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Right to Decide How to Die
[bookmark: _GoBack]	Dying is an occasion that every individual will meet at the end of their life. The distressing question is how it will come? The case of assisted murder or the right to choose how to die has always been a debate. Nevertheless, the fascinating part is that both aspects of contention value life but have varying reasons for the same. However, in the paper, we are faced with the judge who has confidence that individuals should be allowed to choose how to die, at the same time challenged with his duties of being a judge.
	The judge who faced with a doctor who opted for a bench trial has the first option to try the case as a murder case until then determine the degree of murder. However, the first-degree murder decision the judge will handle is first-degree murder which indicates that there was a set plan by the doctor to kill the patient before the willful act was committed. Secondly, the killing means the doctor killing the patient was with an intention to kill but without preplanning (Hamilton, 2009). Punishment or sentence related to the first degree of murder could invite three certain sentences. The first sentence is the death penalty to the doctor is a death sentence by the state the crime was committed. In this case, the doctor should proceed to injection with a lethal dose of morphine. The second punishment by law is life without the option of bail, and the final sentence could be a set number of years the doctor should spend in jail and leading to life imprisonment.
	The judge as an alternative could view the case as wrongful death, instead of trying it as a murder case. Additionally, in the case of unlawful death, the family would go to the defendant to claim for damages. In the event the defendant claims for damages, the family will be faced with three types of costs (Cohen, 2009): Economic, Non-economic and Punitive which also means disciplinary. Economic damage refers to the money the patient would have made in the event he/she survived this could include, retirement plans, welfare expenses, and medical bills. On the other hand, non-economic damages relate to treasured but non-negotiable things such as traumatized family members, mental discomfort, loss of friendship/companionship and maybe the loss of care. Punitive damages focus on the form of punishment for the defendant which often connected with bad conduct (Orfali, 2011). However, the judge must dismiss the case without hearing, bearing in mind the family had voiced their stance to the matter. They do not want the prosecution to take place.
	However, focusing on judicial responsibility, some rules and regulations govern the judges that they made an oath to advocate. The judge should be sensitive to the trial functions of the prosecutor, eyewitnesses, defense counsel, the interest of the defendant, the victim, in this case, the patient overdosed with morphine, the general public, and adjudicators. Therefore the judge’s conduct should demonstrate professionalism, respect, fairness, and civility (American Bar Association, 2009). This standard is located in the first section under the general duties of a judge according to the American Bar Association
	In a nutshell, taking into consideration the best interest of both parties, the judge’s final decision could be as follows: the family has expressed their feelings against the prosecution of the doctor, the public opinion too and so does the judge.
Nevertheless, according to the law, the prosecutor has the right to try the case, but with all possible reasons, the judge decides to dismiss the case as murder case but rather wrongful death case or manslaughter. In reality, people are born without their consent so they should as well be free to choose how to die as they wish, besides you live for yourself and so if you find it relieving to perish then you should not be restrained. Furthermore, the laws of the land should be amended to serve the best interest of those who would like to choose how to die.
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