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state Constitution/ POST, and individual law enforcement
 

agencies. However, social science and psychology studies
 

have demonstrated that individual officers entertain
 

perceptions of normal force which may be contradictory to
 

formal and legal perceptions of justified force. In the
 

recent US Supreme Court Decision of Tenn. v Garner, the
 

court said:
 

"When an officer;has a right to make an
 
aFrest,"he may use whatever force is
 
reasonably., necessary.-,to apprehend the
 

offender:.ar.„^ arrest,, no more.
 
Offender resists, the officer may use
 
such force as may^be rajgulxed..under the
 
rcifcumstances to overcome the resistance-


even to the extent of taking a life, if"
 
heeded for self-defense or.to arrest a
 

dangerous felon. What amounts._to
 
reasonable force on the part, of the officer
 
making an arrest depends on facts of the'
 
case."( Tenn.v Garner)
 

Law Enforcement officers in California are well informed
 

about the legal implications of using force, and record in
 

their reports the proper use of force (Brodsky & Williamson,
 

1985). However, law enforcement officers practice a
 

perception of normal force which contradicts legal sanctions
 









precarious position. While society has given the law� 

enforcement officer the right and duty to use force when� 

necessary, little direction has been given to the officer to� 

determine what is legal or illegal. Each case must be heard� 

on its own merits to determine the necessity and� 

reasonableness for the use of force. Officers must use� 

force in circumstances when the rationale is often morally,� 

legally, and practically ambiguous (Hunt,1985). In� 

order to more effectively justify the use of force, officers� 

must be taught how to identify the situational-contextual� 

cxies which identify the aggressive/violent offender.� 

THE VIOLENT OFFENDER� 

Human aggression and violence has been studied and� 

analyzed by psychologists, psychiatrists, and medical� 

experts. The causes for human aggression has been theorized� 

as emanating from instinct, frustration, social learning� 

models, and situational-contextual factors.� 

Aggression is traditionally viewed as an instinct, and� 

is represented by William James' (1968) notion of aggression� 

as inherent in humanness, and William McDougall's "Instinct� 

for Pugacity". Both James and McDougall viewed human� 
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aggression as unavoidable (Rapport & Holden,1981). Dollard 

and Miller (1950) led the social-learning theorists by 

postulating a theory of aggression vbase^d a:: > "re'-;, 

interpretation of psycho-dynamics into learning terms 

(Rapport SHolden, 1981)." According to Dollard, aggression 

is determined by frustration, or the blocking of a goal 

response (Rapport & Holden, 1981). 

Some contemporary psychologists suggest violence on the 

television may either increase or decrease aggressive acting 

out. These psychologists believe television may act as a 

Ccitalyst or environmental cue which triggers a state of 

frustration (Fishback, Rapport & Holden, 1981). 

Aggression based on situation-based models places much 

of the emphasis on external stimuli and variables in the 

setting which determines the individuals behavior.
 

Therefore, situation-based models are basically stimuli-


r€!sponse, the stimulus factors influence the subsequent
 

responses (Endler & Magnusson, 1976). This model tends to
 

ignore or underemphaise person related consistencies in
 

inter-personal behaviors (Shah, 1981).
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The most recent model to understanding human aggression
 

and violence is the interactional model of behavior. This
 

model emphases the importance of person-situation inter
 

personal relations in an effort to understand both the
 

personality and the behavior. This view is predicated upon
 

the belief that behavior involves a continuous interaction
 

between individuals and the various situations they
 

encounter (Shah, 1981). Endler and Magnusson (1976)
 

stated:
 

"not only is the individual's behavior
 
influenced by significant features of
 
the situations he or she encounters, but
 
the person also selects the situation in
 
which he or she performs, and
 
subsequently effects the character of
 
these situations." (Shah, 1981)
 

Bowers (1973) points out that "situations are as much a
 

function of the person as the person's behavior is a
 

function of the situation "(Shah, 1981). Hans-Toch (1969)
 

stated in his study that circumstances in a person's
 

approach to others may produce situations which trigger
 

violent reactions, sometimes without the person being aware
 

he is causing the violent reaction (Shah, 1981).
 

Knowing how situational and contextual factors interact
 

with individual characteristics is crucial for an adequate
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understanding of any human aggression or violence. For 

example, Levinson and Ramsey (1979) demonstrated the sig
 

nificance of situational factors. Shah (1978) and Monahon
 

(1978) and others have suggested that situations and
 

ehvironments of violence must be more carefully examined for
 

accurate explanations. To date, research on situational
 

variables is limited to Wolfgang, 1958; Mulvill et.all 1969;
 

Toch, 1969; Gelles, 1972; Curtis, 1974; Stelnmitz,197.
 

(Steadman, 1981).
 

The school of thought most widely accepted today in
 

identifying human aggression/violence was initiated by
 
I
 

Bandura and Walters (1963). Bandura and Walters viewed
 

aggression as a learned response acquired through modeling
 

and reinforcement (Rapport & Holden, 1981),. Toch wrote that
 

violence takes place predominantly in certain circles,
 

settings, and on certain occasions. Violence can not be
 

random, based on instinct, when violence appears so often in
 

specific types of situations (Toch, 1984).
 

To assist in identifying individuals prone to
 

aggression or violent dispositions under specific
 

situations, Toch developed ten categories of violent prone
 

individuals.
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.. Rep Defending: A category comprising persons
 
who allocated by public acclaim a role that
 
encompasses the exercise of aggressive
 
violence.
 

2. 	Norm-Enforcing: A self-assigned mission
 
involving the use of violence on behalf of
 
norms that the violent person sees as
 
universal rules of conduct.
 

3. 	Self-image Compensating: Various types of
 
compensatory relationships between low self-

esteem and violence , comprising ; a). self-

image defending- a tendency to use aggression
 
as a form of retribution against people who
 
the person feels have cast aspersions on his
 
self-image.
 
b). Self-image Promoting; the use of violence
 
as a demonstration of worth by persons whose
 
self- definition place emphasis on toughness
 
and status.
 

4. 	Self-defending: A tendency to perceive other
 
persons as sources of physical danger which
 
requires neutralization.
 

5. 	Pressure Removing: A propensity (largely
 
resulting from limited interpersonal skill) to
 
explode in situations with which one unable to
 
deal.
 

6. 	Bullying: An orientation in which pleasure is
 
obtained from the exercise of violence and
 

terror against individuals uniquely suscep
 

tible to it.
 

7. 	Exploitation: a persistent effort to
 
manipulate others into becoming unwilling
 
tools for one's pleasure and convenience, with
 
violence used when other people react against
 
their effort.
 

8. 	Self-Indulging: A tendency to operate under
 
the assumption that other people exist to
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satisfy one's needs-with violence as the
 
penalty of noncompliance.
 

9. Catharting: A teridency^^^^^ use violence to
 
discharge accumulated internal pressure, or in
 
response to recurrent feelings or moods
 
(Toch,1984).
 

Alcohol and/or drug use has been found contributing
 

to the human aggression/violence equation. Wolfgang and
 

Strohm (1956) examined police records of 588 cases of
 

homicides in Philadelphia from 1948 to 1953. Alcohol was
 

directly related to 64 percent of those homicides, and 72
 

percent of the stabbing, 69 percent of the beatings, and 55
 

percent of the shootings (Taylor & Leonard, 1983). This
 

study was replicated by Vons and Hepburn (1968) in Chicago,
 

and they found alcohol involved in 53.3 percent of 370
 

homicides. (Taylor & Leonard) According to Taylor, there
 

is no simple correspondence between alcohol and aggressive
 

behavior. Rather, aggression appears to be a function of
 

the interaction of alcohol and contextual cues that burden
 

the intoxicated person. Some of the contextual cues
 

identified:
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1. 	Threat of harm
 

2. 	Social pressure (peer group) (Taylor
 
& Leonard, 1!
 

Alcohol and family violence appear to have a very close
 

relationship. In a study by Wolfgang, alcohol was found in
 

9 % of the victims of homicides, but 11% of the offenders
 

were intoxicated (Gelles, 1987). Snell, Rosenwald, and
 

Robey (1964) concluded in their study that wife-beating is
 

common among alcoholic men. However, alcohol related
 

violence is not a primary casual agent. McAndrew and
 

Edgerton (1969) argue that the drunken comportment is a
 

situational variable, and eventually a learned affair
 

(Gelles, 1987). Additional research indicates alcohol may
 

affect only certain personality types, resulting in an
 

aggressive or violent manner.
 

Not ail intoxicated people become violent or
 

aggressive, and equally true, persons who are normally calm
 

and peaceful do become aggressive or violent when
 

intoxicated. Roebuck and Johnson (1962) found that people
 

brought up in rigid and ethically strict environments were
 

more prone to violence when intoxicated. Other studies by
 

Pernanen(1976), Powere & Kutash(1978), Back-y-Rita, Lion,
 

and Ervin(1970) found latent schizophrenia, mental
 


