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THE RIGHTS OF SELI‘-DEFENCE .
“BY" J’O’\TATHAN DYMOND.' D .

The rwht of defending ourselves against vrolence is easrly de
duorble from tbe law of pature, There is, however, little need
to deduce it, because ‘manking are at least suﬁczently persuuded
of 'its lawl'ulnese. The- great question. ‘which the dpinions and
prmclples that now mﬁuence the world ‘make’ :t needful to dts-
" 'cuss ]S, _whether the- rrcrht of self- det‘ence is absolute and uncon—
. dmoual —whether every uctlon whatever is: lawful provrded itis
necessary to the preservatron of life ? They who' mamtam the af-
ﬁrmatwe, mamtaxn a great ‘deal ; for tbey mamtam, that wheuever
Jifs ndangered,_ all rules of morahty are, as’ it respects the i in<
1y snspended anmhrlated ,—every moral obllgatlon is tnken

: di,\rid
‘ away 'by the single fuct, that llfe is threatened.

- Yet the langnage that’ is erdlnartly held upon the subject im-
pltes the supposmon of all this. * If our lives are threatened
with assassmatton or npen violence from the hands of robbers or
enemies, any means of defence would be allowed and laudable.”**
Agiin : ¢ There isone case inwhich all extremities are justifiable,
pamely, when our life is assaulted, and it becomes necessary for
our preservation to Kl the assailant:’t

The reader may the more willingly inquire, whether these pro-
positions dre true, becanse most of those who lay them down are
at little pamn to prove their truth. Men are  extremely wrllmg to
: acquresce in it without proot‘ and wnters and speakers thmk it
" unnecessary to adduce it. Thus, perhaps, it happens, that fallacy

| is Tiot: detected because lt Is not sought *’lt’ the render should

the assailing party. There may be other conditions upon which
life may be preserved, than that of violence towards fim. Some

ruffians seize a man in the highway, and will kill him unless hel|"
will conduct them to his neighbor’s property, and assist them in.

carrying it off. May this man unite with them in the robbery, in
order to save his life, or may he not? If he may, what becomes
of the law, Thou shalt not steal? If he may not, then not every
means by whicha man may preserve his life is ¢ landable” or **al-
lowed.” We have found an exception to the rule. There are
twenty other wicked things which violent men may make the sole
condition of - not taking our lives. Do all wicked things become
lawful because life is at stake ? Ifthey do, moraluy surely is at
an end. If they do not, such proposmons as those ofGrottus and:
‘Paley are untrue. :

* A pagan has unalterably resolved to offer me up in sacri
fice on the morrow, unless ¥ will acknowledge the deity of his
gods, and worship them. I shall presume, that the Christian will

'regard these acts as being, under every possible circumstance,
enlawful. The night oﬂ'ers me an epportunity of assassinating
kim. Now.Iam placed, so far as the argument.is concerned, in

" precisely the same situation, with respect to this man, as a travel-|

ler is with respect to a ruffian with a pistol. Life in both cases de-
- pends on killing the offender. Both are acts of self-defence. Am
L.at liberty to assassinate this man ?
surely answers, No, Here then is a case in which I may not
take a violent. man’s life in order to save my own. We have
said that the heart of the Christian answers, No ; and this; we
think, is a just. species of appeal, But if any one doubts wha-
ther the assassination would be unlawful, let him consider whe-
ther one of the Christian apostles would have committed it in
sucha case. Here, at any rate, the heart.of every man unswers,
No. And mark the reason ;—because every man perceives that
the act would have been palpably inconsistent,with the apostolic
character and conduct ; or, which is_the same thing,
Christian character and .conduct. :
Or put 2 case_in a'somewhat different form. A furious Turk
"holds a scimetar over my head, and declares he will instantly:
dispatch me anless [ abjure Christianity, and acknowledge the
divine legation of ** the prophet.’’. Now there are two, supposa-

with a

* Grotius: Rights of War and .Peace.
t Paley : Mor. and Pol. Phil, p. 8,b. 4,¢. 1.

s

‘ refer for an, answe‘r to the broad'prmcrples of Chrtstrun plety and
Chrlsuuu benevolence that p:ety which reposes hab:tu'tl couﬁ—

are ]ust\ﬁable,” then they are not confined to acts of resrstance to,

The heart of the Christian,

' ble wn)s in whlch I may suve my hfe 5 -one. by contrrvruw to; stab

the Turk, and one ¢ by den_)mtr Christ. before -men.”* . You suy

I am got at hberty to deny Christ, but I am at ltberty to stab’ the

man. Why am I not athberty to deny him ¥ Becuuse Chris=
ttanrty forbids it.- *Then ‘we Tequire you to. show that Chrrsttamty
does not forbid. you to tahe ‘his life. Our religion’ pronouuces
both actlons 0 be wrong You- say that under these crrcum—
stunces the k‘tllmg 1sright. VVhere is. your proof 2. 'Whai is‘the

-grouud of)our dtstmctlon’ ‘But, whether. it can be adduced-or

not, our 1mmed|ate argument is; establlshed hat there aré some
things which lt is, not lawful’ o do in‘order to preserve our hves.
This. concluston has mdeed been pructtcally acted vpon. - A com-
pany of mqumtors dnd thetr awents ‘are about to conduct o rrood
man to the stake.. M ke could hy any menus destroy these men,
he rmtrht save his. life. It isa questton, therefore, of self-de—
fence. Supposrng these means to be_ wnhm his power,—-suppos-
ing he could: contrive a mine, and by suddenly firing it, blow his
persecutors into the air,—would it be lawful and Christian thus to
act? No. The common judgments of mankind respecting the
right temper and conduct of the martyr pronounce it to be
wrong. Itis pronounced to be wrong by the language and exam-
ple of the first teachers of Chnstmmty The conclusron, there-
fors again is, that all extremities are not allowable in order to
preserve life ;—that there ts @ limit {o the right of self-defence. \

which have been proposed, religious duties interfere with und
limit the rmhts ‘of self-defence. This is a common fullacy ; reli-
gious dqttes and moral dutres are | xdenttcal in pomt of obhgatron,
for. they are’ lmposed by one authonty Rohmous dutres ure not

dence in thé Divine. Provtdence, dndyan. habitual preference of
futurity to the present trme ; and- that benevolence which not
orly loves our neighbors as ourselves, but feels that the Samari-
tan or the enemy is a neighbor. Thsre is no conjuncture in life
in which the exercise of this benevolence may be suspended ;
none in whigh we are not required to maintain and to practise it.
Whether want implores our compassion, or ingratitude returns

viver, or assailing us on the hlvhway ; every where, and under all
circumstances, the duty remains. -
Is killing au assatlunt, then, wzlhtn or without the limits of this

exercreed towards him by shootmﬁ him”" through the head. . Who
indeed will dtspute that, before’ we can destroy him, bene\olence
towards him must be excluded from our minds'? ‘We not only
exercise no benevolence ourselves, but preclude himn from re-
ceiving it from any human heart ; and, which is a serious jtem in
the account, we cut him off from all possibility of ref’ormutlon
To call sinners to repentance was one of the grent churactensttcs
of the mission of Christ. Does it appear consistent with this cha-

the power of repentance? Isitan act that uccorde, und 1s con-
grous, with Christian love?

But an argument has been attempted here. That we may
¢ Lill the.assailant is evident in u state of nature, unless it can be

own : that is to say, to love our enemy leffer than ourselves ;
which can never be a debt of justice, nor any where appears to
be a duty of charity.”* * The answer is this : That although we
may not be required to love our enemy befler than ourselves,
we are required to Jove him s ourselves ; and therefore, in the
supposed case, it would still be a question equally balanced,
which life ought to be sacrificed ; for it is quite clear, that if we
kill the assailant, we love him less than ourselves, which'do.es
seem to militnte against a duty of charity. But the truth is, that
he who, from motives of abedience to the will of God, spares the
aggressor’s life even to the endangering his own, does exercise
love both to the agressor and himself, perfectly : to the agressor,
because by sparing his life we give him the opportumty “of re-
pentance and nmendment ;.to himself, because every act of obe-||:
dience to God is perfect benevolénce towards ourseluesﬁ_,__:_t. is|.

* Paley : Mor: and Pol. Phil.; p. 3, b 4, ¢. 1.

It would be to no purpose to say, that in some of the instances

ills for our kindness ; whether a fellow-creuture is drowning in 2’

benevolence? As to the man, it.is evident that no good wrll is,

racteristic, for one of his followers to take away from o sinner

shown that we are bound to prefer the aggressor’s life to our|

consultmo and promotmu our. most valuable mterests ; “tt st
pmatmg the favor of him ‘whio s emphnucally ¢ arich rewurder.’?.‘
So that the quesnon remmus as before, ‘not’ whether we should

love our enemy better thun oursolves, but whether ’Chnstlan :
'pnncrples are acted ufion in- destroymw him 5 and'if ihiéy’ dre not;
whether we ‘should prefer Chrrsuumty to* ourselves-whether" ;
we ehould be wrllmg to lose our lrfe for Chrxst’s sake and the i

gospel 's. ‘f

lose any tlung by tbe forbearance. To be sure, a men cun dono
more mrscluef al‘terhe is' killed ; but then it is to be rernember-
ed, that robbers are more desperute and more murderous from’

the upprehensron of swords and pistols than they would be with--
out it. ' Men are desperate in proportion 1o their appreheusrons of
danger. The plunderer, who feels a confidence that his own life
will not ba ‘taken, may conduct his plunder wrth comparutrve
gentleuess, while he who knows that lus life is in rmmedmt

forbeur.

And, after all, if it were granted thut a person i ut Irberty' to
take an ussa:lunt f lll'e, in order lo preserve his own, how 19, he '
to know, in the. muJonty of instances, whether his own would be
taken? When a man breaks into a person’s. house, and this per-
son, as soon as he comes up with the robber, takes out.a pistol and.
shoots him, we ara not to be told that thie. man was killed. L . in.
defence oflife.”” Or,goa etep further, and.a stop further atrll
by which the intention of the robber to commit personal vrolence,l '
or inflict death s more and more probable you must at-lagt
shoot him in uucertamty, whether your life was eudangered or uot
Besxdes, you can wnhdraw,-—you can fly, -None but the prede- i
termmed murdeter wishes to commit murder. o But,:perhaps, you R
exclatm, « I‘ly ﬂy, and, leave your property nprotected‘
Yes,——unloss you mean to. say that preservutmn A "

ell a8 preservntxon of ltfe,makou it luwl'ul to lull un,oﬁ'endcr. i
Thls were 10 adopt a new.and a very dxﬂ'erent proposltron i but a " g
propasition wlnchI suspect cannot be separated m;pructloe l‘rom
the f'ormer, He who affirms that be may. kill unother in: order o :.v
preserve his life, und lh'\l‘. he may endanwer lns hfo in order o
to. protect his property, does, in realtty, affirm that he may
kill unother in order to preserve - his property . But such
2 proposition in-un uncondrtronal form, no one surely will tole-
rate. . The laws of the land do not admit it, nordo they even ad-
mit thie right of tuking another’s life simply because he is attempt-
ing to tnke ours. They require that we should be tender even of -
the marderer’s life, and that we should ﬂy rather than deetroyrt. .

We say that.the proposition, that we may take life.i in Ordcr to - |
preserva our property is intolerable. - To pres 'Xé" how. mnch o
five hundred pounds, or filty, or ten, or a shlllmg, or a snpence
It hias actually been declared that the rights of self- defcnce “Ju
tify & man in taking all forcible methods which .1re necessury ‘in,
order to procure the restitution of the freedom or the- property -
of which he had been unjustly, deprwed "t All forctble me
to obtaid restitution of‘property No I1m|ts to the nature e
fects of' ‘the force ! No lrmrt to the msrgmﬁoanoe of the"ur 10t
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