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Texas Castle Doctrine
Opinion
Wang’s and Schiller’s article, “Texas Justifiable Homicides Rise with ‘Castle Doctrine’ gives readers a great insight into what the castle doctrine entails. In the attempt to explain what the Texas castle doctrine is, the authors provide comprehensive details and examples of cases where this doctrine has been applied. Even though the article mentions that the doctrine is attributed to the significant increase in homicide cases in Texas, I believe the doctrine is a good thing in its basic form since it enables individuals to defend themselves legally. It also saves innocent lives, and it is justifiable protection since not every individual may be in a position to retreat.
The Texas castle doctrine is essential in instances where an individual is in danger, and the authorities cannot get to the victim’s place on time. Thus, this makes it justifiable for an individual to protect themselves which makes it a good thing. It allows individuals to take matters into their own hands and defend themselves. However, as much as it is a law applied to survival matters, I believe there should be limits as individuals are bound to make irrational decisions hence ending up hurting or killing the wrong person. This is likely to happen when individuals do not take the time to identify who is in their home and end up killing or hurting a friend or neighbor. I also think it is vital that the castle doctrine law to define the laws on protecting property in detail to easily decipher whether the actions taken by an individual were justifiable or not. For instance, the killing of Trayvon Martin by George Zimmerman in the article raises a lot of concerns as to whether George Zimmerman had the right to kill Trayvon since he was unarmed and he did not threaten Zimmerman in any way.
Concerns in the Article
The primary concern that is evident in the article is the increase in homicide cases in Texas. The authors seem to believe that the Texas Castle Doctrine has everything to do with the increased homicide cases. The authors suggest that the fact that the law has allowed individuals to use force against the thieves or intruders is to blame for all the homicide cases. The article pays particular attention to several cases in Texas where the Castle Doctrine is applied. The cases that the authors describe raise concern as to whether the use of the doctrine was justifiable or not. One case that the authors seem to question the use of the Castle Doctrine is the killing of Trayvon Martin by George Zimmerman during a neighborhood watch. The murder does not seem to be justifiable based on the fact that Trayvon was unarmed and was visiting a friend in the neighborhood.
[bookmark: _GoBack]The emotions and the remorse that the aftermath of a killing leaves to the individual who acts in an attempt to defend themselves is another concern raised in the article. This makes the reader look at the bigger picture as to whether or not individuals are willing to live with the guilt despite the fact that they acted to defend themselves. The authors give an example of such a case by highlighting Rodrick Batiste who attacked a home invader trying to steal his flat screen television. Even though his actions were justifiable, he says that he feels remorse for what he did which shows the impact that defense might have on the individual.
The concerns in the article are valid because they portray the downside of the castle doctrine to individuals. The concerns also present supportive claims on the counter-arguments that show that the castle doctrine is something that may ultimately increase in homicide cases since it justifies murder to be legal. Also, it may also result in inappropriate use of guns and increased cases of violence.

Should Texas Continue with its Expanded Castle Doctrine?
To determine whether the Texas castle doctrine should continue with its expanded doctrine or not, it is essential to first define and analyze the doctrine in detail. Therefore, the castle doctrine is based on the notion that every individual is the king or queen of their home and no one should make them leave their home by force. In instances where there is an unlawful intruder in their home, the doctrine allows them to use force to defend themselves and their property. 
The Texas Doctrine law, therefore, assumes that an individual act reasonably when they use force to defend themselves against an intruder who disrupts their property or invades their residence. This doctrine makes it quite impossible for an individual to be convicted of a crime because it is challenging for a prosecutor to prove that an individual did not act reasonably. However, there are exceptions to the application of this doctrine. For instance, an individual claiming protection under the doctrine must not have provoked the incident. Another exception is that the individual claiming protection must not have been previously involved in criminal activity prior to the incident taking place.
From the article, we can deduce that the rise in Homicides in Texas is attributed to the castle doctrine. This brings in a lot of controversy and debate as to whether Texas should continue with this doctrine to solve the homicide cases. I believe that Texas should continue using this doctrine in solving its homicide cases. In reference to the arguments presented in the article, there is no particular way to determine that indeed the rise in the homicide cases is as a result of the Texas Castle doctrine. Other factors could also elevate the homicide rates in Texas.
Another argument that supports amendments in the Texas Castle Doctrine is based on the outcome of the shooting of Trayvon Martin. To some extent, the outcome of this case provides valid points as to why this doctrine should be eradicated. However, I believe that an outcome of one single case does not necessitate amendment or elimination of a doctrine that has been used for many years. This is evident from the vast majority of shootings that have been resolved using the Texas Castle Doctrine have all been found to be legal and justified. Furthermore, if all the laws that exist were expected to produce perfect outcomes, then there would be no laws that exist.
The doctrine also enables individuals to protect themselves. In most cases, an individual may not be in a position to ask for help by contacting the authorities. Moreover, the authorities may not always make it on time, and the individual may be in great danger. Therefore, the doctrine enables the individual to defend or protect themselves. In a scenario where no such law exists then, an individual’s life may be in jeopardy, and the actions to defend themselves would be limited. Also, the doctrine would benefit vulnerable victims of domestic violence or individuals in abusive relationships as the doctrine allows such people to protect themselves when they are under persistent attack.
The perceived imbalances in the US justice system where the judges tend to focus more on the rights of the defendants than the rights of the victims is another valid reason as to why Texas should continue with the Castle Doctrine. This perception is specifically tied to the incapability of the criminal justice system in the United States to protect the victims in abusive relationships and those who experience domestic violence. Therefore, the castle doctrine ensures that justice is observed for these victims.
While the counter-arguments on Texas continuing with its expanded doctrine make valid points, the fact remains that the vulnerable victims can protect themselves and that they can get justice in the Judicial system. However, some laws in the doctrine need to be reviewed especially the laws on protection of property.






