Bibliographic review

MM WMMMMBE& MOQ% of w%_u:mrmn_ literature on the psychological theory
unishment and the psychological effects of punishment h
accumulated over the past century. In this chapter s ‘ﬁ g mzx ¥
precise bibliographical citations mow, most of our Wmmm:w%:ww ,_M% %MMMHM“
Mwwmwﬂ.nr down Em oﬂmm:m_ empirical study or Emonmmnm_\ argument on
Eﬁmmmmﬁm.%. Mmmmn:o.z _mr@mmma. Ioém.ﬁh for the benefit of the reader
2 e o %ham:wsw the mm:m.qm_ topic in more detail, we also offer here
" B N e of the most W:ﬁoﬁ.ﬁm:.” sources concerning the major
pics we have covered. Detailed citations for all of these source
provided in the references at the end of this review S
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Psychological theory and aggressive and antisocial behaviour

Perhaps the best starting point for the reader interested in the modern
psychological theory of aggressive and antisocial behaviour (and
punishment) is Berkowitz’s 1993 textbook entitled Aggression: Its Causes,
Consequences, and Control. Another fairly comprehensive treatment that
is a little more technical is provided by Coie and Dodge in their 1997
paper in the Handbook of Child Psychology.

Learning theory, social learning and sociol cognition as applied
1o antisocial and aggressive behaviour

The foundations of modem learning theory are quite old, beginning
with Thorndike’s (1911) experiments on conditioning animals to behave
in desired ways. However, it was not until the early 1960s that Eron and
his colleagues (see Eron, Walder and Lefkowitz, 1971) and Berkowitz
and his colleagues {see descriptions in Berkowitz, 1993) provided some
of the first empirical evidence of the importance of learning in the
development of aggressive and antisocial behaviour. It was also in the
early 1960s that Albert Bandura first suggested that imitation may be as
important as Pavlovian or operant conditioning in shaping social
behaviour. His 1977 book, Social Learning Theory, and his 1986 book,
Social Foundations of Thought and Action, summarise the thinking that led
psychologists to revise their views of how social behaviour is learned.
Then in the 1980s and 1990s psychologists combined these concepts into
so-called social/cognitive models that viewed the human mind as an
\nformation processor that learned by constructing new ‘software’ based
on observation and conditioning. Two good papers presenting this
perspective are Huesmann’s 1998 chapter in Geen and Donnerstein’s
Human Aggression book and Crick and Dodge’s 1994 Psychological

Rulletin article.

Psychological theory concerning the effects of punishment in child development

In addition to the books on learning theory mentioned above,
Baumrind’s 1971 paper in Developmental Psychology provides a popular
perspective on how different styles of parenting interact with
punishment to change its effects. It is well worth reading. Baumrind and
Patterson {see Patterson’s 1995 paper on punishment and coercion) both
write eloquently about why harsh punishment and inconsistent
discipline increase antisocial behaviour in adolescents. More generally,
Kazdin's 1989 book, Behavior Modification in Applied Settings, provides an
excellent review of the current theory of punishment’s effects in
madifying behaviour and how one can go wrong in using punishment.

on
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Empirical studies of childhood punishment and adult antisocial behaviour

A _m.:mm number of studies have documented the fact that harsh
ﬁﬂEm.era and inconsistent discipline in childhood are wnm
mmmoﬁm.wmn_ with antisocial behaviour later in life. The recent H.”MM .
MMNWWMWW WMMTMM AMQQMV in ﬁmmnroho%mn& Bulletin is a must-read nmim“
. rk, as are the comment articles in the i
WWMMMM ._:memmwma. in this topic should also read EWMMM“M Jm%wmm
" M,_ ol %:M ulletin paper on how abusive punishment seems to be
rans ted across generations. However, the detailed reports on
.o:m::m_:.m_ studies showing that harsh punishment is associated with
increases in adult aggression may be more important. We SM“E
MMMMJ%& the papers by Eron, Huesmann and Zelli (1991), by
Corrin omaOMEM.H%MMWMH%MW%:W\_MOOE Hﬁocb. joan McCord’s 1995 book,
ong Term Perspectit i
summary of many studies. E:m:% the wmﬁmwmﬂuw&mm:wn%«mmmwm M:m_omm

colleagues provide perha
ps the strongest arguments about the i
effects of corporal punishment on children. AeBetve

Note

1P i

%anmmwwwgn.ﬁrmomw stems from a theory of psychology in which instincts
: re viewed as innate forces which compete agai i

in order to find expression. Two k i P naession - aemviomes

: ey drives —sex and aggression - are vi
. i . riewe
wm wnmn.ﬂo::bm:ﬁ _n.oqnmm _:.mcmzﬂzm development. When a great deal of noh
Em%m“mﬂ w:& Mmzmw are inexpressible, emotional and behavioural problems
ult. e these drives impact developm i
. i ent, so also do signifi

early relationships. In essence, th i don 1  parents
. , the ernotion-laden interactions wi

e ! . ith parents

mBM %MMM H..Mmam mrmmm Hwo” only the child’s behaviours but also Wmm\rma
ways of relating. The term "dynamic” indi i

of these early relationshi s i o i o

ips and the ways in which individ i
earl io . . uals interact
%mmh””m: MM mMMdm:dn Hm_w_:oﬂm?ﬁ. Learning theorists view behaviour as
ironmentally through the various t f i i
cen ! . ypes of learning (enactive
observational learning). Although some theorists attempt to integrate

Emmmﬁmnmmnme.mmm._m i ing i
these m. ; they are generally viewed as being in opposition to each
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