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Violence and Man’s
Struggle To Adapt

‘

Violence, one form of aggressive behavior, produces
maladaptive results in this technological age.

Marshall F. Gilula and David N. Daniels

The need is not really for more brains, the
need is now for a gentler, a more tolerant
people than those who won for us against
the ice, the tiger, and the bear (/).

Violence waits in the dusty sunlight of

a tenement yard and in the shadows of a’

distraught mind. Violence draws nearer in
the shouts of a protest march and in
ghetto rumblings. Violence erupts from
Mace-sprinkled billy clubs and a home-
made Molotov cocktail. Violence of war
explodes the peace it promises to bring.
Hourly reports of violence bring numb-
ness, shock, confusion, sorrow. We live
in a violent world (2).

Violence surrounds us, and we must
try to understand it in the hopes of
finding alternatives that will meet to-
day’s demand for change. Do we bene-
fit from violence? Or is violence losing
whatever adaptive value it may once
have had? We present two theses. (i)
Violence can best be understood in the
context of adaptation. Violence is part
of a struggle to resolve stressful and
threatening events—a struggle to adapt.
(ii) Adaptive alternatives to violence
are needed in this technological era
because the survival value of violent
aggression is diminishing rapidly.

The shock of Robert F. Kennedy’s
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death prompted the formation of a
committee on violence (3) in the De-
partment of Psychiatry, Stanford Uni-
versity School of Medicine. We com-
mittee members reviewed the literature
on violence and then interpreted this
literature from the point of view of
psychiatrists and psychologists. We dis-
cussed our readings in seminars and
sought answers to our questions about
violence. This article presents a syn-
thesis of our group’s findings and ob-
servations and reflects our view of
adaptation theory as a unifying prin-
ciple in human behavior.

We define pertinent terms and de-
scribe the adaptation process before we
examine violence as it relates to indi-
vidual coping behavior and collective
survival. We then describe three the-
ories of aggression and relate them to
adaptation. Next, we discuss relevant
examples of violence as attempted cop-
ing behavior and factors that foster
violence and illustrate the urgent need
for other ways of expressing aggression.
Finally, we consider the changing na-
ture of adaptation and suggest ways of
coping with violence.

55. A portion of this paper was written during
the tenure of the visiting professorship of the
senior author in the Health Sciences Advance-
ment Program at Vanderbilt University, Nash-
ville, Tennessee, in the spring of 1968, He
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Tyson, Y. Ishimura, S. Yamamoto, A. Ichi-
yama, H. Fijisawa, H. Okamoto, Y. Nishizuka,
A, Nakazawa, and B. J. Finkle. Supported in
part by PHS grant CA-04222, NIH grant
AM-10333, and grants from the Jane Coffin
Childs Memorial Fund for Medical Research,
the Squibb Institute for Medical Research,
and the Scientific Research Fund of the Min-
istry of Education of Japan.

Definition of Terms

Two groups of terms require defini-
tion: (i) aggression and violence; and
(ii) adaptation, adjustment, and coping.
We found that these terms have quite
different meanings for different dis-
ciplines.

We here define aggression (4, 5) as
the entire spectrum of assertive, intru-
sive, and attacking behaviors. Aggres-
sion thus includes both overt and covert
attacks, such defamatory acts as sar-
casm, self-directed attacks, and domi-
nance behavior. We extend aggression
to include such assertive behaviors as
forceful - and determined attempts to
master a task or accomplish an act.
We choose a broad definition of aggres-
sion rather than a restrictive one be-
cause relations between the underlying
physiological mechanisms and the so-
cial correlates of dominant, assertive,
and violent behavior are still poorly
understood. Hence, our definition en-
compasses but is broader than the defi-
nition of aggression in animals that is
used in experimental biology (6, 7),
which says that an animal acts aggres-
sively when he inflicts, attempts to in-
flict, or threatens to inflict damage
upon another animal. Violence (4) is
destructive aggression and involves in-
flicting physical damage on persons or
property (since property is so often
symbolically equated with the self).
Violent inflicting of damage is often
intense, uncontrolled, excessive, furi-
ous, sudden, or seemingly purposeless.
Furthermore, violence may be collec-
tive or individual, intentional or unin-
tentional, apparently just or unjust.

By adaptation we mean the behav-
ioral and biological fit between the
species and the environment resulting

Dr. Gilula is resident in psychiatry and Dr.
Daniels is assistant professor of psychiatry,
Stanford University School of Medicine, Stan-
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from the process of natural selection
(8, 9). In man, adaptation increasingly
involves modifying the environment as
well. Here we want to stress that be-
havior, especially group-living behavior
in higher social species like man, is a
crucial element in natural selection (J0).
Adaptive behaviors are those that en-
hance species survival and, in most in-
stances, individual survival. In con-
trast, we define adjustment as behavior
of a group or individual that temporari-
ly enhances the way we fit with the
immediate situation. By definition, ad-
justment is often a passive rather than
active process and does not result in an
enduring alteration of behavior struc-
ture or patterns (4, 11). In fact, ad-
justment may have biologically mal-
adaptive consequences in the long run.
In addition, rapid environmental change
or extraordinary environmental circum-
stances may render formerly adaptive
behaviors largely maladaptive (10),
that is, behaviors appropriate to past
environmental conditions can work
against survival in “new” or unusual
environments.

We define coping as the continuing
and usually successful struggle to ac-
complish tasks and goals with adaptive
consequences. Put another way: “Be-
havior may be considered to serve cop-
ing functions when it increases the like-
lihood (from a specified vantage point
with respect to a specified time unit)
that a task will be accomplished ac-
cording to standards that are tolerable
both to the individual and to the group
in which he lives” (12). Whereas each
specific sequence of task-oriented be-
haviors may or may not have adaptive
value, coping taken as a whole is an
adaptive rather than adjustive human
process.

Definition of Human Adaptation

Every culture prescribes the range
of coping behaviors available to its
people, but within this range individual
adaptive behavior is forged and tested
in times of stress. Stressful or new
situations paradoxically offer us both
the danger of failure and the oppor-
tunity for learning. Stress can be dan-
gerous when it overwhelms the individ-
ual or group. Either the situation itself
or unpleasant feelings about the situa-
tion (including massive anxiety) may
block our usual resources and prevent
problem solving, and aggressive reac-
tions that are both indiscriminate and
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protective may occur. We may show
primitive forms of behavior: passive
adjustment, withdrawal, falsely blaming
others, indiscriminate rage, violence, or
confusion.

Alternately, stressful events provide
a constructive chailenge and expanded
opportunity for learning. In a stressful
situation that is not overwhelming, we
seek information helpful in dealing with
the situation and try to apply this in-
formation (/3). From information
seeking and subsequent exploratory be-
havior come not only greater use of
information and eventual mastery of
new situations but also a sense of
heightened self-awareness, enhanced
coping skills, and personal growth.

A number of commonly occurring
stressful life situations that may chal-
lenge and develop our coping skills
have been recognized (13). These are
associated with the transitions in life
include adolescence, separation
from parents, and marriage. Other
challenging transitions involve cultural
stresses, such as war and the threat of
war; rapid technological change; and

~ physical events, such as drought, earth-

quakes, and famine. These transition
points in life are important because
they provide opportunity for learning
and developing more sophisticated ways
of coping with problems.

We have marvelous adaptive abili-
ties for coping with varying, even ex-
treme, situations. These abilities resuit
from cultural evolution interacting with
our biological evolution. Culturally we
survive through complex communal
living. Through our living groups we
obtain satisfaction, develop
and find meaning to life. Basic social
values are of special cultural impor-
tance, for they determine the limits of
acceptable behavior, especially during
times of stress. Biologically we are
uniquely endowed for complex com-
munal living. Such biological charac-
teristics as aggression, the upright pos-
ture, prehension, speech, prolonged in-
fancy and maturation, and profound de-
velopment of the brain—all favor and
allow for rich, dynamic, and complex
living. Development of the cerebral
hemispheres has played an especially
important role in adaptation, for the
cerebrum constitutes the biological basis
of higher intelligence, self-awareness,
complex language, and flexibility (8).

Thus through the interaction of bio-
logical evolution and cultural evolution,
we have the equipment for adapting to
and molding diverse environments. But

identity, -

this ability to adapt by manipulating
the environment is now our cause for
greatest concern, for in changing the
environment, man changes the condi-
tions necessary for his survival. We
now are seeing an unprecedented ac-
celeration of various man-made changes
which call for accompanying changes
in man, changes which we are having
difficulty in making. While biological
change is extremely slow, cultural
change theoretically occurs at least ev-
ery generation, although some aspects
of culture (such as technology) change
faster than others (for example, beliefs
and customs). The term “generation
gap” not only describes how we today
view the battle of the generations but
also alludes to the speed of cultural
change and how people have trouble
keeping pace. Living in the electronic
age, we watch televised accounts of pre-
agricultural-age violence and feel our
industrial-age mentality straining to
cope with the environment.

Since survival results from the long-
range adaptiveness of our behavior,
knowledge of adaptive mechanisms is
important for understanding the role of
violence in human behavior and sur-
vival. In the section that follows we
shall relate three theories of aggression
to adaptation.

Adaptation and Theories of Aggression

Aggression has helped man survive.
Aggression in man—including behav-
iors that are assertive, intrusive, and
dominant as well as violent—is funda-
mental and adaptive. Violence is not
a result of aggression but simply a form
of aggression. Nor is all violence neces-
sarily motivated by destructive aggres-
sion. For instance, in the sadistic be-
havior of sexual assaults, violence is
evoked in part by sexual motives. In
other instances, violence can occur ac-
cidentally or without conscious intent,
as in many auto accidents. Currently
there are three main views of aggres-
sion—all involving adaptation—but
each suggests a different solution to the
problem of violent behavior. Broadly
labeled, these theories are (i) the bio-
logical-instinctual theory, (ii) the frus-
tration theory, and (iii) the social-
learning theory.

1) The biological-instinctual theory
(14-16) holds that aggressive behavior,
including violence, is an intrinsic com-
ponent of man resulting from natural
selection: Man is naturally aggressive.
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It is hard to imagine the survival of
man without aggressiveness, namely
because aggression is an element of all
purposeful behavior and, in many cases,
provides the drive for a particular ac-
tion. This theory says that aggression
includes a wide variety of behaviors,
many of which are constructive and
essential to an active existence. Stimu-
lus-seeking behavior (for example, cu-
riosity or the need to have something
happen) is certainly at least as impor-
tant a facet of human behavior as
avoidance behavior and need-satisfac-
tion. Seeking the novel and unexpected
provides much of life’s color and ex-
citement. Aggression can supply much
of the force and power for man’s crea-
tive potential.

Psychiatric and psychoanalytic case
studies are one source of evidence sup-
porting this theory (/4—-17). Examples
range from individuals with destructive
antisocial behavior who express violent
aggression directly and often impulsive-
ly, to cases of depression and suicide
in which violent aggression is turned
against the self, and to seriously inhib-
ited persons for whom the expression
of aggression, even in the form of as-
sertion, is blocked almost entirely.
Psychiatrists and other mental-health
professionals describe many disordered
behaviors as stemming from ramifica-
tions and distortions of the aggressive
drive (74).

Animal studies (6, 15, 18) (includ-
ing primate field studies), studies of
brain-damaged humans, and male-
female comparisons provide behavioral,
anatomical, and hormonal data illus-
trating the human predisposition to
aggression. Among nonhuman mam-
mals, intraspecies violence occurs less
frequently than with humans (7). When
violent aggressive behaviors do occur
among members of the same species,
they serve the valuable functions of
spacing the population over the avail-
able land and maintaining a dominance
order among the group members. Un-
controlled aggression in animals gen-
erally occurs only under conditions of
overcrowding. Aggression in humans,
even in the form of violence, has had
similar adaptive value historically.

The biological-instinctual theory sug-
gests that since aggression is inevitable,
effective controls upon its expression
are necessary, and reduction of vio-
lence depends upon providing construc-
tive channels for expressing aggression.

2) The frustration theory (19) states

-that aggressive behavior comes from
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interfering with ongoing purposeful ac-
tivity. A person feels frustrated when a
violation of his hopes or expectations

“occurs, and he then tries to solve the

problem by behaving aggressively.
Frustrations can take various forms:
threats to life, thwarting of basic needs,
and personal insults. This theory often
equates aggression with destructive or
damaging violent behavior. Major fac-
tors influencing aggressive responses to
frustration are the nature of the frus-
tration, previous experience, available
alternatives for reaction (aggression is
by no means the only response to
frustration), the person’s maturity, and
the preceding events or feelings. Even
boredom may provoke an aggressive
response. As a response to frustration,
aggression is often viewed as a learned
rather than an innate behavior. Ac-
cording to this theory, frustration-
evoked aggression aims at removing
obstacles to our goals; hence the frus-
tration theory also ties in with adapta-
tion. The aggressive response to frus-
tration often is a form of coping
behavior that may have not only adjus-
tive but also long-range consequences.

The frustration theory suggests that
control or reduction of violence re-
quires reducing existing frustrations
as well as encouraging constructive
redirection of aggressive responses to
frustration. This reduction includes re-
moving or improving frustrating en-
vironmental factors that stand between
personal needs and environmental de-
mands. Such factors include violation
of human rights, economic deprivation,
and various social stresses.

3) The social-learning theory (20)
states that aggressive behavior results
from child-rearing practices and other
forms of socialization. Documentation
comes from sociological and anthropo-
logical studies and from observing so-

cial learning in children. Aggressive

behavior can be acquired merely by
watching and learning—often by imi-
tation—and does not require frustra-
tion. Aggressive behaviors rewarded by
a particular culture or subculture usual-
ly reflect the basic values and adaptive
behaviors of the group. In American
culture, where achievement, self-reli-
ance, and individual self-interest are
valued highly, we also find a relatively
high emphasis on military glory, a rela-

tively high incidence of personal crime,,

and a society characterized by a rela-
tively high degree of bellicosity. Similar
patterns occur in other cultures. From
this theory we infer that as long as a

nation values and accepts violence as
an effective coping strategy, violent be-
havior will continue.

The social-learning theory of aggres-
sion suggests that control and reduction
of violence require changes in cultural
traditions, child-rearing practices, and
parental examples. Parents who violent-
ly punish children for violent acts are
teaching their children how and in what
circumstances violence can be per-
formed with impunity. Other changes
in cultural traditions would emphasize
prevention rather than punishment of
violent acts and, equally important,
would emphasize human rights and
group effort rather than excessive and
isolated self-reliance. The first step to-
ward making the changes that will re-
duce violence is to examine our values.
We must decide which values foster
violence and then begin the difficult job
of altering basic values.

In reality, the three theories of ag-
gression are interrelated. Proclivities
for social learning and for frustration
often have a biological determinant.
For example, the biology of sex influ-
ences the learning of courting behavior.
Regarding violence, from these theories
of aggression we see that the many ex-
pressions of violence include man’s in-
herent aggression, aggressive responses
to thwarted goals, and behavior patterns
imitatively learned within the cultural
setting. All three theories of aggression
and violence fit into the adaptation-
coping explanation. Violence is an at-
tempt to cope with stressful situations
and to resolve intolerable conflicts.
Violence may have short-run adjustive
value, even when the long-run adaptive
consequences may in fact be adverse.
It is the sometimes conflicting natures
of adjustment and adaptation that are
confusing and insufficiently appreciated.
In some instances violence emerges
when other more constructive coping
strategies have failed. In other instances
violence is used to enhance survival.
Our species apparently has overab-
sorbed violence into our cultures as a
survival technique. Children and ado-
lescents have learned well the accepted
violent behaviors of their elders.

All three theories help us understand
violent behavior and hence suggest po-
tential ways of reducing violence. In
the following sections we consider cur-
rent examples of violence from the per-
spective of those factors in our society
that foster violence and from the stand-
point of how these examples reflect the
changing nature of adaptation.
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Phenomenon of Presidential

Assassination

Assassination is not an isolated his-
torical quirk, eluding comprehension or
analysis. The event is usually overde-
termined by multiple but equally im-
portant factors: personal qualities of
the assassin, a fatalistic posture assumed
by the victim, and such factors in the
social environment as political stereo-
types, murder sanctions, and the sym-
bolic nature of high offices.

Although assassination can strike
down anyone, we have restricted our
examination to assassination of presi-
dents in America (21) by studying
the personal qualities of “successful” as-
sassins and of others who almost suc-
ceeded. Of the eight assassination at-
tempts on American presidents, four
have been successful. The following facts
emerge. (i) All the assassination at-
tempts were made with guns, all but
one with pistols. (ii) All the assassins
were shorter and weighed less than
average men of the period. (iii) All
the assassins were young adult
Caucasian males. (iv) All the assassi-
nation attempts but one were made by
individuals who were seriously dis-
turbed or even paranoid schizophrenics
(22). The exception was the final at-
tempt of two Puerto Rican nationalists
to kill President Harry S Truman. The
successful assassins, for the most part,
were mentally unbalanced and had per-
secutory and grandiose delusions.

Assassination provides a method for
instantly satisfying a need for personal
importance. The delusional assassin
very probably had a fantasy that once
the act was committed, an outcry of
favorable opinion and acclaim would
vindicate what he had done. In most
of the instances of attempted or suc-
cessful assassination, escape plans were
inadequate or nonexistent.

The life pattern of most of the assas-
sins. included extreme resentment to-
ward others—a resentment aggravated
by a long history of isolation and lone-
liness. Often the isolation stemmed
from poor and inconsistent relations
with parents and others early in life,
which resulted in most of the assassins
having resentment and mistrust of pa-
rental figures. Their resentment toward
parental figures might have included
the President (political symbol of pa-
renthood) as the head of the federal
government. In response to imagined
unfair treatment from others and a dis-
tortion of his own inadequacies, the
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assassin turned his anger on the chief
of state.

Typically the assassin had struggled
for importance, success, and manliness,
but had failed. At the time of the at-
tempted presidential assassination, the
assassin was on a downward life course.
Haunted by resentment and failure and
plagued with disordered thinking and
distortions of reality, the assassin took
action. Shooting the President was thus
an attempt to resolve conflicts with
which he apparently could not other-
wise cope. Providing an alternate outlet
for his violent dissatisfaction would be
one way of preventing the potential
assassin from killing. Perhaps the om-
budsman (public complaint receiver)
system would allow the would-be as-
sassin to voice his grievances against
his intended victim, therely lessening
his pent-up frustrations and reducing
the likelihood that he would kill.

Our discussion of another important
determinant of assassination—the vic-
tim’s fatalistic attitude—is not restricted
to presidential assassinations. The fa-
talistic thinking and actions of several
assassination victims are reflected in
their strong disinclination toward tak-
ing precautionary measures despite rec-
ognizing the existence of violent im-
pulses in others toward presidents and
presidential candidates. Robert Ken-
nedy stated a view that he shared with
Abraham Lincoln, Martin Luther King,
Jr.,, and John F. Kennedy: “There’s
no sense in worrying about those things.
If they want you, they can get you”
(23). This attitude often leads to dan-
gerous negligence that is an exaggerated
form of denying that one is actually
afraid of physical harm. Lincoln has
been described as “downright reckless”
(24) about personal safety. Robert
Kennedy was quoted as saying, “T’ll
tell you one thing: If I'm President,
you won’t find me riding around in any
of those awful [bullet-proof] cars™ (23).
The fatalistic attitude illustrated by
statements like this is encouraged by
our tradition of expecting physical
courage in our leaders. Men who re-
peatedly and publicly proclaim their
vulnerability may be unwittingly en-
couraging assassination by offering an
invitation to the delusional, grandiose,
and isolated person who dreams of ac-
complishing at least one important and
publicly recognized act in his life.
“Mixing with the people” is firmly em-
bedded in the American political tradi-
tion, but it is also an accomplice to
assassination. One way to cope with

this problem would be legislation to
restrict the contact and exposure of
a President with crowds when his
presence has been announced in ad-
vance,

Mass Media and Violence

Television could be one of our most
powerful tools for dealing with today’s
violence. It could provide education
and encourage, if not induce, desired
culture modification. Unfortunately, it
does little of either today, perhaps be-
cause the harmful effects of televised
violence have been glossed over. How-
ever, all the mass media do little to dis-
courage and much to encourage vio-
lence in America. The Ugly American
as a national stereotype is rapidly being
displaced in the eyes of the world by
the Violent American, his brother of
late. This stereotype is fostered by the
media but is sustained by the violent
acts of some of our citizens. Armed
with shotgun, ignorance, frustrations,
or hunger, this Violent American can
be seen today throughout our society.
We are not all violent Americans, but
mass media are giving us the violence
we seem to want.

What effect do the mass media have
(25)? All of us are probably affected by
the media to some degree, but most re-
search has focused on children, since
an immature and developing mind is
usually less capable of discrimination
when responding to a given stimulus.
One comprehensive review (26) de-
scribed short-term effects that include
the child’s emotional reactions to what
he views, reads, and hears. Long-term
effects, what the child actually learns
as a result of his exposure, may include
vocabulary, factual information, belief
systems, and such altered personality
characteristics as increased aggressive-
ness. No one selects all the media ma-
terials available, nor does anyone ab-
sorb or retain the selected materials
consistently or completely. Prior infor-
mation, differing needs, and quality of
life adjustment also help to filter the
child’s processing of the offered ma-
terials. Mass media effects also depend
somewhat on the applicability of the
learned material to the child’s own life
situation.

Similarly, as shown by another re-
searcher (27), frustration, the anger
evoked by it, the overall situation, the
apparent severity and justification of
the violence viewed in a film—-all relate
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to whether or not children use these
aggressive responses.

A large study in Great Britain (28)
showed that certain portrayals of vio-
lence are more disturbing to children
than others. Unusual motives, settings,
and weapons are more disturbing than
stereotyped violence. For example,
knives or daggers are more upsetting
than guns or fist fights. Similarly, see-
ing violence or disasters in newsreels
bothered children more than drama-
tized violence.

Another study (29) found that the
average American child from 3 through
16 years old spends more of his wak-
ing hours watching television than at-
tending school. First-graders spend 40
percent and sixth-graders spend 80
percent of their viewing time watching
“adult” programs, with Westerns and
situation comedies being most popular.
By the eighth grade, children favor
crime programs. ‘

Can we justifiably say that the media
teach violence? Television teaches more
than vocabulary and factual informa-
tion to the impressionable young view-
er, who learns by identification and
social imitation. Learning theorists have
shown that children readily mimic the
aggressive behavior of adults and that
the degree of imitation is comparable
whether the behavior is live or tele-
vised. In another study (30) nursery
school children watched a film of adults
aggressively hitting an inflatable plastic
figure, a Bobo doll. Later these and
other children were first mildly frus-
trated and then led individually into a
room in which they found the Bobo
doll and other materials not shown in
the film. Those who had seen the film
imitated precisely the film’s physical
and verbal aggression and made more
aggressive use of other toys, such as
guns, that had not been in the film.
Film-watchers showed twice as much
aggressiveness as those who had not
seen the film.

These children were all from a “nor-
mal” nursery school population, and
all showed some effect. This finding
seriously questions the claim that such
violence is learned only by deviant in-
dividuals. The findings apply equally
to real, fictional, and fantasy violence.
The impact on children observing ag-
gressive behavior has been further cor-
roborated in experiments in which live
models, cartoons, and play materials
were used. The idea that watching tele-
vision satisfactorily releases pent-up
aggressions (the catharsis theory) loses
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credibility in the face of these data from
social-learning experiments. Watching
dramatized violence may actually lead
to subsequent aggressive behavior.

A tendency toward repeating certain
behaviors viewed in the media clearly
exists. The mass media teach the al-
phabet of violence, but whether or not
the actual performance of violent be-
haviors occurs depends on personality,
subcultural values, and other factors.
The research to date indicates that the
learning of violence must be distin-
guished from the performance of it.
One fear we have is that restraints and
taboos against violent behavior may
diminish as the result of observing pro-
hibited behavior being condoned and
rewarded on the screen. Violence de-
picts a way of life; it is disguised by a
cloak of history or locale and becomes
acceptable. 'We are never taught “in
this School for Violence that violence
in itself is something reprehensible”
(31).

Even with the portrayed violence,
the screen environment may be more
desirable than the viewer’s actual en-
vironment. In the culturally deprived
American household the underfed,
underoccupied, undereducated person
may be wn apt pupil of the school for
violence. Such pupils more readily ac-
cept as real a violent world made of
movies, newsprint, comic books, and
video. The blurred line between fiction
and reality grows fainter when there is
nothing for dinner. Ghetto violence is
one way of at least temporarily adjust-
ing to intolerable personal frustrations
and an unbearable environment.

Given the effectiveness of the mass
media in achieving culture modifica-
tion, we should determine whether the
content of the media produces desir-
able or undesirable modification. How
frequently is violent content offered in
our media? According to a 1951 New
Zealand study (32), 70 American films
had roughly twice as much violence
per film as did 30 films from other
countries. A 1954 study of network
television programs (33) found an ac-
tual doubling from one year to the next
in the number of acts or threats of
violence, with much of the increase
occurring during children’s viewing
hours. These studies were all conducted
before the documentary and news de-
piction of violence became common,

“and thus these studies dealt essentially

with fictional violence. More recent
studies reflect the same trends, how-
ever. A New York Times headline

from July 1968, reads “85 Killings
Shown in 85%2 TV Hours on the 3
Networks” (34).

Thus the media’s repetitive, staccato
beat of violence and the evidence of
its impact upon the most impression-
able members of our society show that
violence is valued, wanted, enjoyed. In
teaching that violence is a good quick
way to get things done, television and
other media teach that violence is
adaptive behavior.

Part of the tragedy is that the mass
media could effectively promote adap-
tive ‘behaviors like nonviolent protest
and other alternatives to violence. The

- communications personnel and we con-

sumers alike share the responsibility
for seeing that our mass media develop
their own constructive educational po-
tential. At the very least, violence in
the media must be reduced. The state-
ment is hackneyed, the conclusion is
not.

Mental Illness, Violence,
and Homicide

What is the relationship between men-
tal illness and violence (35)? Generally
the stereotype of the mentally ill per-
son as a potentially dangerous criminal
is not valid. The act of homicide often
raises the question of psychosis, but
only a relatively few psychotic individ-
uals are potential murderers. The stereo-
type is kept alive, however, by the
sensationalist news coverage of the few
homicides committed by psychotics.

Mental illness does not usually pre-
dispose one to commit violent acts
toward others. The patient with severe
mental illness (psychosis) is frequently
so preoccupied with himself and so dis-
organized that he is more likely to
commit suicide than homicide. A main
exception is the fairly well-organized
paranoid patient with persecutory delu-
sions concerning one or more particu-
lar individuals, intense hostility and mis-
trust for others, and a pervasive tend-
ency to blame his troubles on the
world. However, this type of mentally
disordered person constitutes a small
minority and does not greatly increase
the low incidence of violent acts com-
mitted by those identified as mentally
ill. In fact, several comparative studies
indicate that patients discharged from
mental hospitals have an arrest rate con-
siderably lower than that of the general
population. In a Connecticut state men-
tal hospital (36) the felony arrest rate
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was 4.2 per 1000 patients, whereas
among the general population it was
27 per 1000. Compared to an arrest
rate of 491 per 100,000 among the
general population, New York state
mental hospitals (37) reported a figure
of 122 per 100,000 for male patients
discharged during 1947. Ten thousand
patients were studied. One state-wide
survey of Maryland psychiatric hos-
pitals (38) showed that the mentally
ill are involved in criminal behavior
about as often as the general popu-
lation.

Since mental illness of itself is not
predictive of violence or homicide, we
must look for other predisposing condi-
tions. Predicting specifically who will
murder is difficult because over 90
percent of the murders committed are
not premeditated and 80 percent in-
volve an acquaintance or family mem-
ber (39). One often demonstrated fac-
tor related to homicide is the excessive
use of alcohol (40). Overindulgence in
alcohol has been cited as one feature
of the “pre-assaultive state” (40). Per-
sons who are preassaultive usually show
some combination of the following five
factors: (i) difficulty enjoying leisure
time often associated with the heavy use
of alcohol; (ii) frequent clashes with
close friends, spouse, and others; (iii)
history of many fistfights and evidence
of past violence (such as scars) reflect-
ing difficulty with impulse control; (iv)
fondness for guns and knives; and (v)
being relatively young, usually under 45
years old. Comparing homicide rates for
males and females universally indicates
that a potential murderer is more often
male than female. This difference re-
flects more frequent use of guns and
knives (“male” weapons) for murder-
ing as well as sex differences in ex-
pressing aggression,

Case histories of homicide reveal re-
peatedly that a person uses murder as
a means of conflict resolution in an
unbearable situation for which he can
find no other solution. Predisposing
factors for homicide include alcohol-
ism, subcultural norms accepting vio-
lence as a means of settling conflict,
a setting in which the individual ex-
periences intolerable frustration or at-
tack, helplessness resulting from the
unavailability of or the inability to
perceive alternative actions, intense
emotions, and distortion of reality (per-
haps even to the point where reality
disappears because of personality dis-
integration). In the instance of blind
rage, a person sometimes murders
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without realizing what he is doing.
The act of homicide may be viewed
as attempted coping behavior. Homi-
cide eliminates the immediate problem
at a time when there seems to be no
future or when the future seems un-
important, and the long-range conse-
quences of the act are not considered.
Put another way, homicide has ad-
justive rather than adaptive value.

Firearms Control and Violence

Violence by firearms has recently
caused great concern (41, 42). The ques-
tion of whether there is a gun problem
is complicated by regional variations in
both the actual incidence and the re-
porting of crime and multiple psycho-
social variables, such as individual
“choice” of homicide, population densi-
ty, age, raee, socioeconomic status, re-
ligion, and law-enforcement effective-
ness.

Even so, the following statistics (39,
43) estimating the involvement of guns
in various forms of violence in Amer-
ica indicate that a problem does exist.
In 1967 firearms caused approximately
21,500 deaths—approximately 7,700
murders, 11,000 suicides, and 2,800
accidental deaths. In addition, there
were also about 55,000 cases of ag-
gravated assault by gun and 71,000
cases of armed robbery by gun. Be-
tween 1960 and 1967, firearms were
used in 96 percent (that is, 394) of 411
murders of police officers. More than
100,000 nonfatal injuries were. caused
by firearms during 1966. A study in
Chicago (44) in which assaults with
guns were compared to those with
knives shows many more equally seri-
ous assaults with knives than with guns;
but more of the gun assaults were
fatal. Another study (27) convincingly
shows that the mere presence of a gun
serves as a stimulus to aggression, that
is, “The finger pulls the trigger, but the
trigger may also be pulling the finger.”
The number of guns owned by citi-
zens is unknown, but estimates run
from 50 to 200 million (39). In 1967
approximately 4,585,000 firearms were
sold in the United States, of which
1,208,000 were imports (43). Lately,
data from a 1963 World Health Or-
ganization survey of 16 developed
countries (39) give America an over-
whelming lead in death rates for both
homicide and suicide by firearms.

These data speak for themselves.
What they do not show are the steady

increases in all categories for gun-re-
lated mortality cited during the past
few years. Firearms sales increased by
132 percent between 1963 and 1967.

Responsibility for legal restrictions
on guns has generally been left to the
states. Consequently, regulations on the
sale of guns vary greatly. The lack of
uniform laws and the ability (until re-
cently) to buy guns in one state and
transport them to another state have
made it difficult to compare accurately
the gun laws of different states. Even
the so-called strict gun laws may not
possess sufficient strength to reduce gun
killings significantly.

Until 1968 there were only two fed-
eral laws of note (45). The National
Firearms Act of 1934 imposes a tax
on the transfer of certain fully auto-
matic weapons and sawed-off shotguns.
The Federal Firearms Act of 1938 re-
quires a license for interstate sale of
firearms and prohibits interstate ship-
ment of guns to convicted felons, fugi-
tives, and certain other persons. Two
bills passed in 1968 go somewhat fur-
ther but do not include firearm registra-
tion (41). The Omnibus Crime Control
and Safe Streets Act restricts interstate
and foreign commerce in hand guns.
The Gun Control Act also adds mail-
order sale of rifles and shotguns to this
restriction and prohibits over-the-coun-
ter sales to out-of-state residents, juve-
niles, convicted felons, drug users, men-
tal defectives, and patients committed to
mental hospitals.

Although the data do not provide an
ironclad indictment against weak, in-
consistent legislation, we believe that
they make a convincing argument.
What is more, more than two-thirds of
the American people continue to favor
stronger gun-control legislation (42).
Even the frightening regularity of as-
sassination has not resulted in strong
legislation (that is, legislation requiring
registration of guns and owners). How
then can we account for the successful
opposition to strong gun legislation?

Diverse groups comprise the one-
third or less of Americans who do not
favor stricter gun control laws. The
most visible opposition group is the
large (about 1 million members), well-
organized National Rifle Association
(NRA). With an immense operating
budget (approximately $5.7 million in
1967), the NRA is an especially effec-
tive “gun lobby” (46). Another group,
the Black Panthers, sees arms as neces-
sary for survival. Eldridge Cleaver,
Defense Minister of the Black Panthers,
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wrote, “We are going to keep our guns
to protect ourselves from the pigs
[police]” (47). Protection is also the
issue in Dearborn, Michigan, where
housewives are arming against the po-
tential rioter and looter who might
“invade” Dearborn from Detroit. Trag-
ic escalation continues around the in-
terplay of urban and suburban action
and reaction.

Arguments opposing gun legislation
can be divided into five overlapping
categories.

1) Gun control would cause the
loss of rights and possessions. This
argument takes various forms: Restric-
tive legislation is an effort to disarm
American sportsmen and law-abiding
citizens; legislation would result in the
loss of the so-called basic American
freedom, “the right of the people to
keep and bear arms”; and maintaining
an armed citizenry ensures the protec-
tion of American liberties, especially
against tyrannies from the political right
or left. A common fear is that gun laws
could lead from registration to discrim-
ination and finally to confiscation of all
firearms.

Our traditional frontier and rural
ways of life are disappearing, and with
this change has come a decrease in our
traditional freedom and individualism.
For many opposing gun legislation, the
actual and potential loss of a way of
life and its prized symbol—the gun—
make gun legislation a concern basic to
the adaptiveness of our society. These
opponents assume that restrictions on
the “right to bear arms” endanger our
way of life.

2) Guns represent protection from
dangers. The gun is seen as providing
personal protection from and a means
of coping with life-threatening dangers
and destructive evil forces, be they
criminals, drug addicts, rapists, com-
munists, other subversives, mental pa-
tients, rioters, police, or racists. The
NRA promotes this coping strategy in
its official publication, The American
Rifleman (48). A monthly NRA col-
umn, “The Armed Citizen,” states that
“law-enforcement officers cannot at all
times be where they are needed to pro-
tect life or property in danger of serious
violation. In many such instances, the
citizen has no choice but to defend
himself with a gun” (48). The power
of this argument depends upon a per-
son’s feelings of helplessness and mis-
trust in the face of danger.

Many people in urban areas or
changing neighborhoods fear the rising
crime rate and the breakdown of law
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and order. However, there is no docu-
mentation that an armed citizenry pro-
vides greater individual or group pro-
tection than an unarmed citizenry. On
the contrary, the potential danger of
such individual armed protection in our
congested urban society includes harm
to innocent bystanders, accidental
shootings, and the increased likelihood
of impulsive violence, which already
accounts for over 90 percent of homi-
cides in America.

3) Crime is reduced by punishment
and not by gun control. Several forms
of this argument state that gun-control
legislation simply is not an effective
way of reducing crime and violence:
(i) Guns don’t kill people, people kill
people; (ii) when guns are outlawed,
only outlaws will have guns (because
they steal them anyway); (iii) crime
is not associated with guns but with
such social factors as population den-
sity, population composition, economic
status, and strength of police; and (iv)
effective enforcement of present laws
has not been tried.

Using stronger and even cruel pun-
ishment to cope with gun-using crim-
inals has to date not been proven as
an effective deterrent, and its use, we
believe, is morally indefensible. The
“crime and punishment” thesis ignores
data showing that more than three out
of four homicides and two out of three
criminal assaults occur among family
and friends, that is, most murders are
committed by “law-abiding citizens.” In
addition, criminals can and do pur-
chase weapons from legal sources.

4) A gun represents strength and
manliness. Gun literature usually im-
plies this argument. Acts of heroism

-and bravery are associated with gun

usage. Members of the NRA receive
distinguished fighting medals. Pictures
and advertisements reflect manliness
and imply that gun usage means “‘stand-
ing up for your rights.”

Guns may serve as a source of pow-
er, pride, and independence (the “equa-
lizer”—for feelings of inferiority or
inadequacy) and as the symbol of man-
liness and potency. Guns can and do
represent these qualities in our culture,
even to a pathological degree for some
of us.

5) Guns provide recreation and sup-
port the economy. Arguments here por-
tray citizens as being restricted from
and deprived of healthy outdoor life,
the hobby of gun collecting, family rec-
reation, and the fellowship associated
with hunting and target shooting. For
example, an article in The American

Rifleman entitled “Happiness is a Warm
Gun” (49) depicts a close father-son

relationship based on shooting. Addi-

tionally, gun sales and fees are held to
be important economic factors support-
ing hunting states and conservation
programs.

These arguments indicate that the
issue of gun legislation is pragmatic,
ideological, psychological, and econom-
ic, and is not based upon sound em-
pirical data. The fervor of the argu-
ments accurately reflects the deep
emotional attachments at stake. Indeed,
the specific content of proposed gun
laws often seems irrelevant. Tragically,
the arguments confuse ideology with
issues of violence that must be solved.
If strictly pragmatic issues of protec-
tion were involved, better police pro-
tection and increased communication
with the feared group or groups should
diminish the fear.

Finally, we have found that the “sta-
tistics game” is often played by both
sides of this particular controversy. By
presenting selected statistics and invalid
inferences, both sides have obscured
the more important goals of reducing
gun killings and violence.

Yet, on balance, data document the
need for strong and more uniform fire-
arms legislation. We know of no single
issue concerning violence that reflects
more clearly the changing nature of
adaptation. Challenges of the complex
urban society in which we live cannot
be met with old frontier means of sur.
vival—every man protecting himself
with his own gun. Yet, gun legislation
is no panacea. While reflecting Amer-
ica’s desire for action, focusing or rely-
ing on legislation alone tends to obscure
basic issues of violence and how we
persist in using both individual and
collective violence as a means of re-
solving conflict.

Collective and Sanctioned Violence

An additional dilemma is that killing
is neither legally nor socially defined
as an unequivocally criminal act. The
existence of capital punishment and
war gives qualified sanction to vio-
lence as a means of resolving conflict.
Both the general public and their lead-
ers always seem to be able to justify
any violence perpetrated on their fel-
low man. Thus in practice the legiti-
macy of violence is arbitrary and de-
pends more on the will of powerful
men than on moral, ethical, or humane
considerations. In a sense, all sanc-
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tioned violence is collective, since it has
group social approval. Certainly the
existence of sanctioned violence abrades
the concept of law and order.

We desperately need research on the
psychological processes that permit an
individual or group to view some vio-
lence as good (and presumably adap-
tive) and other forms of violence as
bad (and presumably maladaptive). Al-
though the history of violence in man
is polymorphous, there likely are psy-
chological mechanisms common to all
cultures and times. For instance, the
psychology of sanctioned violence ev-
erywhere depends on attributing evil
motives to the “outsiders.” Then be-
cause “they” are violent (evil), “we”
have to be violent, or (twisted even
further) because “they” are violent, it
is good for “us” to be violent.

Thus people who have seen sanc-
tioned violence being committed in the
name of law, order, justice, moral ob-
ligation, and duty come to use violence
themselves as a “just” means of solving
their own problems. The people are
acting as their government’s representa-
tives have acted—if the cause is just,
the grievance real, then unlimited pow-
er and force can be used.

Nowhere do we better find this
thinking reflected than in the actions of
rioters (50). Study of the 1967 Detroit
uprising (51) showed that the rioters
(young, better educated men who had
experienced frustration of their rising
expectations) viewed violence against
the “system” as justified. Not surpris-
ingly, their views of what justifies vio-
lence differed greatly from those of the
law enforcers and of the middle-aged
black citizens. To the rioters violence
was a means of accomplishing goals
seemingly not attainable by nonviolent
means. Their belief in the power of
violence is understandable. Civil dis-
orders are serving in part as a catalyst
for change and an instrument of
achievement. Some uprising partici-
pants reported that violence provided
a sense of manliness and strength. But
do these supposed gains outweigh the
damage of escalations of countervio-
lence - and potential suppression? At
least the hypothesis that violence puri-
fies, enhances manliness, and strength-
ens identity is subject to empirical
study.

The results of social-psychiatric field
investigations like those in Detroit and
at Brandeis University’s Lemberg Cen-
ter for the Study of Violence are use-
ful steps toward understanding the
psychological processes and conditions
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evoking - collective violence. For in-
stance, a Lemberg report (52) cited
four socio-psychological antecedants to
ghetto uprisings: (i) a severe conflict
of values between dominant and mi-
nority groups; (ii) a “hostile belief sys-
tem” held by the aggrieved group,
based considerably on reality; (iii) a
failure of communication between the
aggrieved and dominant groups; and
(iv) a failure in social control result-
ing from either overcontrol or under-
control. In short, these studies show
that psychiatrists and psychologists can
and must help to resolve the crisis of
violence through field studies, facili-
tating communication between oppos-
ing groups, and making recommenda-
tions for social change.

But what of war? Behavioral scien-
tists have grasped at all sorts of ex-
planations for this species’ warring
behavior. Perhaps even this attempt to
explain war is a cause of war; our
ability to justify any form of violence
is part of man’s magnificent cerebral
endowment. Many causes of war have
been supgested: contiguity, habituation,
social learning, predation, psychological
defenses (for example, rationalization,
blaming, denial, counterphobic tend-
encies among others), the host of fears
associated with the human condition,
territoriality and power, intolerable
frustration, biologically rooted aggres-
sive instincts, and sadism (53-55).
One wonders whether the mere distance
and speed with which we kill are fac-
tors rendering meaningless the signals
of submission that other animals use
to halt violent encounters (54). Often
we literally no longer have to touch
the results of our violence. The im-
personal factor shows up in another
way. Since war is an activity between
organized nation states rather than
angry individuals, decisions producing
war often are made in a calculated
manner by those who do not participate
directly in any personal acts of vio-
lence.

The evidence of history is that war
proves everything and nothing. An ade-
quate analysis of the Vietnam war and
of the myriad of other wars dotting
history is far too great a task for this

discussion, despite the relevance of war -

to the current crisis of violence (55).

Although preventive measures are
difficult to administer in the face of
the contradicting sanctioned and un-
sanctioned violence, there are remedies
to violence, and we have discussed
some of them. More effort could be
expended trying to understand the all-

important relation between the exces-
sive use of alcohol and homicide. Dis-
seminating currently available infor-
mation on how to identify a potential
murderer will help. Despite Americans’
conflicting feelings about guns, there
is a gun-death problem today, and more
effective and uniform gun legislation
can keep guns out of the hands of those
who are likely to act impulsively. The
mass media can play an increasingly
responsible and educational role, while
reducing the amount of violence for
violence’s sake. Many positive poten-
tials of the media have not yet been
tapped. Citizen complaint agencies can
be established, of which one possibility
might be homicide prevention centers
along the lines of the suicide preven-
tion centers. Frustrated minority groups
will become less frustrated when they
are not blocked from responsible par-
ticipation and self-determination. Peace-
ful resolution of conflict (56) such as
nonviolent protest and negotiation, re-
ducing the amount of sanctioned vio-
lence, encouraging a shared sense of
humanity, and moving toward rehabili-
tation rather than retribution in deal-
ing with crime—all these are promis-
ing directions. Violence must be studied
scientifically so that human behavior
can be sustained by knowledge.

Changing Nature of Human

Adaptation: Some Speculations

Violence is unique to no particular
region, nation, or time (55). Centuries
ago man survived primarily as a no-
madic hunter relying on violent aggres-
sion for both food and protection,
Even when becoming agricultural and

“sedentary, man struggled against na-

ture, and survival still required violent
aggression, especially for maintaining
territory when food was scarce.

Then in a moment of evolution man’s
energies suddenly produced the age of
technology. Instead of adapting mainly
by way of biological evolution, we are
now increasingly subject to the effects
and demands of cultural evolution.
Instead of having to adapt to our en-
vironment, we now can adapt our en-
vironment to our needs. Despite this
potential emancipation from biological
evolution, we retain the adaptive mech-
anisms derived from a long history of
mammalian and primate evolution, in-
cluding our primitive forms of aggres-
sion, our violence, bellicosity, and
inclination to fight in a time of emer-
gency. Where these mechanisms once
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responded more to physical stress, they
now must respond more to social, cul-
tural, and psychological stresses, and
the response does not always produce
adaptive results. Where violent aggres-
sive behavior once served to maintain
the human species in times of danger,
it now threatens our continued exist-
ence.

In this new era, culture changes so
rapidly that even time has assumed
another dimension—the dimension of
acceleration. Looking to the past be-
comes less relevant for discerning the
future. :

In the current rapidly expanding
technological era, many once useful
modes of adaptation are transformed
into threats to survival. Territorial ex-
clusivity is becoming obsolete in an
economy of abundance. Vast weapons,
communication, and transportation net-
works shrink the world to living-room
size and expand our own backyard to
encompass a “global village.” Yet war
and exclusivity continue. Qur exploita-
tion of natural resources becomes mal-
adaptive. Unlimited reproduction, once

adaptive for advancing the survival of-

the species, now produces the over-
crowded conditions similar to those
that lead to destructive and violent be-
havior in laboratory experiments with
other species.

The rate at which we change our
environment now apparently exceeds
our capacity for adapting to the changes
we make. Technological advances alter
our physical and social environments,
which in turn demand different adap-
tive strategies and a reshaping of cul-
ture. The accelerated civilization of
technology is crowded, complex, am-
biguous, uncertain. To cope with it,
we must become capable of restructur-
ing knowledge of our current situation
and then applying new information
adaptively. Several factors give us
reason to hope that we can succeed.

1) Our social organization and in-
tellectual abilities give us vast potential
for coping. Knowledge and technology
can be harnessed to serve goals deter-
mined by man., Automation makes pos-
sible the economics of abundance, but
only our cultural values can make
abundance a reality for all people.
Medicine permits us to control life, but
we have not yet seen fit to use this
power to determine the limits of popu-
lation. The technologies of communi-
cation and travel shrink the world, but
man has not yet expanded the horizon
of exclusion. We can learn to unite in
goals that transcend exclusivity and
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direct cultural evolution in accordance
with adaptive values and wisdom. The
past need not be master of our future.

2) Violence can be understood and
controlled. The crisis is one of vio-
lence, not of aggression, and it is vio-
lence that we must replace. Aggression
in the service of adaptation can build
and create rather than destroy. The
several theories of aggression and cur-
rent issues of violence suggest many
complementary ways of controlling and
redirecting aggression. We have sug-
gested some in this article. Furthermore,
our brief review of theory and issues
points to many possibilities for multi-
dimensional research—an approach
that we believe is needed rather than
“one note” studies or presentations.

3) Greater attention can be focused
on both social change and adaptation
processes. Cultural lag in the techno-
logical era produces not stability but
a repetitious game of “catch up” char-
acterized by one major social crisis
after another and by behaviors that are
too often only adjustive in that they
bring relief of immediate problems
while doing little to provide long-range
solutions. Expanding our knowledge of
the processes of social change and un-
derstanding resistance to change are of
highest priority. Unforeseen change
produces intolerable stress, anxiety,
and increased resistance to rational
change. These reactions inhibit solu-
tion-seeking behavior; evoke feelings of
mistrust, loss, and helplessness; and
lead to attacks on the apparent agents
of change. We must develop the abil-
ity to foresee crises and actively meet
them. We must dwell more on our
strengths, assets, and potential as the
really challenging frontier.

Conclusion

The current examples of violence
and the factors encouraging it reflect
our vacillation between the anachron-
istic culture of violence and the per-
plexing culture of constant change.
We feel alienated and experience social
disruption. Current demands for
change are potentially dangerous be-
cause change activates a tendency to
return to older, formerly effective, cop-
ing behaviors. Social disruption caused
by change tends to increase violence
as a means of coping at a time when
violence is becoming a great danger
to our survival.

America’s current crises of violence
make it difficult for us to cope with

our changing world. Today’s challenge,
the crisis of violence, is really the crisis
of man. This crisis is especially diffi-
cult because violence, a once useful
but now increasingly maladaptive cop-
ing strategy, seems to be firmly rooted
in human behavior patterns. We con-
quer the elements and yet end up fac-
ing our own image. Adaptation to a
changing world rests on how effectively
we can understand, channel, and re-
direct our aggressive energies. Then
man can close his era of violence.

Summary

We are uniquely endowed both bio-
logically and culturally to adapt to
our environment. Although we are po-
tentially capable of consciously deter-
mining the nature of our environment,
our outmoded adaptive behavior—our
violent aggression—keeps us from do-
ing so.

Aggression is viewed as multideter-
mined. It is inherent, caused by frus-
tration, or learned by imitation. Vio-
lent aggression is a form of attempted
coping behavior that we in America,
as others elsewhere, use despite its
potentially maladaptive and destructive
results. Current examples of violence
and the factors fostering it include
assassination, the mass media, mental
illness and homicide, firearms and re-
sistances to restrictive gun legislation,
and collective and sanctioned violence.
These examples are considered from
the perspectives of the changing nature
of adaptation and the opportunities
they offer for research. Among recom-
mendations for resolving or reducing
violence, the need for thoughtful re-
search by behavioral scientists is
stressed. But the major obstacle to
removing violence from our society is
our slowness to recognize that our
anachronistic, violent style of coping
with problems will destroy us in this
technological era.
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