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State- Constitution,_'POST_v:andl indfvidual ”lamh'enforcementh
:aéencies.'- However,xsoc1al s01ence‘and psychology studles4
-have-k demonstrated‘ that ;nd}v;dnal:nmofflcers entertalnd
perceptions'of normal force which may be contradictory_tob
formal and legal perceptlons of justlfled force | Inatheﬂ
lrecent Us Supreme Court Dec181on of Tenn. v' Garner, the
court said: | | | |

" "When an offlcer has a rlght to make an
. AFTEst; Hé may use whatever force is
rea_onably necessary.to.apprehend the

- offender.or. effect.the arrest, n '

Offender resists, - the offlcer may use”

Law. Enforcement 15fficers”,in 'Cglifornia> are‘imell informed
_about the legal 1mp11catlons of nsing:force, and record in

‘thelr reports the proper use of force (Brodsky & Wllllamson,
1985). However,"lawf enforcement 'offlcersv pract1Ce a

‘perceptlon of normal force Wthh contradlcts legal sanctlons
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[aggre331on as unav01dable (Rapport & Holden 1981) Dollard

’ ~and. Mlller »(1950) led the s001al learnlng theorlsts by o
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stulat;ng. a theory ff aggre331on based gonfha;“ﬂrefg"

1nterpretation‘.off psycho dynamlcs ilnto learnlng terms

E(Rapporti&Holden;fl981),"5 Accordlng to Dollard aggreSSion

determined b‘y.‘f'frustratlon, or the blocklng of a goal."
lsponse (Rapport & Holden, 1981)

't Some contemporary psychologlsts suggest‘v1olence on thei
=lev181on may elther 1ncrease or decrease aggres31ve actlng

1t . These psychologlsts belleve telev1s1on may act as a

Ltalyst or env1ronmental cue Wthh trlggers a 'state of"

ustratlon (Flshback Rapport & Holden, 1981)

Aggress1on based on 31tuatlon—based models places much_ﬁ
the empha31s on eéternal stlmull and varlables 1n.thev
:ttlng whlch :'determlnes'{ thef 1ndlv1duals.*jbehav;or;
leréfdre, 31tuat10n—based models are ;basically"stimuli—:
sponSé;':the> stlmulus factors 1nflnence 'thé SUbseduent

sponses (Endler & Magnusson, 1976) ThlS model tends to

Jnore or underemphalse person related cons1stenc1es

tter—personal behav;ors‘(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 person4situation inter-

personal relations in an effort to understand both the

p%rsonality and the behaVior. This view is predicated'updn,
| ‘ .
the belief that behavior involves a continuous interaction

|

bétween‘ 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

fdnction of  the person as the person’s behavior is a
l

f#nction of the situation " (Shah, 1981). Hans-Toch (1969)
séated in his study that‘ Circumstances in a person’s
a%proach 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 tne sig-
nificanée of‘situational factors. Shah (i978) and Monahon
(1978) and . others have suggested that situations and
environments of violenee must be more carefully examined for
adcurate bexplanations. 'To date, research dn situational
variables is limited to Wolfgang, 1958; Mulvill et.all 1969;
Toch, 1969; Gelles, 1972; Curtis, 1974; Stelnmitz,l97f

(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

aggre531on as a, learned response.acquired .through--modeling.

v

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

violence takes place predominantly in certain circles,

settings, and on certain occasions. Violence can not be

TR e v g
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random, based on 1nst1nct, when violence‘appea;gmegwgggenmin

spec1fic types of situations (Toch 1984)

To assist in 1dentifying ind1v1duals prone to

1
aggression or violent dispositions under- specific
situations, Toch developed ten categories of violent prone

individuals.



25

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

Norm-Enforcing: A self-assigned mission

involving the use of violence on behalf of
norms that the violent person sees as

wuniversal rules of conduct.

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.

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

Pressure Removing: A propensity (largely

‘resulting from limited interpersonal skill) to

explode in situations with which one unable to
deal. ' *

Bullying: An orientation in which pleasure is

obtained from the exercise of violence and
terror against individuals ‘uniquely suscep

tible to it.

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. '

Self-Indulging: A tendency to opefate under
the assumption that other people exist to
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_bfsatlsfy one’ s ‘needs-~ “with v1olence as the
*ffpenalty of noncompllance :

“9g;fCathart1ng A tendency to use” v1olence to S
‘”y~d1scharge accumulated 1nternal pressure, or 1n
' response to recurrent feellngs or moods B
(Toch,1984) :

Alcohol and/or drug use has been found contrlbutlng”ﬁﬁ"”'

to: the human aggre331on/v1olence equatlon ,' Wolfgang“and_w‘li

':nStrohm (1956) examlned pollce records Vof 588 vcases',of'V

g hom101des in Phlladelphla from 1948 to 1953 _Alcohol waSifux

_ dlrectly related to 64 percent of those homlcldes;:and 72Th'
ﬂ‘percent of the stabblng, 69 percent of the beatlngs,,and 55¥T
: ppercent of the shootlngs (Taylor & Leonard 1983) Thlsy;:
”vstudy was repllcated by Vons and Hepburn (1968) in: Chlcago,
'::and they found alcohol 1nvolved 1n 53 3 percent of 370l5;

Ihomlcldes. (Taylor & Leonard) Accordlng to Taylor, there

lcohol and aggre331ve;p

B

7nbehav1or., Rather,_aggress1on appears to be a. functlonhof”.=f

fthe 1nteractlon of alcohol “‘mzc ntextual cues that:burden.i

T

l»ythew 1ntox1cated person ;m;:Some of the contextual cues‘f}.

st
s R *

“sfldentlfled
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1. Threat of harm" : S

2. Social pressure (peer group) (Taylor
& Leonard 1983) n

Alcohol ahd family vrolence appear[tq haverarvery‘close
relatiohship. In{aeetﬁdy by Welfgang, aleohei:wasfound ihb
9 % of the victims ot homicides, but 11% of the offenders
were intexicated H(Gelies, 1987). Sneil, kosenwald,' and
Robey (1964) conciuded in their study rhat wife-beating is
common  ameng' alcoholicybmeh. Hewever; 'alcohol related
violehce is not vakprimarf easual_ agent... MeAndrew‘ and
Edgerton (1969) argue that the> drunken comportmeht is  a
situational wvariable, aand eventually a learned affair
(Gelles,,l987)f ‘Adeitional research indicates alcOth'may
affect only eertaiﬁk personality‘;types, 'resulting‘ in an
aggressive or violenr manner.

Not ali intoxieared people 'beCOme violeﬁt or
aggressive, and equallyitrue; persensbwhq are normally ealm
»and. peaceful do v‘beeome iaggressive or vielent when
‘intokicated. 'Roebuck and Johnson (1962) found that people
brought up in rigid and ethically strict envirenments_were’
'more'pronetorvieience.When intexicated; Other studies by
Pernanen(l976), POwere & Kutash(1978), Back-y-Rita, Lion,

“and Ervin(1970) = found ~latent = schizophrenia, mental



