
THE MORAL QUESTION OF WHETHER THE DEATH PENALTY IS RIGHT

OR WRONG

The ethical problems involved include the general moral issues of punishment with the added problem of whether it is
ever morally right to deprive a human.

Q: "Cruel and unusual punishment" -- those are strong words, but aren't executions relatively swift and
painless? Are there not some offenders who are incorrigible? Because they are not supposed to participate in a
process which, if botched, the doctor would have to give the go-ahead that this individual is not dead and that
the execution process would have to resume or continue in order to kill the person. A: No one deserves to die.
Capital punishment 'lowers the tone' of society Civilised societies do not tolerate torture, even if it can be
shown that torture may deter, or produce other good effects. Indeed, capital punishment is "a privilege of the
poor," said Clinton Duffy, former warden at California's San Quentin Prison. Over to you After all, imagine if
we threatened execution for all crimes, including minor traffic violations, theft, and tax fraud. To put it more
formally: it is wrong to impose capital punishment on those who have at best a marginal capacity for
deliberation and for moral agency. On the other hand you might oppose the death penalty on the grounds that
it is disproportionately light. This argument would have no value in a society that applied the death penalty
consistently for particular types of murder. The procedures employed in capital cases, then, can be imperfect
due to external social factors affecting its outcomes, and not only due to features internal to the structure of a
legal system itself. In particular, it is argued that disproportionate outcomes support reforms to mitigate such
discrimination, such as quality legal representation being provided for the poor, increased budgetary
allegations for defense of the indigent in capital cases, etc. Given a society with reasonably just rules of
cooperation that bestow benefits and burdens on its members, misconduct takes unfair advantage of others,
and punishment is thereby merited to address the advantage gained: A person who violates the rules has
something that others haveâ€”the benefits of the systemâ€”but by renouncing what others have assumed, the
burdens of self-restraint, he has acquired an unfair advantage. Punishment is paternalistic in purpose: it aims to
effect some beneficial change in the offender through effective communication. Counter-arguments Those in
favour of capital punishment counter with these two arguments: It is a fallacy that capital punishment costs
more than life without parole Justice cannot be thought of in financial terms People not responsible for their
acts This is not an argument against capital punishment itself, but against applying it wrongly. This results in a
jury biased in favour of the death penalty, since no one who opposes the death penalty is likely to be accepted
as a juror. They're all legal. It is morally at liberty to injure him as he has injured others, or to inflict any lesser
injury on him, or to spare him, exactly as consideration of both of the good of the community and of his own
good requires. Today, states have laws authorizing the death penalty, as does the military and the federal
government. What do you think about that? Since we are a society that does have capital punishment, in your
view, is there a way to carry out the death penalty without causing too much suffering? The actual practice of
capital punishment is ancient, emerging much earlier than the familiar terms long used to refer to it. Imagine if
we put to death someone who might have worked out the cure for cancer? The death penalty is the most
fundamental human rights violation of any country in the world, including our own. Health care
professionalsâ€”including physiciansâ€”can be active participants in the actual execution of a death-row
prisoner. These factors have not been much evident in recent capital punishment practices in America, which
may explain the lack of evidence revealed by recent statistical studies. Q: Have strict procedures eliminated
arbitrariness and discrimination in death sentencing? Spending millions on execution, while cost-cutting on
other services, is not a rational choice. On the other hand, for a utilitarian, these benefits of incapacitation
through execution must exceed those for possible punitive alternatives. While many European countries urge
an ethic of rehabilitation in their criminal justice systems, many jurisdictions in the United States stand firmly
in favour of capital punishment for serious crimes. The idea is that the inherent pain and any negative effects
of capital punishment must be exceeded by its beneficial effects, such as crime prevention through
incapacitation and deterrence; and furthermore, the total effects of the death penaltyâ€”good and bad, for
offender and everyone elseâ€”must be greater than the total effects of alternative penal responses to serious
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misconduct, such as long-term incarceration. More recently, an Ohio inmate did not die when his injections
were incorrectly administered. Hard treatment, deprivations, incarceration, or even death can be, and perhaps
are, vehicles by which messages are communicated by the community. It's a great moral failing of younger
and future generations. If such states exist then capital punishment is unnecessary and should be abolished as
overly harmful. Third, it is often argued that, in addressing the moral merits of capital punishment,
retributivists ignore or make markedly secondary the causal consequences of the practice. In a survey was
conducted for the UN to determine the relation between the death penalty and homicide rates. It is often
argued that, for purposes of crime prevention through deterrence, a utilitarian is committed, at least in
principle, to excessively severe punishments, such as torturous and gruesome executions in public even for
crimes much less serious than murder for example, Ten, ,  During the 19th century the methods of execution
were made less brutal and the number of capital crimes was much reduced compared to earlier centuries of
practice. Deterrence is a morally flawed concept Even if capital punishment did act as a deterrent, is it
acceptable for someone to pay for the predicted future crimes of others?


