
AN INTRODUCTION TO THE ADVANTAGES OF EUTHANASIA A MERCY

KILLING

What is mercy killing?Mercy killing or Euthanasia is nothing but the practice of killing a person or animal,in a painless or
minimally painful way, for merciful.

Unlike in common law systems such as ours, courts in civil law systems are not bound by previous decisions.
The DPP could not override Parliament by granting any person or class of persons immunity from the
enforcement of such legislation. Passive and active euthanasia Voluntary, non-voluntary and involuntary types
can be further divided into passive or active variants. Euthanasia and pain relief It's not euthanasia to give a
drug in order to reduce pain, even though the drug causes the patient to die sooner. In Indian setting also,
strong desire for death was reported by 3 of the advanced cancer patients, and these had severe depression 
This has affected the ability of courts to deal with these issues not only in the Netherlands but also in Japan
and Columbia. I would like to acknowledge the assistance of my law clerk, Jonathan Yap, who assisted me in
researching and preparing this paper and who discussed these ideas with me. Does this remain a valid
distinction? Since physicians cannot be held responsible for wrongful deaths if they have acted in good faith,
substandard medical practice is encouraged, physicians are protected from the con-sequences, and patients are
left unprotected while believing they have acquired a new right, and ultimately defeats the purpose of
legalizing PAS. Where contemporaneous self-determination is impossible, we are forced to look to other
bearings to guide us through the difficult task of substituting the decision-maker. In the course of the oral
arguments in Washington v Glucksberg, Justice Antonin Scalia observed: "I hate to tell you, but the dying
process of all of us has begun and is under way. The European Court considered that under Article 8, the
notion of quality of life was significant and went on to observe that: "In an era of growing medical
sophistication combined with longer life expectancies, many people are concerned that they should not be
forced to linger on in old age or in states of advanced physical or mental decrepitude which conflict with
strongly held ideas of personal identity. It has two limbs. Second, this difficulty could become the greater by
combining with another fact within the realm of plausibility, that physicians simply would not be assiduous to
preserve the line. As we await the decision of the Canadian Supreme Court, it strikes me that - whatever the
outcome - this is a case which highlights the tension between scientific opinion and religious faith, as well as
the difficult interaction between law and medicine, when they come to a head on end-of-life issues. The public
debate began as a campaign for terminally ill patients to receive medical assistance to end their lives with
dignity. How negotiable would be the patient's interest in staying alive? Towards this end she engaged in an
extensive letter writing campaign, recruited Lurana Sheldon and Maud Ballington Booth , and organised a
debate on euthanasia at the annual meeting of the American Humane Association in â€” described by Jacob
Appel as the first significant public debate on the topic in the 20th century. Suicide and schizophrenia. A kills
another person B for the benefit of the second person, who actually does benefit from being killed".
Futhermore a person may well be non religious and resent the imposition of religious or secular values on
them, values which they may not belive in. Dr O'Brien argued that the existence of the ban made the position
clear for doctors. One existing solution would be to rely on Advance Medical Directives AMDs or Living
Wills which are direct expressions of personal choice albeit usually at a remote point in time while the patient
was still competent and able. What is being advocated is the right of an individual to make a decision, not to
have a say or coerce an individual to make the decision to want to die. It is useful here to refer to Justice
Scalia's observations in Cruzan v Director, Missouri Department of Health: "The various opinions in this case
portray quite clearly the difficult, indeed agonizing, questions that are presented by the constantly increasing
power of science to keep the human body alive for longer than any reasonable person would want to inhabit it.


