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Jurisdiction of Force

The Defense pillar of the Architecture of Harmony at its doctrinal register — who may authorise a killing, and what binds them once authorised. See also: Governance, Martial Arts and Combat Training, Security and Protection, The Nation-State and the Architecture of Peoples.



A man defending his family in a doorway and a state deciding to bomb a city are not two sizes of the same act. Harmonism has already settled the first and never addressed the second, and the gap between them is where every tradition that took killing seriously did its hardest thinking.

Martial Arts and Combat Training holds the individual register with some precision. Force descends through five: presence, verbal de-escalation, control, measured strike, and lethal force reserved for imminent risk to a life when nothing below reaches the threat. Its ethics are stated plainly — force is last resort, restraint is sovereignty rather than weakness, and the protective function is asymmetric, available against threats to oneself, one’s family, one’s community, the vulnerable and the unjustly attacked, never in service of dominance. Its karmic section refuses the comfortable reading of the Bhagavad Gītā: Krishna does not tell Arjuna that righteous violence is weightless, only that the weight is carried differently when the act is offered rather than owned. That article then scopes itself out of everything above the citizen — military, law enforcement, security, each requiring a cultivation it declines to address.

So what stands unanswered is not whether a person may kill, but who decides, on whose warrant, and what the deciding costs.




The Clause Every Tradition Wrote

Turn to the classical sources with that question and something becomes visible that a permission-shaped reading misses entirely. None of them issues a general licence. Each writes a jurisdiction clause, and the clause is the safeguard.

Aquinas states it most sharply in the Summa at II-II q.64 a.7. A private person defending himself may intend his own preservation and may not intend the assailant’s death; the death, if it comes, is beside the intention. Only a public office may intend a killing. That asymmetry is doctrinal rather than legal, and it cuts against nearly all modern self-defence pedagogy, which trains civilians in exactly the intention Aquinas reserves. Islamic jurisprudence built the same clause into the law of war. Al-Shaybānī’s Siyar, the eighth-century foundation of the field, treats safe conduct — amān — as grantable by any Muslim and thereafter binding on all, with reparation owed for its breach: the power to protect runs downward, the power to kill does not. The modern consensus instrument, the Amman Message of 2004–05, addresses precisely this and restricts who may issue the ruling that lets force be used at all.

China supplies the one classical warrant for lethal deposition and hedges it in the same motion. Asked whether a subject may kill a sovereign, Mencius answers that he has heard of the punishment of the outcast Zhou and has not heard of regicide — the tyrant having forfeited the office, there is no sovereign there to kill. A warrant exists, and it runs through forfeited office rather than through the strength of the grievance. Even the Gītā, the text most often read as a permission, gives a jurisdiction clause rather than a licence. Arjuna may fight because fighting is the svadharma of his station, and the instruction that follows conditions it on interior state — make pleasure and pain the same, then join battle. Krishna licenses a role under a discipline, not a man with a cause.





Why the Clause Is the Whole Safeguard

A rule that permits killing and says nothing about who decides does not stay general. It devolves. It issues to whoever feels most strongly that the conditions are met, which in practice means the warrant issues to everyone, which is how every written ethics of force has failed.

The Mahābhārata stages this against itself. That epic sets out the code of righteous war — no striking the fleeing, the unarmed, the sleeping; combat between equals; fighting halts at sunset — and then, in the Sauptika Parva, has that code shattered in a night raid on a sleeping camp by the side that authored it. Nothing in the text presents this as an aberration. It presents it as what happens.

Codes break where they were written.

Harmonism’s own Governance reaches the same structural conclusion from the other direction. Power that serves Logos is authority; power that serves itself is coercion; and the distinction is one of kind rather than degree, unreachable by procedure. Applied here: who may authorise a killing is not answered by naming an office. It is answered by whether the office still serves Dharma, which is why Mencius can say there was no sovereign to kill and why a Defense apparatus severed from civic purpose holds none, whatever the law says.

That is the Harmonist ruling, and it is narrower than it sounds. Lethal force is Dharmic when authorised by a body that holds legitimate authority under Governance’s test, exercised at the minimum register that reaches the threat, and bounded in advance by limits the authorising body cannot suspend for convenience. Strip any of the three and what remains is violence with paperwork.

Harmonism does not soften that.





Where the Convergence Breaks

A convergence that names no exception is usually a flattening, and this one has a real exception that deserves its own terms rather than assimilation.

Buddhism does not align. The Vinaya’s third pārājika expels a monk who kills a human being, and the offence is irreversible — no penance, no return, expelled from the order for life. A canonical case generated the rule: monks who arranged their own deaths after meditation on the body’s foulness, which is to say the tradition wrote the strictest possible version having watched sincere practitioners reason their way into killing. The first precept carries no clause. Texts usually cited against this are later and thinner than their citing suggests. The Upāyakauśalya Sūtra’s ship captain kills a bandit to spare him the karma of five hundred murders; the Mahāparinirvāṇa Sūtra arms kings in defence of the Dharma. Both are Mahāyāna additions, and where they led is the case against them. Brian Victoria’s Zen at War documents Japanese Zen institutions using exactly this reasoning to sanctify imperial aggression within a single generation — a lineage that had no doctrine of permitted killing acquired one, and acquiring it was the corruption.

Harmonism does not resolve this by out-arguing the Vinaya. Resolution is registral, and the Architecture of Harmony already supplies the form. The monastic rule governs those who have stepped outside the polity; the Defense pillar governs the polity itself. A renunciate has no jurisdiction to kill because he has renounced the office that would carry it, and the pārājika states that with more force than any other tradition manages. The householder who defends his family and the polity that defends its people are not held to the renunciate’s rule, and the renunciate is not held to theirs. Both stand.

That is not a compromise.

What the Buddhist refusal contributes, and it is worth more than agreement would be, is the permanent warning: the reasoning that licenses one compassionate killing is the reasoning that licensed an empire’s wars. Any Harmonist writing on this that finds itself building the ship-captain argument should stop and read Zen at War first.





What Binds the Authorised

Authority to use force arrives already limited, and the limits are not the authorising body’s to lift.

Al-Shaybānī’s Siyar, read through al-Sarakhsī’s commentary, protects monks who remain in their monasteries, requires every possible precaution against killing children, and protects women unless they materially join the fighting. Abū Bakr’s instructions to his commanders are terser: do not mutilate the dead, do not kill a child, a woman, or an aged man. The Qur’anic clause that governs the whole field is four words long — fight, but do not transgress limits. Indian code forbids striking the fleeing, the unarmed and the sleeping, and restricts combat to equals. Greece adds restraint against one’s own: Plato’s Republic holds that Greeks warring on Greeks must not enslave or lay waste, because the conflict is discord within a household rather than war against a foreign thing.

And the Daoist contribution is not a limit but a posture that makes limits hold. The Dao De Jing at chapter 31 calls weapons instruments of ill omen, not the tools of a gentleman, used only when unavoidable — and when many have been killed, one should weep for them with sorrow, and observe a victory with the rites of mourning. A polity that celebrates its victories has already lost the discipline that bounded them.

These converge on a single structural claim, which Harmonism holds as doctrine: limits on how force is used constitute the warrant to use it rather than fencing a warrant that stands on its own. A body that suspends the limits has not exceeded its jurisdiction. It has dissolved it.





What Is Owed Afterward

Every tradition that took killing seriously treated the killer as marked, and treated the marking as the community’s responsibility rather than the killer’s private problem.

Martial Arts and Combat Training already names the individual half — the Lakota ceremonial reintegration of the returned warrior, the medieval Church’s forty days’ penance imposed on soldiers who killed in wars the Church itself had blessed, the Greek cathartic theatre that let combatants process what they had done. Note what the penance implies: the act was justified and the man required cleansing. Justified and polluted are separate axes, and a civilization that collapses them produces either paralysed soldiers or unmarked ones. The polity’s half is the unpaid side. If Defense is a pillar of the Architecture of Harmony rather than a profession one enters privately, then the body that authorised owes the return — the rite, the welcome back, the public admission that something was spent. A polity that sends people to kill on its authority and receives them back with a pension and a parade has discharged a debt it did not understand. The Diné Enemy Way exists because someone recognised that the returning warrior carries something into the camp, and that removing it is work the camp must do.

Harmonism holds this as owed by the Defense pillar rather than extended to veterans as a courtesy.





The Asymptote

Architecture of Harmony § 7 already sets the trajectory, and it governs how this doctrine should be read.

Defense operates at three registers: descriptively, since every civilization organises force and most organise it badly; prescriptively in the present, where the aligned form is small, distributed, defensive, and accountable to the political community rather than autonomous within it; and asymptotically, where Defense dissolves back into Stewardship, the immune system no longer requiring distinct architecture because the conditions producing invaders have themselves dissolved.

Jurisdiction follows the same curve. In a civilization at low alignment the clause must be explicit, institutional and jealously guarded, because the pressure to devolve the warrant never stops. As alignment deepens the occasions contract, the register descends toward presence and de-escalation, and the apparatus that carries the authority shrinks with the need for it. Which yields the test for any Harmonic polity, and it is uncomfortable in the right direction. Not whether its use of force was justified in the instance. Whether the jurisdiction is narrowing over time, or quietly widening while each instance remains defensible.



See also: Architecture of Harmony, Governance, The Nation-State and the Architecture of Peoples, Martial Arts and Combat Training, Security and Protection, The Way of the Hero, Sacrifice and the Vertical Axis, Multidimensional Causality, Dharma, Logos
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