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Miroshnichenko A. The Origins of Revenge Motive in Relation to Law Enforcement and
the Courts

The problems of determining the motive and motivation of human behavior in historical
particularly onerous and theological theory.

Problems determining the motive and motivation of human behavior is increasingly attracting
the attention of scientists from different fields of science, especially philosophy, psychology,
education, law, sociology and so on. The motive of revenge determines the activity itself defined
activities.

It should be noted that the reasons may be both conscious and unconscious. Indeed, there may
be cases where the person committing the crime is not even aware of their own motives, formed
under the influence of any adverse factors. Therefore, the way to determine the true motives, as
we seen, lies at the historical origins and the views of scientists on the issue.

It is a reasonable argument that everyone should be free from violence and aggression.
However, from ancient times to the present, there are differences between natural rights of man
and his existence in a social environment. What revenge existed for thousands of years and will be
confirmed not only by scientists, but our being.

Showing monuments of history, giving to the conclusion as to the existence of revenge with the
birth of humanity.

It  should be noted that revenge – a psychological  need that did not arise from the mere fact
cause resentment, but with complex circumstances that create the human environment, make this
possible image. If the image is revenge will be legitimate and predictable. Thus, in this context
raises questions victimological aspect and (or) the original wrongful conduct, especially for the
police and the court.

The attention is focused on the origins of the motive of revenge on law enforcement and the
court. It should be noted that in modern society, the professional activities of court employees and
law enforcement, based on the implementation of legal and moral requirements, and the rule of
law and prevent crime – the main indicator of the maturity and reliability. At the same time, their
professional activities require conscientious performance of official duties, moral purity, integrity,
truthfulness. Dissatisfaction with the decisions of law enforcement agencies (investigative,
operational units, etc.), casting doubt on the legitimacy of the verdict, can support the daring
actions of criminals not only ordinary citizens, and even government officials. In this regard,
attention should be paid to the consideration of the causes and conditions of criminal behavior in
individuals who were brought to criminal responsibility, did not recognize his species dissatisfied
with the verdict, and that negatively characterized at home, school, work and express intentions
revenge court employees and law enforcement.

Key words: motive, motivation, personality of the perpetrator, the victim, law enforcement
agencies, the courts.


