
House Joint Resolution H 
Death Penalty 

My name is _____________, I represent the Michigan Advocates for Responsible Governing 
(MIARG). I am here in support of House Joint Resolution (HJR) H, which would reinstate the 
death penalty (also known as capital punishment) in Michigan for first-degree murder. This 
would include the following crimes: 

1. Premeditated murder (1 ying in wait, deliberate killing)
2. Felony murder (murder committed while conducting an evil, criminal act)
3. Murder of an on-duty peace officer (law-enforcement officer) who is lawfully engaging

in their duties.

In 1846, Michigan was the first English-speaking government to abolish the death penalty for 
murder. To date, most US States have not followed suit. 

Of the 30 US States that allow capital punishment, only 25 executions were carried out in 2018. 
The US Supreme Court rulings over the past few decades have narrowed the application and 
have abolished the death penalty for intellectually disabled offenders, juvenile offenders and 
prohibits executing individuals who suffer from mental illness subsequent to a sentence of death. 
As we all know, the states must comply with federal rulings and in recent years, several states 
have had to update their laws accordingly. 

In recent times, we have seen places of worship become a target for mass shootings. I lead 
worship at a local church, Capital City Vineyard in East Lansing. If someone were to enter with 
a weapon and begin shooting - I would do everything in my power to eliminate that threat. I 
believe, and I hope, that you would do the same. If you had access to a firearm, you would 
attempt to stop them in their tracks. 

Many of us would not think twice about that form of action being the right thing to do. Of 
course, on the front end, you would be saving innocent lives from being taken moments later -
it is your moral obligation. But also you would be administering justice. How does "justice" shift 
to "life in prison" if a murderer has been apprehended rather than eliminated? 

Many law-enforcement officers face intense scrutiny after acting in self-defense. This should be 
the case; however, lawbreakers do not deserve the law to benefit their lifestyle. Laws that 
egregiously restrict the proper use of technology and medical advancements (and so on) make 
things more difficult for law-abiding citizens - for the purpose of eliminating the possibly of 
compromised data. For example: San Francisco just passed a ban on the use by police of face 
recognition technology. Such technology should not be suppressed to the point of becoming a 
non-viable option when fighting crime. 












