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The law regarding self-defense refers to a defendant’s “reasonable belief”. There are two components to a “reasonable belief”.   First, the person claiming self-defense must have actually believed that the amount of force used was necessary.  This is referred to as the defendant’s subjective belief.   Second, that belief must have also been objectively reasonable.

[In order to use deadly force in self-defense, the defendant must also actually believe that he is in imminent danger of death, serious physical injury, sexual assault or robbery.  The law also requires that this belief be objectively reasonable.]

An objectively reasonable belief is one that an average, reasonable person would have held under the same circumstances as those faced by the defendant.  A “reasonable person” is a person in the defendant’s circumstances who is thinking clearly and rationally, not a person whose thinking is influenced by mental disease, mental defect, or voluntary intoxication that skews or affects the ability to form reasonable thoughts or to act in a reasonable fashion.
USE NOTE

The dual standard by which a defendant’s self-defense claim must be analyzed follows a long line of cases, starting with Weston v. State, 682 P.2d 1119, 1121 (Alaska 1984).  See, for example, Bachmeier v. State, 276 P.3d 494 (Alaska App. 2012)  (self-defense claim against a jail guard); Wilkerson v. State,  271 P3d 471, 474 (Alaska App. 2012) (defendant must have “actually believed” the degree of force used was necessary); and Ha v. State, 892 P.2d 184, 194 (Alaska App. 1995) (discussing the interplay of mental dysfunction when evaluating the “reasonable person” standard). 

As our supreme court explained in Weston v. State, when a defendant claims that their use of deadly force was justified under the law of self-defense, “[the] defendant must satisfy both an objective and subjective standard; he must have actually believed deadly force was necessary to protect himself, and his belief must be one that a reasonable person would have held under the circumstances.” 682 P.2d 1119, 1121 (Alaska 1984). Or, as this Court paraphrased the requirement in Ha v. State, “[A] defendant's use of force against [an] enemy is authorized only when the defendant actually and reasonably believes that the enemy's threatened attack is imminent.” 892 P.2d 184, 194 (Alaska App.1995).
Wilkerson v. State, 271 P.3d 471, 475 (Alaska App. 2012)


