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a Secu&zr Commumty

May Not Z?(ecute Its Memﬁers

The purpose of law is to provide a framework for
the fuifiliment of everyone in our community. We can
disagree, debate, and vote about how much each of us
should give or get to reach this goal. But we cannot

begin to debate or doubt the wisdom of considering

each human being an end rather than only a means.
We as a community have problems, but none of us is
the problem. Our problems are defined by the goal of
universal human flourishing. To call that goal into

question is to make coherent public discussion impos- |
It people can just be used, for whom are we

sible.
going to use them? Reason becomes at best a
weapon for each faction to use to achieve domination
over others.

The above principle means that we can only give
or take things from others, based on how well or poorly

they serve our common goal of human fulfiliment. I

our neighbors do wrong, they may deserve a certain

punishment, anditmay be imposed onthem insofaras -

necessary to deter future evil of like or greater magni-
tude. Butthey cannot be stripped of their basic human
inviolability, their basic right to be treated as a fellow-
subject in our community. Thus it is appropriate to
punish criminals by deprivingthem of money orliberty,
butnot by intentionally maiming them, treating them as

animals, or killing them. Killing is not just taking the

greatest thing away from a person, as “capital” punish-
ment may seem to claim. It is the destruction of the
personhimself. It does not deprive a person of a good,
as retribution for a crime; it does not make him “pay his
debt to society.” No. It is qualitatively different. it
doesn't pay a debt, it kills the debtor. it violates his
being and the foundational assumption of our commu-

nity.

Some may argue that by committing a serious
crime, the criminal “forfeits” his right to be a member of
our community, voluntarily chooses to become an

But human dignity and inviolability
are not a matter of choice.
We cannot forfeit or waive
our humanity.
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outlaw. But human dignity and inviolability are nota
matter of choice. We cannot forfeit or waive our hu-
manity. We cannot legally consent to be enslaved,
maimed, or Killed. Voluntary euthanasia and capital
punishment are wrongfor the same reason: There is
nothing any person could say or do that could negate
the equal and intrinsic human inviolability which is the
axiomatic starting point for public life. Someone’s
suffering orhis evil deeds are horrors we face with him.
His existence is not itself a horror, even if in his despair

he begs us to treat him as expendable.

Note that the above argument is entirely non-
religious or secular. There could in theory be convinc-
ing religious arguments in favor of capital punishrment.

‘This is so because from a religious point of view we are

joined to each other primarily through God. if God
permits capital punishment, doing as He says does not
undo the fundamental principle of a religiously-based
community. But whether the God who died on a cross
in fact permits capital punishment is open to doubt.
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