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ABSTRACT
Physical punishment is a complex topic. Might psychoanalysis, child/
adolescent analysis, and developmental theory and research provide
further understanding of the underlying causes, the resulting psycho-
pathology, and potential solutions? In this section, we explore various
intrinsic and extrinsic perspectives in an attempt to better appreciate
the controversies surrounding physical punishment and its persistence.
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Physical punishment is a controversial and complex topic. Increasingly sophisticated data
show that physical punishment does not work and only makes matters worse – that it disrupts
rather than enhances healthy development (e.g., Durrant and Ensom 2017; Gershoff and
Grogan-Kaylor 2016; Sege and Siegel 2018; Straus, Douglas, and Medeiros 2014).

Thus, the question: How are we to understand its persistence? Physical punishment is
a behavior, an action. But behaviors have meanings and motivations. Can child and
adolescent psychoanalysis and developmental theory and research be useful in under-
standing some of the factors which underlie this dilemma? This section strives to further
elucidate the intrapsychic, demographic, cultural, and legal issues which are associated
with the behaviors of physical punishment and its obdurate durability over centuries.

Definitions and literature

Physical punishment (corporal punishment) has been defined as “the use of physical force with
the intention of causing a child to experience bodily pain or discomfort so as to correct or punish
the child’s behavior” (Gershoff 2008, 9) (e.g. spanking, hitting, pinching, slapping, and the like).
Physical abuse has been characterized by “the infliction of physical injury” as a result of
punching, beating, kicking, burning or otherwise harming a child (Gershoff 2002, 540).
However, recent research questions the traditional physical punishment-abuse dichotomy:
most physical abuse occurs during episodes of physical punishment (Fortson et al. 2016).
Verbal abuse is also at issue here, as it can elicit the same affects as physical punishment (i.e.,
distress, anger, fear, and shame, with degradation and disruption of self-development (e.g.,
Demos 1989, 2019; Tomkins 1991)).

The puzzle and persistence of physical punishment are not simply abstract issues:
profound individual psychopathology and social problems are indisputably associated
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with physical punishment. Among them are: poorer parent–child relationships; increased
antisocial behavior and delinquency; greater impulsiveness and less self-control; higher
probability of depression; more violence against spouses, partners, and non-family mem-
bers; more physical abuse of children; more drug abuse; and others (Durrant and Ensom
2012, 2017; Gershoff and Grogan-Kaylor 2016; Straus, Douglas, and Medeiros 2014;
Lippard and Nemeroff 2020; Kalin 2020; Young-Bruehl 2012).

There is an increasingly large literature in this area (e.g., Straus, Douglas, and Medeiros
2014): epidemiologic, longitudinal, economic, international, clinical, and neurobiologic.
There appears to be more focus on the hatred and violence toward children (e.g., Beiser
1989; Rosenblitt 2009; Winnicott 1949; Young-Bruehl 2012), and less on the erotic aspects
of physical punishment (e.g., Cranston 1982; Freud 1919; Rousseau 1945 (1782)).
Similarly, there is much more literature documenting the issues surrounding those who
inflict physical punishment – parents, caregivers – and far less on the child’s role and
dynamics in eliciting physical punishment (Freud 1919; Rousseau, 1945 (1782)).

International trends, organizations, and legal issues

Internationally, there is increasing consensus that the physical punishment of children
violates international human rights laws (Bitensky 2006). The United Nations Convention
on the Rights of the Child (CRC or the Children’s Convention, adopted in 1989) presents
one of the most comprehensive cases regarding the prohibition of physical punishment of
children. In an attempt to stop what is called legalized violence toward children, and in
response to the emerging data, the United Nations proposed a ban on physical punish-
ment of children in the CRC.

Currently, 196 countries are party to the CRC, including every member of the United
Nations, with the exception of the United States. In 2006, the CRC stated in General
Comment eight that all parties must: “take all appropriate legislative, administrative, social
and educational measures to protect the child from all forms of physical or mental
violence” and that there was an “obligation of all state parties to move quickly to prohibit
and eliminate all corporal punishment and all other cruel or degrading forms of punish-
ment of children” (6).

Such work has led to over 100 countries prohibiting physical punishment in schools
and currently 58 countries banning physical punishment in all settings, including the
home. Among the 58 are Sweden, Finland, France, Spain, Austria, Germany, Israel, Kenya,
Tunisia, Venezuela, Argentina, and Brazil. The laws and consequences tend to be more
educative (about parenting and development) than punitive.

Are there studies of outcomes in countries which have prohibited physical punishment?
Karin Osterman and her colleagues conducted studies more than 25 years after the
complete ban on physical punishment in Finland in 1983 (2014, 2018). The results showed
a continuous significant decline in self-reported physical punishment after the establish-
ment of the law, and a similar decline in the number of murdered children. It was
concluded that a shift in the mindset toward a culture of nonviolent childrearing can be
observed in Finland.

However, the legal issues involving physical punishment are not insignificant. As Clare
Huntington notes, in the United States, two trends tend to inhibit further legal prohibition
of physical punishment: The history of parental rights over children vs. state rights, and
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the potential negative sequelae of state services taking over care of the children (American
Law Institute 2018, 2019; Huntington 2014; Roberts 2002).

The United States has not banned physical punishment. Approval and use in the
U.S. has declined gradually over the past 40 years, but surveys continue to show approval
and/or use at approximately 50–70%. It is startling to note that 19 states in the U.S. still
permit physical punishment in schools. These are Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado,
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Wyoming. Religious
and cultural variables are prominent in their association with physical punishment in
these states (e.g., Gershoff, Miller, and Holden 1999; Patton 2017; Straus, Douglas, and
Medeiros 2014).

The American Academy of Pediatrics (AAP) and the American Psychological
Association (APA) each recently issued a new Position Statement opposing the use of
physical punishment and urging alternatives. AAP’s Robert Sege noted that physical
punishment of children has three major deleterious consequences: increasing aggressive
behavior and more problems with parents and in school; adverse effects on children’s
brain development; and increased mental health problems (Abbasi 2019). The American
Psychoanalytic Association (APsaA) also has a Position Statement on physical punish-
ment. All of these organizations oppose physical punishment and urge the use of alter-
natives. These alternatives usually include some form of verbalization (“words instead of
actions”) and internalization (“set a good example”). However, none of these organizations
have proposed a prohibition of physical punishment, often due to legal concerns about
intrusion by the state, as well as religious and/or cultural reasons of some members. This
results in what Straus, Douglas, and Medeiros (2014) call Paradox #3: Focusing Exclusively
on Teaching “Alternatives” Results in Almost Everyone Spanking (p.274). It is noteworthy
that The Association for Child Psychoanalysis (ACP) has not yet crafted a Position
Statement on physical punishment.

Physical punishment persists – despite the evidence that it does more harm than good,
despite the United Nations and the CRC. And, as George Holden and his colleagues’
remarkable study shows (2014), the problem may be worse than we think. Most studies of
physical punishment use self-reports. Holden and his group, using recorders (with the
subjects’ knowledge and permission) in addition to self-reports, documented that physical
punishment occurred at least five times as much as reported via self-reporting measures.

Physical punishment in various forms goes back centuries: Child sacrifice, hatred,
intense negative ambivalence and aggression (Beiser 1989; Rosenblitt 2009; Winnicott
1949). As our contributors explain, the dynamics underlying these behaviors are numer-
ous, including: The frustration, rage, and exhaustion of a stressed parent or caregiver;
identification with the aggressor, one’s own upbringing, intergenerational psychopathol-
ogy (the bullied become the bullies); some parents do what was done to them, while others
are able to say “I didn’t like that being done to me, and I won’t do it to my children”;
externalizing processes and blame, as Hoffman and Prout describe (in this volume);
compromised socioeconomic conditions (SES); less education, and religious beliefs appear
related to the use of physical punishment; the erotic aspects, for both child and parent
(Rousseau, 1945 (1782)); the eliciting of physical punishment by the child – for attention,
attachment, guilt, erotic gratification, and so on; masochism and sadism, and “closed
systems,” as Jack and Kerry Novick highlight.
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Are these reasons powerful enough to enhance the persistence of physical punishment,
to overwhelm our cognitive and emotional capacities? Or, as Freud noted, is a different
outcome possible: “The voice of the intellect is a soft one, but it does not rest till it has
gained a hearing … in the long run, nothing can withstand reason and experience” (SE 21,
pp. 53–4).

Additional perspectives

Three additional perspectives come to mind in dealing with physical punishment. The first
concerns the tension between self-development and socialization; the second involves the
advances in our understanding of infancy and early childhood; and the third relates to
affect theory.

The self-development/socialization issue (or self-enhancement/compliance) reflects an
overview, or a higher-level construct than the ones following. Enhancing the develop-
ment of the self has been conceptualized in many ways, e.g: Winnicott’s True and False
Self (the “theory behind this is that suitable environmental provision facilitates the
internal maturational process” 1965, 194); Kohut’s nuclear self and self-disorders
(1971, 1977, 1984); Daniel Stern’s four senses of self (1985); Stanley Greenspan’s
Floortime (eliciting rather than imposing). The emphasis on socialization and physical
punishment may be at the expense of self-development. This in turn seems to involve
developmental arrests in empathy and self-and-object differentiation (Basch 1983a; Basch
1988).

The second issue involves the advances in understanding the capacities of the infant
and young child (Stern 1985). Infants’ capacities for affect recognition and response
(Demos 2019; Panksepp 1998; Tomkins 1991), cognition (Gopnik 2010, 2016; Gopnik,
Meltzoff, and Kuhl 1999), and language (Salomonsson 2006, 2014, 2016; Vivona 2012,
2014) are far greater than previously recognized. This progress and its implications appear
underappreciated.

The third issue conceptually underlies much of the first two points. It involves the
important progress made in affect theory by psychologists, psychoanalysts, and neuro-
biologists (Basch 1976; Demos 1989, 2019; Kelly and Lamia 2018; Nathanson 1987;
Panksepp 1998; Tomkins 1991). They suggest that humans are born with an innate
stimulus-response system which depends on stimulus increase, stimulus decrease, and
stimulus level – these form an innate affect system consisting of some 6–9 affects. The
positive affects are interest (curiosity) and enjoyment; surprise is a resetting affect; and
distress, anger, fear, shame, disgust, and dismell (reaction to noxious odors) are
negative affects. This is both similar to and an advance of Freud’s bipolar model
(Basch 1976).

Without going into detail, it should be noted that these affects underlie development
(Basch 1976; Demos 2019; Holinger 2008, 2016; Tomkins 1991). This enhanced under-
standing of affect thus helps solve the tension between individual self-development and
socialization. The key is the focus on the positive affects of interest and enjoyment
rather than on the negative affects. The inhibiting of interest via distress, anger, fear,
and shame contributes to serious interference of self-development. Physical punishment
is precisely what elicits fear, shame, and anger, at the expense of interest. In addition,
anger is a contagious affect which can readily morph into violence (Tomkins 1991).
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The contributors

We have a remarkable group of internationally known contributors for this section on
physical punishment, and we will let them speak for themselves. George Holden presents
an overview of the themes and data on physical punishment: socio-cultural, family, social
environment, child, and parent characteristics. Joan Durrant and Ron Ensom employ
a developmental perspective to explore the impact of physical punishment throughout the
lifecycle. Leon Hoffman and Tracy Prout discuss the sequelae of physical punishment,
with particular reference to parent–child disruption and externalization processes. Jack
and Kerry Novick explore the intrapsychic world of the perpetrators, emphasizing the
significance of sadomasochistic “closed system” responses in contrast to “open system”
alternatives. Carlton Jama Adams addresses the complex cultural issues which surround
physical punishment, including race, socioeconomics, education, and history. Clare
Huntington discusses the various legal issues related to physical punishment, focusing
on the tensions between parental rights, child wellbeing, and the rights of the state. Neal
Spira examines the resistance to change in clinical and social areas of physical punish-
ment, highlighting the process of disavowal in various clinical situations and within
himself as analyst.

In closing

To wrap up, one might do well to recall a small segment of Abraham Lincoln’s Annual
Message to Congress on December 1, 1862, delivered a month before he signed the
Emancipation Proclamation and when he was in the midst of trying to preserve the
Union and end slavery:

It is not “Can any of us imagine better?” but “Can we all do better?”
Object whatsoever is possible, still the question recurs, “Can we do better?”

There is a tremendous amount of fascinating and important information and ideas
regarding physical punishment in the articles that follow: demographic, economic, and
epidemiologic trends; developmental sequences associated with physical punishment;
intrapsychic perspectives on the meanings and motivations of such behavior; the con-
tributions of parent and child, of aggression and erotism; cultural and legal issues; and the
nature of the resistance to this problem.

Many significant opportunities emerge from these contributions, and two trends might
be highlighted. One is more psychoanalytic and developmental, and the other is predomi-
nately social, although there is overlap between the two.

I. The first involves the advances in our knowledge of early development – affect,
cognition, and language. This information and the implications warrant a wider
audience. This may be especially true of affect (Demos 2019; Tomkins 1991). An
enhanced understanding of affect allows for the capacities of empathy and self-and-
object differentiation, which in turn decreases physical punishment.

Also, as one grapples with the tension between authentic self-development and socia-
lization, the affect of interest is crucial. As Tomkins noted (1962), “It is interest … which
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is primary … ” (342); “ … this affect supports both what is necessary for life and what is
possible … ” (345). The negative affects of distress, anger, fear, and shame impair interest.
If, instead, environmental provision includes the enhancement of interest, then cognitive
and language capacities advance, resulting in greater self-reflection, self-understanding,
tension-regulation, interpersonal skills, learning, and so on.

II. The second potential for progress is more socially oriented. It involves the care of
the parents and caregivers, those who are most intimately connected with the
children and the use of physical punishment. Assisting parents to better understand
the inner world of children and to use alternatives to physical punishment is one
step, but more is needed – we need to help the parents more directly.

It is clear that physical punishment makes things worse, not better, for parents as well
as children. So – Ban physical punishment. Overcome the various resistances and prohibit
the hitting of children. Ban physical punishment for the benefit of the parents as well as
for the children. We do not allow one spouse to hit another; why is an adult allowed to hit
a smaller and more vulnerable child who is at a critical period of development?

Prohibit physical punishment in schools – as over 100 countries have done; prohibit it
in all settings – as over 50 countries have done. In many countries, violations of physical
punishment laws result in a process that increases therapeutic attention and resources for
parents as well as children. The value of such therapeutic intervention has been known
and described for decades (e.g., Freud 1966–1980; Geissmann and Geissmann 1998; Klein
1948; Winnicott 1958), including in one of the most eloquent and poignant papers in the
clinical literature, “Ghosts in the Nursery: A Psychoanalytic Approach to the Problems of
Impaired Infant–Mother Relationships” (Fraiberg, Adelson, and Shapiro 1975).

Intergenerational violence and early impairment of the crucial affect of interest (curi-
osity) are only two of the many problems associated with physical punishment. Nadine
Block, who with her colleagues gained prohibition of physical punishment in the schools
of Ohio (Breaking the Paddle: Ending School Corporal Punishment, 2013), once noted:
“Social change at a snail’s pace!” (personal communication). So, can we do better? Yes – at
least we must certainly try.

Finally, we would like to express our profound gratitude to the contributors of this
section for their remarkable work and enthusiasm, and to the outstanding oversight and
orchestration by the Editor-in-Chief of The Psychoanalytic Study of the Child, Claudia
Lament.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Notes on contributor

Paul C. Holinger, M.D., MPH, is a Training/Supervising Analyst, Child/Adolescent Supervising
Analyst, Faculty and Former Dean at the Chicago Psychoanalytic Institute, and Professor of
Psychiatry, Rush University Medical Center, Chicago, Illinois.

6 P. C. HOLINGER



References

Abbasi, J. 2019. American academy of pediatrics says no more spanking or harsh verbal discipline.
JAMA 321:437–39. doi:10.1001/jama.2018.18429.

American Law Institute. 2018. Restatement of the Law, Children and the Law, Tentative Draft No.1.
American Law Institute. 2019. Restatement of the Law, Children and the Law, Tentative Draft No.2.
Basch, M. F. 1976. The concept of affect: A re-examination. Journal of the American Psychoanalytic

Association 24:759–77. doi:10.1177/000306517602400401.
Basch,M. F. 1983a. Empathic understanding: A review of the concept and some theoretical considerations.

Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association 31:101–26. doi:10.1177/000306518303100104.
Basch, M. F. 1983b. The perception of reality and the disavowal of meaning. The Annual of

Psychoanalysis XI:125–54.
Basch, M. F. 1988. Understanding psychotherapy: The science behind the art. New York: Basic Books.
Beiser, H. R. 1989. Fatherhood and the preference for a younger child. Annual of Psychoanalysis

17:203–12.
Bitensky, S. H. 2006. Corporal punishment of children: A human rights violation. Ardsley, NY:

Transnational Publishers, Inc.
Block, N. 2013. Breaking the paddle: Ending school corporal punishment. Columbus, OH: Center for

Effective Discipline.
Cranston, M. 1982. Jean-Jacques. The early life and work of Jean-Jacques Rousseau 1712–1754.

Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
Demos, E. V. 1989. A prospective constructivist view of development. Annual Psychoanalysis

17:287–308. Hillside, NJ: Analytic Press.
Demos, E. V. 2019. The affect theory of Silvan Tomkins for psychoanalysis and psychotherapy:

Recasting the essentials. New York: Routledge.
Durrant, J., and R. Ensom. 2012. Physical punishment of children: Lessons from 20 years of

research. Canadian Medical Association Journal 184:1373–77. doi:10.1503/cmaj.101314.
Durrant, J. E., and R. Ensom. 2017. Twenty-five years of physical punishment research: What have

we learned? Journal of the Korean Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry 29:20–24.
doi:10.5765/jkacap.2017.28.1.20.

Fortson, B. L., J. Klevens, M. T. Merrick, L. K. Gilbert, and S. P. Alexander. 2016. Preventing child
abuse and neglect: A technical package for policy, norm, and programmatic activities. Atlanta, GA:
National Center for Injury Prevention and Control-Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

Fraiberg, S., E. Adelson, and V. Shapiro. 1975. Ghosts in the nursery: A psychoanalytic approach to
the problems of impaired infant-mother relationships. Journal of the American Academy of Child
Psychiatry 14:387–421. doi:10.1016/S0002-7138(09)61442-4.

Freud, A. 1966–1980. The writings of Anna Freud. Vol. 8. New York: International University Press.
Freud, S. 1919. ‘A child is being beaten’: A contribution to the study of the origin of sexual perversions.

17 SE, 179–204. London: The Hogarth Press.
Geissmann, C., and P. Geissmann. 1998. A history of child psychoanalysis. London: Routledge.
Gershoff, E. T. 2002. Physical punishment by parents and associated child behaviors and experi-

ences: A meta-analytic and theoretical review. Psychological Bulletin 128:539–79. doi:10.1037/
0033-2909.128.4.539.

Gershoff, E. T. 2008. Report on physical punishment in the United States: What research tells us
about its effects on children. Columbus, OH: Center for Effective Discipline.

Gershoff, E. T., and A. Grogan-Kaylor. 2016. Spanking and child outcomes: Old controversies and
new meta-analyses. Journal of Family Psychology 30:453–69. doi:10.1073/fam0000191.

Gershoff, E. T., P. C. Miller, and G. W. Holden. 1999. Parenting influences from the pulpit:
Religious affiliation as a determinant of parental corporal punishment. Journal of Family
Psychology 13:307–20. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.13.3.307.

Gopnik, A. 2010. How babies think. Scientific American, July 76–81. doi:10.1038/scientificameri-
can0710-76.

Gopnik, A. 2016. The gardener and the carpenter: What the new science of child development tells us
about the relationship between parents and children. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

THE PSYCHOANALYTIC STUDY OF THE CHILD 7

https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2018.18429
https://doi.org/10.1177/000306517602400401
https://doi.org/10.1177/000306518303100104
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.101314
https://doi.org/10.5765/jkacap.2017.28.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-7138(09)61442-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.128.4.539
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.128.4.539
https://doi.org/10.1073/fam0000191
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.13.3.307
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0710-76
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0710-76


Gopnik, A., A. N. Meltzoff, and P. K. Kuhl. 1999. The scientist in the crib: Minds, brains, and how
children learn. New York: William Morrow and Company, Inc.

Holden, G. W., P. A. Williamson, and G. W. Holland. 2014. Eavesdropping on the family: A pilot
investigation of corporal punishment in the home. Journal of Family Psychology 28:401–06.
doi:10.1037/a0036370.

Holinger, P. C. 2008. Further issues in the psychology of affect and motivation: A developmental
perspective. Psychoanalytic Psychology 25:425–42. doi:10.1037/0736-9735.25.3.425.

Holinger, P. C. 2016. Further considerations of theory, technique, and affect in child psychoanalysis:
Two prelatency cases. International Journal Psychoanalysis 97:1279–97. doi:10.1111/1745-
8315.12366.

Huntington, C. 2014. Failure to Flourish: How law undermines family relationships. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Kalin, N. H. 2020. Early-life environmental factors impacting the development of psychopathology.
American Journal of Psychiatry 177:1–3.

Kelly, V. C., and M. C. Lamia. 2018. The upside of shame: Therapeutic interventions using the
positive aspects of a “Negative” emotion. New York: WW Norton & Company.

Klein, M. 1948. Contributions to psycho-analysis 1921–1945. London: Hogarth Press and the
Institute of Psycho-Analysis.

Kohut, H. 1971. The analysis of the self: A systematic approach to the psychoanalytic treatment of
narcissistic personality disorders. New York: International Universities Press.

Kohut, H. 1977. The restoration of the self. New York: International Universities Press.
Kohut, H. 1984. How does analysis cure. Ed. Arnold Goldberg with Paul E. Stepansky. Chicago and

London: University of Chicago Press.
Lippard, E. T. C., and C. B. Nemeroff. 2020. The devastating clinical consequences of child abuse

and neglect: Increased disease vulnerability and poor treatment response in mood disorders.
American Journal of Psychiatry 177:20–36.

Nathanson, D. L., ed. 1987. The many faces of shame. New York: Guilford Press.
Österman, K., K. Björkqvist, K. Wahlbeck. 2014. Twenty-eight years after the complete ban on the

physical punishment of children in Finland: Trends and psychosocial concomitants. Aggressive
Behavior 40:568–81. doi:10.1002/ab.v40.6.

Osterman, K., W. K. Bjorkqvist, and K. Wahlbeck. 2018. A decrease in victimization from physical
punishment in Finland in 1934–2014: An evidence of an emerging culture of nonviolent parenting.
EJMO 2:221–30.

Panksepp, J. 1998. Affective neuroscience: The foundation of human and animal emotions. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Patton, S. 2017. Spare the kids: Why whupping children won’t save Black America. Boston: Beacon
Press.

Roberts, D. 2002. Shattered bonds: The color of child welfare. New York: Basic Civitas Books.
Rosenblitt, D. L. 2009. Where do you want this killing done? An exploration of hatred of children.

Annual of Psychoanalysis 36:203–15.
Rousseau, J. J. 1782. The Confessions. New York: Random House (1945).
Salomonsson, B. 2006. The impact of words on children with ADHD and DAMP: Consequences for

psychoanalytic technique. The International Journal of Psychoanalysis 87:1026–47. doi:10.1516/
EYQ4-21HH-1KQJ-2WME.

Salomonsson, B. 2014. Psychoanalytic therapy with infants and parents: Practice, theory, and results.
London: Routledge.

Salomonsson, B. 2016. Infantile defenses in parent-infant psychotherapy: The example of gaze
avoidance. The International Journal of Psychoanalysis 97:65–88. doi:10.1111/1745-8315.12331.

Sege, R. D., and B. S. Siegel; Council on Child Abuse and Neglect; Committee on Psychosocial
Aspects of Child and Family Health. 2018. Effective discipline to raise healthy children. Pediatrics
142 (6):e20183112. February 01, 2019. doi:10.1542/peds.2018-3112.

Stern, D. N. 1985. The interpersonal World of the infant: A view from psychoanalysis and develop-
mental psychology. New York: Basic Books.

8 P. C. HOLINGER

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0036370
https://doi.org/10.1037/0736-9735.25.3.425
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-8315.12366
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-8315.12366
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.v40.6
https://doi.org/10.1516/EYQ4-21HH-1KQJ-2WME
https://doi.org/10.1516/EYQ4-21HH-1KQJ-2WME
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-8315.12331
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2018-3112


Straus, M. A., E. M. Douglas, and R. A. Medeiros. 2014. The primordial violence: Spanking children,
psychological development, violence, and crime. New York: Routledge.

Tomkins, S. S. 1962. Affect imagery consciousness (Volume I): The positive affects. New York:
Springer.

Tomkins, S. S. 1991. Affect imagery consciousness (Volume III): The negative affects: anger and fear.
New York: Springer.

Vivona, J. M. 2012. Is there a nonverbal period of development? Journal American Psychoanalytic
Association 60:231–65. doi:10.1177/0003065112438767.

Vivona, J. M. 2014. Introduction: How does talking cure? Journal American Psychoanalytic
Association 62:1025–27. doi:10.1177/0003065114557482.

Winnicott, D. W. 1949. Hate in the counter-transference. The International Journal of Psycho-
analysis 30:69–74.

Winnicott, D. W. 1958. Through paediatrics to psycho-analysis. London: Tavistock.
Winnicott, D. W. 1965. The maturational processes and the facilitating environment. New York:

International Universities Press.
Young-Bruehl, E. 2012. Childism: Confronting prejudice against children. New Haven: Yale

University Press.

THE PSYCHOANALYTIC STUDY OF THE CHILD 9

https://doi.org/10.1177/0003065112438767
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003065114557482

	Abstract
	Definitions and literature
	International trends, organizations, and legal issues
	Additional perspectives
	The contributors
	In closing
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributor
	References

