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The idea of the sacredness of human life is central in any civilized so
ciety; therefore, no matter how vile a criminal may be, there is within him a 
spark of human dignity that is worth preserving. There is within him a 
kernel of goodness that .is worth s~ving. There exists, consequently, a moral 
imperative to argue against any effort geared towards the restoration of the 
death penalty. 

The punishments imposed by the legal system for crimes committed 
serve a threefold purpose. First, rehabilitation. Second, retribution. Third, 
deterrence. Death, as a form of punishment for serious crimes, does not serve 
any of these purpose~. 

Death is final and irrevocable. As Shakespeare iri. his immortal play 
Harizlet said ''it is the undiscovered country from whose bourn no traveler 
retums". Thus, death makes rehabilitation of the criminal impossible. 

The death _penalty for the sake of retribution for serious crimes com
mitted has no place in civilized society. A-s Justice Thurgood Marshall of the 
Supreme Court of the United States said in the case of Furman vs. Georgia, 1 

Punishment as retribution· has been condemned by scholars 
for. centuries and the eighth amendment itself was adopted to pre

- _vent punishment from becoming synonymous with vengeance.2 
--- . . 

Punishment, must be measured by the "evolving standards of decency 

*Congressman, Lone District, Province of-Antique-; Professor of Law, Ateneo de 
Manila College of Law: Partner, Romulo, Mabanta, Buenaventura, Sayoc &"de los An-
geles: Features Editor, Ateneo Law Journal, (1971). · 
_ 

1 33 L. Ed. 20 346. (hereinafter cited as Furman l In this case, each of the three 
petitioners was a Negro convicted of rape or murder in the State Court and sentenced to 
death after trial by jury. These ·cases were ·raised to the Supreme Court and in a per 
curiam opinion, the Supreme Court held that the impositioq and canying out of the 
death sentence in the present case constituted cruel and unusual punishment in violation 
of the eighth amendment. Chief Justice Burger, joined by Blackmun, Powell and Rehn· 
quist dissented on the grounds that the constitUtional prohibition against cruel and un
usual punishment could not be construed as to bar the imposition of the death penalty. 
That the authority for action;abolishing such a penalty should not be taken over by the 
Judiciary in order to avoid encroaching·on the powers conferred upori state and federal 
legislatures. 
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2lbid., at409. 
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