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37. Cruzan v. Director, Missouri
Department of Health

497 U.S. 261 (1990)

(The choice between life and death is a deeply persona decision of
obvious and overwhelming finality. The Due Process Clause protects
an interest in life as well as an interest in refusing life-sustaining
medical treatment. Not all incompetent patients will have loved ones
available to serve as surrogate decisionmakers. And even where family
members are present, "[t]here will, of course, be some unfortunate
situations in which family members will not act to protect a patient." A
State is entitled to guard against potential abusesin such situations.)

(A State may apply a clear and convincing evidence standard in
proceedings where a guardian seeks to discontinue nutrition and
hydration of a person diagnosed to be in a persistent vegetative state.)
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(aright to die)

Parham v. JR.,442 U.S. 584
(1979) Youngberg v. Romeo, 457
U.S. 307 (1982) Parham
(Jacobson v. Massachusetts, 197 U.S.
11, 24-30 (1905))
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Bowers v. Hardwick, 478
U.S. 186, 192 (1982).

Blackburn v. State, 23
Ohio St. 146, 163 (1873).

People v.
Roberts, 211 Mich. 187, 198 N.W.
690, 693 (1920).
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Brennan
M ar shall Blackmun

Skinner v. Oklahoma ex rel.

Williamson, 316 U.S. 535, 541

(1942).

Bowers v. Hardwick.
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