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Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Morally Permissible for Non-Terminally Patients?
For this paper, I am selecting the case of thirty-eight year old Gerald K. He is not terminally ill, but due to his severe depression, he has requested physician-assisted suicide. His situation has therefore prompted the question, “Is it morally permissible for a willing doctor to fulfill Gerald’s request?” In this paper I will explore the different arguments both a utilitarian and a Kantian would have, and then I will make a decision as to which argument is the best for this particular position.
	The first argument of discussion is a utilitarian in support of a willing doctor fulfilling Gerald’s request. For this position I am evaluating the situation using act utilitarianism. Act utilitarianism would believe that physician-assisted suicide is the right decision because the choice to give Gerald the drugs would be the action that would yield the most overall utility and cause the less pain. It is important to take into consideration the amount of pain and pleasure that would come out of the decision to grant Gerald the drugs. The only individuals involved in this situation are Gerald and the doctor. In the passage, it is expressed that Gerald has no loved ones, and all he has is himself and his severe depression. The doctor, on the other hand, is a doctor who is willing to give him the drugs. It seems that if Gerald were to be given the drugs, then no sort of happiness would be minimized in this situation. Gerald will be happier and at peace if he ends his life, and by taking his life, the doctor does not contribute to the minimization of happiness because the doctor is willing to present the drugs. Performing physician-assisted suicide is to be choosing the action with the highest utility, and both the doctor and Gerald are morally obligated to perform the action that yields the most overall utility. 
	The next argument of discussion is a utilitarian against the fulfillment of Gerald’s request. Act utilitarianism may argue against Gerald’s request by taking into account the amount of pleasure and pain being experienced by the individuals involved, with a specific emphasis on the doctor. Gerald is currently experiencing pain and wants to end his life; therefore taking the pills would maximize his happiness in the situation. The doctor, on the other hand, is willing, yet he has to deal with the pain of taking a young person’s life. Gerald is in fact a young person who is not terminally ill. In this situation, it is important to evaluate the action and assess which action would yield the most utility. In this situation, does the pain of taking a young life outweigh the pleasure that the young person will experience by dying? Gerald would die, but the doctor would have to live with the pain of taking a life. In this situation, it seems that the action that would yield the greatest utility would be to deny Gerald of the pills. In this case it is the doctor’s moral obligation to perform the right decision, and that decision would be to deny Gerald of the pills because he is young and not a terminally ill patient. 
	Moving on to Deontology, the next argument of discussion is a Kantian in support of a willing doctor fulfilling Gerald’s request. In accordance to the second formulation of the categorical imperative, an action is right if humanity is treated with the utmost respect, and individuals are treated as autonomous beings. If humanity and autonomy are violated, then the action is wrong. It is important to not treat any individual as merely a means. A Kantian would therefore support the doctor and Gerald because their actions are accomplished in accordance with the second categorical imperative. By giving Gerald the drugs, the doctor is respecting Gerald’s decision and therefore treating him as an autonomous being. Gerald, on the other hand, is not treating the doctor as merely a means because he is just using the services he provides, and simultaneously respecting the doctor as an autonomous being. Kantian ethics would therefore claim that the morally right decision would be to give Gerald the drugs because the actions are in alignment with the heart of the second categorical imperative.
	The final argument of discussion is a Kantian in opposition of the willing doctor fulfilling Gerald’s request. The first formulation of the categorical imperative states that a person should act in a manner that the maxim of that person’s action can be willed by that person as the universal law that can be applied to everyone. Kantian ethics would therefore condemn the doctor’s actions and think that the doctor would be morally wrong to administer the drug. A Kantian would express that the doctor is not following duty, and claim that his action is something that would not be willed by him as universal law. Every case is different, thus it would not be acceptable for every single non-terminally ill patient to request the drug to commit suicide. The doctor also most likely would not want to keep administering drugs to all young, non-terminally ill patients. It is a doctor’s duty to save lives, and not kill, therefore to give Gerald the drug would be to go against his very duty as a doctor. As a result, it would not be morally permissible for a willing doctor to fulfill Gerald’s request. 
	Out of all of the arguments, the utilitarian argument in support of administering the drug is the one that closely matches my own view, and I also find it to be correct. In other words, it is morally permissible for a willing doctor to fulfill Gerald’s request. I believe that it is Gerald’s life, and the decision to take his own life is completely up to him and no one should be thinking otherwise. The decision to take the drug is between only Gerald and the doctor, and it affects no one else. Gerald is young and not terminally ill, but I feel that he does not deserve to suffer in that much pain; therefore he deserves the option to take his own life. The utilitarian argument most closely matches my own view because it states to choose the action that yields the greatest overall utility, and it takes into consideration the happiness of all of the individuals involved. The action that yields the greatest utility would be for the doctor to administer the drug to Gerald. In this argument, the happiness of the individuals involved is greatly emphasized, and I also believe that the happiness of Gerald should be the main aspect that should be taken into consideration. In addition to that, after evaluating the action, it seems that no one is suffering any pain in this situation if the drug was to be administered.
	In addition to this position closely matching my own view, I also think that it is the most correct position out of all of them stated. I think this position is right because this is an individual case and not a policy, thus the utilitarian argument takes into account the two individuals involved, and is looking at it from an individualized perspective and not a universal perspective. To look at this case from a universal viewpoint is incorrect because it is really only affecting the doctor and Gerald, the two individual involved. Taking the drug is a decision that lands in the hands of Gerald, thus no other argument is correct if it condemns him and the doctor’s decision. I find it incorrect to judge an individual’s actions entirely. Because the utilitarian argument supports the happiness of the individuals, and the decisions of the individuals, it therefore believes that it is morally permissible for a willing doctor to fulfill Gerald’s request of taking the drug.
	In this paper I presented the social issue, “Is it morally permissible for a willing doctor to fulfill Gerald’s request?” I constructed two utilitarian and two Kantian arguments, one in favor and one in opposition of the position, and from there I chose the best argument. I chose the utilitarian argument that supports giving the drug to Gerald because it was the argument that matched most to my personal views, and the one that I found to have the best argument and to be the most correct. As a result from my personal views, and in accordance to the utilitarian viewpoint, I do believe that it is morally permissible for a willing doctor to fulfill Gerald’s request. 
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