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I value morality. All rights claims are based in the community because all moral claims are grounded in social interaction. Humans are not capable of moral rationality outside of the community. Etzioni writes:
The libertarian perspective, put succinctly, begins with the assumption that individual agents are fully formed and their value preferences are in place prior to and outside of any society. It ignores robust social scientific evidence about [There are no well formed individuals bereft of social bonds or culture due to] the ill effects of isolation, the deep-seated human need for communal attachments, the social anchoring of reasoning itself, and the consistent interactive influence of society members on one another. Much of the communitarian writing in the 1980s by nonsociologists focused on remaking this basic sociological point: There are no well formed individuals bereft of social bonds or culture.[4] Most important for the point at hand is that libertarians actively oppose the notion of "shared values" or the idea of "the common good." They argue that once a community defines certain behaviors as virtuous, all members who do not live up to the standards are judged inferior. The only principled way to avoid discrimination is to have no collective judgments at all (Nozick 1974:28-35, 153-55). Libertarians "solve" the problem of order and provide maximum responsiveness in one and the same way: by denying the need for collective goals (other than defense and a few others) and by relying on the aggregation of individual preferences. To reiterate, these are preferences that libertarians assume are formed by individuals on their own, without membership in, influence from, or regard for a community. These aggregated individual choices occur when people vote, which is said to guide the polity; when individuals voluntarily form contracts and craft agreements; and when consumers apply their purchasing power to "vote" for products with currency. While individual choices and the aggregation of choices enhance responsiveness somewhat, the main features of these processes are: (1) Individuals' actions are often deeply affected by groups and communities of which they are members and by the dysfunctional effects of being denied group membership; (2) much relevant social action takes place when groups act in unison, rather than when individuals act alone; (3) individual choices and actions reflect affect and values more than do "evidence" and "reasoning"; and (4) the mobilization of groups and coalition building among them are among the most powerful factors that affect final societal outcomes-the extent to which a society's responsiveness is enhanced or diminished (for details, see Etzioni 1968a, 1988).
Thus, the community of individuals is the only source of moral authority. Communal decisions are a pre-requisite to any moral norm, as humans create morality. The community allows for humans to develop full conscious and rationality, so it has the primary effect on the construction of moral rules. State sovereignty is the only way to reflect states communal freedom and decisions. The moral process that the community allows reveals itself in the state. Roth writes:

Sovereignty takes on moral importance, then, not because political communities are in any way “organic,”88 but because fundamental human concerns necessitate uniquely political decisions. The state—as opposed to nonterritorial or microterritorial communities rooted in sentimental attachment rather than potential for order-creation, and as opposed to an international community encompassing an unmanageable multiplicity of interests and values—represents the only community in the name of which the ineluctably contentious decisions needed to structure social life can be effectively made and enforced. Liberal imperatives of “equal concern and respect”89 presuppose a discrete political community in which members can make reciprocal demands on one another—often quite exacting ones, such as redistributive taxation and military service—on the basis of distinctive decisions ascribable to the whole. A capacity for such political decisions conceptually precedes all talk of democracy: the exercise of sovereignty is what there is to be democratic about.
Thus, the standard is consistency with state authority. 

I contend that deadly force imposed by an individual without state authority violates the proper organization of society with state monopoly on violence. The use of deadly force by a non-state actor, the victim, enforces law outside of judicial prosecution and processing. The victims take the enforcement of law into their own hands, which destroys the social order. Rodrigues:

Vigilante violence by nonstate actors further erodes the public order of social control. The public order is "ultimately structured by the state's claim to a legitimate monopoly of the use of coercion, force, and violence. . . . To the degree that coercion or violence are used by institutions of the private and especially the parochial order, they undermine the social control of the rational legal public order" (Hunter 1985, 234). Thus, the lack of democratic rule of law in disjunctive democracy, delegitimizes the state, undermines the public order of social control, and as Caldeira and Holston (1999) argue, can undermine the legitimacy of political democracy as well.
Sovereignty is dependent on the state’s maintenance of the monopoly on violence. Maogoto writes:
“It is the State’s monopoly of violence that underpins the international legal system and justifies the emphasis on State sovereignty. It is on this basis that States are recognized as having the right and capacity to declare war, act in self-defense, sign peace treaties. A second dimension of the doctrine of sovereignty is that States have the responsibility for protecting individual rights, a function they could not purport to fulfill if they did not enjoy a monopoly over violence. Third, and often implicit in the discussion, is the notion that in some way the violence of the State is somehow limited by or answerable to the populace. Accordingly, any non-State actor engaging in violence, including mercenaries, PMCs, and terrorists, can readily be classified as a threat to State sovereignty, and hence, illegitimate.
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