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INTEREST OF AMICUS

All active Catholic Bishops in the United States ave
members of the United States Catholic Conference (“Con-
ference””), a nonprofit corporation organized under the
laws of the District of Columbia. The Conference advo-
cates and promotes the pastoral teachings of the Rishops
in such diverse areas as education, family life, health
care, social welfare, immigration, civil rights, criminal
justice, and the economy. When permitted by Court
rules and practice, the Conference files briefs as amicus
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curiae in litigation of importance to the Catholic Church
and its people throughout the United States, Of the
values that the Conference seeks to promote through
its participation in litigation, respect for human life iz of
the highest importance.

As pastors who have shared in the suffering of families
and friends facing illness, handicap and death, the Bish-
ops are gravely concerned over recent social and legal
trends regarding the swithdrawal of life-sustaining care
and treatment from nonterminal patients. Procedures
for providing rutrition and hydration to unconscious or
otherwise disabled patients are a central focus of these
disturbing trends. The Conference’s considered judg-
ment. regarding such procedures is that ‘“the law should
establish a strong presumption in favor of their use,”
because ‘“food and water are necessities of Iife for all
human beings, and can generally be provided without the
risks and burdens of more aggressive means for sus-
taining life.” ' Recognizing that “negative judgments
about the ‘quality of life’ of unconscious or otherwise
disabled patients have led some in our society to propose
withholding nourishment precisely in order to end these
patients’ lives,” the Bishops urge that society “take spe-
cial care to protect against such discrimination.” ?

In its concern for the inherent dignity of human life,
the Catholic Church firmiy opposes euthanasia. Eutha-
nasia is defined as “an action or an omisgion which of
itself or by intention causes death, in order that ail
suffering may in this way be eliminated.” * The Church
locates euthanasgia’s terms of reference “in the intention

1NCCB Committee for Pro-Life Activities, Stafement on the
Uniform Rights of the Terminally Il Act, in 16 Origins 223 (Sept.
4, 1986).

2Id,

3 Bacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration
on Euthanasie, in 10 Origins 155 (Aug. 14, 1980).
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of the will and in the methods used.”* Catholic teach-
ing recognizes that each individual has an obligation to
preserve his or her own life and health, and therefore
an obligation to consent to ordinary means of sustaining
life. Others have an obligation to help provide such
means, so that their denial is “equivalent to eutha-
nasia.”” * The Church also recognizes that a patient may
legitimately refuze useless or cxcessively burdensome
means for sustaining life, but does not endorse the view
that life itself may be categorized as useless because a
person lacks various mental and physical abilities.®

The Conference also looks with particular concern upon
some recent proposals that suggest allowing the states fo
determine who will be provided life-sustaining treatment
based on the cost of the care involved. Their concern
over this threat to the poor and disadvantaged is inten-
sified by recent eases in which judges and attorneys have
stated that withdrawal of tube feeding is a form of in-
tentional killing. have nevertheless endorsed such with-
drawal and have suggested that active euthanasia through
lethal injection should also be authorized as a more
“humane’ solution.”

The Conference encourages lawmakers to “place the
patient’s right to determine medical care within the con-

+Id.

S8, Catholic Conference, Ethical and Religious Directives for
Catholic Health Facilities T, no. 28 (1975).

§ Document of the Holy See for the Imternational Yeur of Dis-
abled Persons (Mar. 4, 1981), in 10 Origing T47-48 (May 7, 1981);
U.8. Catholic Conference, Pustoral Statement of the United Sfates
Catholic Bishops on Handicapped People (Nov. 15, 1978); Pope
John Paul IT, Address to the Eleventh Eurcpean Congress of Peri-
natal Medicine, in L'Osservetore Eomano no. 18 (English ed. May
2, 198%).

7 See, e.g., Bouvie v. Superior Court, 225 Cal.Rptr. 297, 307-308
(Cal. Ct. App. 1986) {Compten, J., concurring) and “Complaint for

Declaratory Relief in Rodes Case,” in 2 Issues in Low & Medicine
499 (May 1987).
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text of other factors which Hmit the exercise of that
right,” and has warned that ‘“‘statements which define
the right to refuse treatment in terms of the patient’s
constitutional rights (e.g., a ‘right of privacy’} tend to
inhibit the careful balancing of all the interests that
should be considered in such cases.” ®* Such interests in-
clude the preservation of life, the rights of the family,
the protection of children, the prevention of diserimina-
tion, the ethical integrity of the medical profession, and
the moral fabrie of our seciety.

All parties have consented to the appearance of this
amicus,
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The petition of Nancy Cruzan asks of thiz Court some-
thing that has never before been requested: that the
Court find in the Due Process Clause of the fourteenth
amendment a principle of personal liberty that would
deprive her of life. This concept, as proposed by peti-
tioners, would set personal autonomy and rights of self-
determination above all other inferests and concerns,
negating even any remote possibility that she will be able
to exercise her rights in the future. If granted, this
petition would place in the Constitution the idea that
personal liberty includes the right to choose death if it
should appear preferable to life.

Whether they believe that food and fluids should be
provided to sustain her life indefinitely, that she should
be allowed to die through their denial, or that this case
is simply too difficult to call, people know the name
Naney Cruzan, It is difficult not to feel empathy for
Naney Cruzan and her family. Since the day this Court
granted a writ of certiorari in this case, and even before,
the national consciousness has been aware that Nancy
Cruzan’s fate affects us all,

8 NCCB Committee for Pro-Life Activities, Guidelines for Legis-
lation on Life-Sustaining Treatment, in 14 Origins 527 (Jan. 24,
1985).
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In evaluating the petition, however, this Court is con-
struing a Constitution according to standards evolved
over two centuries of history, tradition, and experience.
Whatever the compassion of her cause, Nancy Cruzan’s
case does not embody the kind of proposed right that is
consistent with our shared national experience. The very
right proposed as a matter of personal autonomy—un-
limited, exclusive self-determination—has never been a
part of the foundation of our democratic system. This
Court long ago rejected such a proposition asg antithetical
to individual freedom within an ordered society. Jacob-
son v. Massachusetis, 197 U.S. 11 (1905). In the case of
Bowers v. Hardwick, 478 U.S. 186, 194 (1986), this
Court summarized over a half century of constitutional
jurisprudence and noted that only those rights found by
our history and tradition to be necessary to a free so-
ciety have been incorporated in the concept of liberty
under the fourteenth amendment. Unrestricted personal
autonomy is not such a right.

Neither is the more specific claim being made in this
case found anywhere in our nation’s “historic practices.”
Michael H. v. Gerald D., 109 S.Ct. 2333, 2342 (1989)
{plurality). Petitioners claim that Nancy Cruzan is being
forced to live a life that she would prefer to terminate
by withdrawal of nutrition and hydration. For purposes
of constitutional analysis, this argument ig analogous to
the claim made in “wrongful life” cases by children who
would prefer never having been born to living a life with
physical or mental impairments. That such claims have
been universally rejected is indicative of a tradition that
does not protect the “right” being asserted on behalf of
Naney Cruzan,

Just as personal autonomy was never the principle un-
derlying constitutional liberty, it was not the basis for
the common law’s development of the doctrine of informed
consent in medical malpractice cases. Informed consent
arose to protect not patients’ autonomy but their lives and
health. Indeed, whenever {ension has arisen between a
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person’s right to consent and his or her physical well-
being, such as in a medical emergency, consent has given
way. When applied in accord with its original intent,
the common law properly balances the interests at stake
in termination of treatment cases. Constitutionalization
of the asserted right to make medical decisions embraces
a personal liberty that would override all other interests
and rights implicated in these situations. The commeon
law would be supplanted, and the ability of Jegislatures
to enact and courts to construe eareful public policy would
be destroyed. This result would be both unfortunate and
contrary to history and tradition. Therefore the judg-
ment of the Missouri Supreme Court that rejected a con-
stitutional right in this case should be affirmed.

ARGUMENT

I. THE DECISION TO TERMINATE A LIFE IS
NOT ENCOMPASSED Y THE CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHT OF PRIVACY.

Expatriation is unconstitutional under the eighth
amendment in part because “the expatriate has lost the
right to have rights.” Twvop v. Dulles, 356 1.8, 86, 102
(1958). “Yet, demonstrably, expatriation is not ‘a fate
worse than death.”” Furman v. Georgia, 408 U.S. 238,
289 (1972) (Brennan, J., concurring) (quoting Trop,
supra, at 125 (Frankfurter, J., dissenting)). Justice
Brennan continues:

Although death, like expatriation, destroys the in-
dividual’'s “political existence” and his “status in
organized society,” it does more, for, unlike expatria-
tion, death also destroys “[h]is wvery existence.,”
There is, too, at least the possibility that the expa-
triate will in the future regain “the right to have
rights.” Death forecloses even thal possibility.

408 U.S. at 289-90. Nancy Cruzan’s death will terminate
her “right to have rights.” It is ironie, therefore, that
petitioners’ request to terminate Naney Cruzan’s nutri-
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tion and hydration, and thus her life, is being advanced
in the name of her rights.?

This Court is being asked to find in the fourteenth
amendment a constitutional right truly unique in its
“finality and enormity”—a right “in a class by itself.”
408 U.8. at 289 (Brennan, J., concurring). For Nancy
Cruzan, life itself will be terminated if petitioners’ con-
stitutional argument succeeds. It is on the basis of ofher
rights being claimed for her that this fermination is
sought. Those other rights are the right to be free of
“unwarranted physical invasions,” the right to “self-
determination,” and “notions of autonomy.” Brief for
Petitioners (Pet. Br.) at 18. Those rights too will be
terminated for Nancy Cruzan if the Missouri Supreme
Court decision is reversed.’ It is appropriate then to
determine whether the rights being asserted on Nanecy
Cruzan’s behalf are of a type sufficient to impose on the
State of Missouri a constitutional requirement to condone

2 Professor Laurcnce Tribe raises the question of whether a per-
gon in Nancy Cruzan’s apparent condition can be considered to
have rights at all. L. Tribe, American Constitutional Law 1368 n.
25 (2nd ed. 1988). Some, including the neurologist serving as ex-
pert witness for petitioners at trial, have proposed that patiants
with conditions such as coma or persistent vegetative state have no
rights and should be excluded from legal personhood. Cranford &
Smith, “Consciousness: The Most Critical Moral (Constitutional)
Standard for Human Pergonhood,” 13 American Journal of Law &
Medicine 233 (1987). Such spceulation is beyond the scope of this
brief, the issue being whether the rights being claimed for Nancy
Cruzan should be incorporated within the fourteenth amendment.

10 This awicus haz profound regpect for the deep personal crisis
affecting petitioners. The purpose of these arguments is not to say
that petitioners want to terminate Nancy Cruzan's rights, nor that
there is any malicious intent behind the very difficult path they have
pursued in this case. It is however to illustrate, without euphe-
mism, the wholly contradictory nature of their arguments. They
quote from Meyer v. Nebraska, 262 U.8, 390, 399 (1923), enum-
erating liberties that Americans cherish. By approving their peti-
tion, thizs Court would enghrine among those basic freedoms a right
that negates all others.
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allowing someone to die who could live indefinitely if
provided food and fluids. Cruzen v». Harmon, 760 5. W.2d
408, 412 (1988), cert. granted, 109 S.Ct. 3240 (1989)
{No. 88-1503).

A, Only Those Rights Found By Our History And
Tradition To Be Necessary To A Free Society Are
Proiecied By The 14th Amendment.

Ours has always been a scciety that “strongly affirms
the sanctity of life.” Furman v». Georgia, 408 U.S. at
286 (Brennan, J., concurring). The fourteenth amend-
ment guarantees this foundational value by denying to
the states the power fo “deprive any person of life, lib-
erty, or property, without due process of law.” Since the
addition of those thirteen words to the Constitution, this
Court has often struggled with the scope and meaning of
the word “liberty.” Compare, e.g., Duncan ». Louisiane,
391 U.S. 145 (1968) with id. at 162 (Black, J., concur-
ring) and id. at 215 (Havlan, J., dissenfing). Yet it is
plain that “life” is necessary to the exercise of any other
rights. Now this Court confronts a petition asking that
Nancy Cruzan be allowed to die in the name of her own
liberty. Pet. Br. at 17. This unique interpretation pro-
posed for the fourteenth amendment stands in stark con-
tragt to this Court’s decisions defining the contours of
protected liberties.

For the last century or more in constitutional adjudica-
tion, this Court has sought to demarcate those personal
actions deserving constitutional protection, on the one
hand, and the interest of the government, the competing
interests of cther persons, and the common good, on the
other. Some personal interests have had to be subrogated
to societal values in order for our free society to thrive or
even survive. Others have received heightened protection
under a body of case law which developed a theme of
personal liberty and privacy. It has been a continuing
search for the fundamental values worthy of constitu-
tional protection,
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In its early cases, the Court sought to apply faithfully
the teaching of Jacobson v, Massachusetts, 197 U.S. 11,
26-27 (1905), that “liberty itself, the greatest of all
rights, is not unrestricted license to act according to one’s
own will.,” In many instances, the Court has protected
personal choices nowhere explicit in the Constitution—
choices involving the education of children," the selection
of a spouse® and similar interests, both personal and
communal.’®* Even in these instances the state retains
regulatory authority sufficient to insure that individual
choices be worked out in a balance respectful of all per-
song affected and the legitimate interests of society.'*

The early debate on what became the privacy doctrine
in this century occurred during the process of incorpora-
tion of federal rights to the states through the fourteenth
amendment. In a seminal decision, Palko v. Connecticut,
302 U.8. 319 (1937}, the Court articulated the standard
necessary to sort those rights incorporated from those not.
The incorporated rights were those found among the
“fundamental principles of liberty and justice which lie
at the base of all our ecivil and political institutions.” Id.
at 326. And only those rights “implicit in the concept of
ordered liberty” were finally incorporated. Id. at 325.
In his famous dissent in Poe v. Ullmon, 367 U.S. 497,
542 (1961}, Justice Harlan stated that the search for
these fundamental constitutional values was intended to
be a “rational process” that must reflect the “traditions
of the country, not judges.” Thus, he found that personal
liberty was somewhat of a “continuum which, broadly

11 Pieree v. Society of Sisfers, 268 U.S. 510 (1925).
12 Loving v. Virginie, 388 U.8. 1 (1967).
13 Meyer v. Nebroaska, 262 (1.5, at 899 and caseg cited therein.

M Loping, supra note 12; Meyer, supre note 13; Jacobson w.
Muassachusetts, 197 U.S. at 26-27; Prince v. Maessechusetts, 321
U.S. 158, 166-67 (1944).
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speaking, includes a freedom from all substantial arbi-
trary impositions and purposeless restraints . . . .7 Id.
at 543. That language was endorsed by the Court in
Moove v, City of East Cleveland, 431 U.8, 494, 501-502
(1977} (plurality opinion).

In Rowers v. Hardwick, 478 U.S. 186, 191 (1986), the
Court combined the Palko test and the test utilized by
the plurality in Moores stressing that the specific claim
in question had to be “deeply rooted in this Nation’s his-
tory and tradition” or “implicit in the concept of ordered
liberty” to survive fourteenth amendment analysis. 478
U.S. at 194, This mode of analysis for discerning those
rights legitimately incorporated in the Due Process
Clause of the fourteenth amendment was confirmed last
Term in the ease of Michael H. v. Gerald D., 109 S.Ct.
2333 (1989).

B. The Claimed Right To Be FFree Of A Wrongful Life
Has Been Universally Rejectied.

In Michaeel H. v. Gerald D., both Justice Scalia for the
plurality and Justice Brennan for the dissent emphasize
the need to define precisely the right for which fourteenth
amendment protection is claimed. 109 S.Ct. at 2344 n.6,
2851-55, Petitioners in this case focus on three claimed
rights: avoidance of unwarranted bodily invasions,'® self-

15 “Qur decisions establish that the Constitution protects the
sanctity of the family precizely because the institution of the fam-
ily is deeply rooted in this Nation’s history and tradition.” Moeore,
431 T.8. at 503 (footnote omitted).

18 Although petitioners’ first argument addresses “unwarranted
bedily intrusions,” what they mean by this is problematic. Pet.
Br. at 17. Apparently they do not intend fo remove Nancy Cru-
zan's gastrostomy tube, but only to cease most food and fluids,
while administeving anti-eonvulsive medication through the tube in
order to reduce seizures during dehydration. Trial Transecript
{TR.} at 490. Food and fluids, however, are presumably no more
intrusive than medication.
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determination, and personal autonomy.’™ Sinece none of
these is sufficient to bring their claim within the constitu-
tiongl definition of “liberty,” this analysis could be
greatly abbreviated. As instructed by this Court’s de-
bate in Michael H., however, one must examine more
closely the underlying substance of the elaims being made
on behalf of Nancy Cruzan.

This case was filed in 1987 on Nancy Cruzan’s behalf.
Pet, Br. at 9. Petitioners are seeking to vindicate what
they see as her constitutional rights; they do not assert
their own rights or rights of her giblings.’® Indeed, at
trial they repeatedly disavowed that the interests they
serve are any other than Naney Cruzan’s. TR. at 437-
38, 452, 520, 28, Therefore, it i3 necessary and appro-
priate to scrutinize closely Nancy Cruzan’s cause of
action,

Nancy Cruzan iz not blaming the state or the hospital
for placing her in her present condition.® She acknowl-

17 Petitioners also emphasize the importance of “family decision-
making,” a concept valued by this amicus. See, e.g., Brief Amicus
Curige of the U.8. Catholic Conference in Ohio v. Akron Center for
Reproductive Heglth and Hodgson v. Minnesotn, Nos. 88-805, 83-
1125, R8-1309 at 14-18. However, none of the cases relied upon by
petitioners suggests that families have unrestricted authority to
treat incompetent members as they please. Pet. Bri. at 23-4. The
rights at stake in those cases, from Meyer to Michael H., are mark-
edly different. The integrity of the family has been both upheld
and limited@ to protect individual family members. Porhaem v. J.R,,
442 U.8. 584 {1979 ; Prince v. Massachusetts, supra.

18 This amicus brief does not address the issue of whether par-
ents, guardians or other third parties have standing or capacity to
either assert or waive the constitutional rights of children or in-
competent persons. Even if they do, ag petitioners argue (Pet. Brf.
at 20-22), they still must state a claim upon which relief can be
granted to the child or incompetent. Since, as argued herein, Nancy
Cruzan does not have the eonstitutional rights being advanced, pe-
titioners can asgert no greater rights.

18 The preecise nature of her medical condition remains unciear.
Petitioners assume she is in a “persistent vegetative state” but
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edges that 2n automobile accident caused her injuries
and that she (through her family) consented to inser-
tion of the feeding tube in order to sustain her life. Pet.
Br. at 2-3, 30-31. Her complaint is that the state has
a duty fo stop her nutrition and hydration at her family’s
request, and that the state has violated her constitutional
rights by refusing to do so. Pet. Br. at 30-33. She says
she is injured by the state’s breach of its duty because
she is being forced to live a life that she does not want
to live. Pet. Br. at 89, 37-40. The remedy she seeks is
Court-sanctioned termination of her food and fluids, re-
sulting in her death. Pet. Br. at 5-6, 9.

As Michael H. instruets, the question now is whether
the conduct of the state is a legal injury for which relief
has traditionally been afforded “under the historic prac-
tices of our society, or whether on any other basis [citi-
zens have] been accorded special protection” from such
harm. 109 S.Ct. at 2342. “The protection need not take
the form of an explicit constitutional provision or statu-
tory guarantee, but it must at least exclude (all that is
necessary to decide the present case) a societal tradition
of enacting laws denying the interest.,” 109 S.Ct. at 2341
n.2 {emphasis and parentheses in original). Courts, re-
flecting societal traditions; have explicitly denied relief
for the injury being claimed in this case. Therefore,
Nancy Cruzan’s effort to locate a right to end her life
within the fourteenth amendment must fail.

An analogy to that series of cases known as “wrongful
life” cases is particularly enlightening.?® The first wrong-
ful life case recorded in this country involved an illegiti-

there is substantial medical opinion otherwise. Compare Pet. Br.
at 2 with TR. at 748-64.

20 The term “wrongful life” typically denominates a medical mal-
practice claim brought by parents on behalf of their physically im-
paired child whom they allege they would have aborted, or not con-
ceived, if they had known the child would be born only to have to
live with a digability.
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mate son’s claim that “[h]is adulterine birth has placed
him vnder a permanent disability, He protest[ed] not
only the act which caused him to be born but birth it-
self.” Zepeda v. Zepeda, 190 N.E.2d 849, 857 (Ill. App.
Ct. 1963), cert. denied, 379 U.8. 945 (1964). In reject-
ing the claim, the court noted that no state had ever
allowed such a cause of action., The Illineis court was
unwilling to create “a new tort: a cause of action for
wrongful life.” 190 N.E.2d at 851-52, 858. By 1988
enough courts had addressed this proposed theory of
recovery that the Supreme Court of Colorado could re-
ject it on the basis of a state by state survey. Lininger
by Lininger v, Eisenboum, 764 P.2d 1202, 1210 n.10
{Col. 1988).

In that case, Thomas Pierce Lininger, a child born
blind, brought suit through his parents against several
physicians claiming that:

But for the physicians’ alleged negligence, Pierce
would have neither been burdened by the disadvan-
tages of his impairment nor would he have expe-
rienced the benefits of life. He simply would not
have existed.

764 P.2d at 1209, He did not allege that defendants
caused his blindness, but only that they should have in-
formed his mother of a genetic defect so she could have
chosen to abort or not to conceive him. Noting “that
from his perspective, it would have been better had he
not been born at all” (764 P.2d at 1209), the court
“agree[d] with the overwhelming majority of courts
which have addressed the issue that a person’s existence,
however handicapped it may be, does not constitute a
legally cognizable injury relative to non-existence.” 764
P.2d at 1210 (footnote omitted).

In effect, the claim in the case at bar is that, from
Nancy Cruzan’s perspective, it would be better not to
live at all than to continue in her present condition. She
argues that the State of Missouri is forcing her to live a



14

wrongful life. This is precisgely the claim of injury re-
jected by numerous courts because “life, however im-
paired and regardless of any attendant expenses, cannot
rationally be said to be a detriment [] when measured
against the alternative of [] not having existed at all”
764 P.2d at 1212; see also id. at 1210 n.10.* State legis-
latures addressing the issue have agreed with the courts,
rejecting or limiting such a cause of action. 764 P.2d

at 1208 n.9.%2

Faced with the fact that such claims have met near
universal rejection in courts and legislatures, the plain-
tiff in Lininger made an argument that parallels another
of Nanecy Cruzan’s. Nancy Cruzan says she has a con-
stitutional right fo have her family make decisions for
her and that right has been violated by the state. The
Colorado court responded to the same argument this way:

Even conceding that Pierce’s parents were deprived
of their right to make an informed decision regard-

21 The Lininger Court acknowledges that out of the dozens of
courts rejecting wrongful life cases, three have recently adopted
some form of action, “notwithsianding their apparent agreement
that the child has suffered no cognizable injury.” 764 P.2d at 1211.
For purposes of this analysis, however, the question is not whether
there has been some reeent judieial modification of “historic prac-
tices of our society” (109 8.Ct. at 2342}, but what those practicey
reveal: in this instance, they reveal that two of the three states in
question—New Jersey and California—previously addressed wrong-
ful life claims and rejected them. Gleitman ». Cosgrove, 227 A2d
689 (N.J. 1967) ; Stills v. Gratton, 127 Cal. Rptr. 652 (Cal. Ct. App.
1976). The third state, Washington, which did not have a wrongful
life case until 1983, has seen its reasoning emphatically rejected by
later cases. Compare Harbeson v. Parke-Davis, Inc.,, 656 P.2d 483
(Wash. 1983) with Wilson v. Kuenzi, 751 S.W.2d 741 (Mo. 1988%),
cert. denied, 109 S.Ct. 229 (1988): Siemieniec v. Lutheran General
Hospitel, 512 N.E.2d 691, 697-700 (IH. 1987}; Azzolino v. Ding-
felder, 337 S.E.2d 528 (N.C. 1985), cert. denied, 479 U.S. 835

(1986).
22 Footnote 9 of the Lininger opinion principally addresses

“wrongful birth,” a claim different from “wrongful life” and helong-
ing fo the parents {who make no claim here). 764 P.2d at 1204.
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ing his conception, the sole consequence of that dep-
rivation was that Pierce was born,

L3 * %
Pierce’s characterization of his injury does not
change the nature of the detriment he claims to have
suffered: namely, that he was born impaired in-
stead of not being born.

764 P.2d at 1209. Neither does Nancy Cruzan’s charac-
terization change the true nature of her claim, i.e., that
she lives impaired instead of not being alive.

It is apparent then that this country has never recog-
nized the specific type of legal injury being offered up
to this Court for constitutional protection by Nanecy
Cruzan, What was said in Michael H, can be echoed
here: “This is not the stuff of which fundamental rights
qualifying as liberty interests are made.” 109 S.Ct. at
2344 (footnote omiited). Even if the claimed right is
defined in broader terms, such as “autonomy” or “self-
determination,” fourteenth amendment protection is
unavailable,

C. The Concept Of Complete Personal Autonomy Is
Antithetical To Our Constitutional Guarantees Of
Ordered Liberty.

Historically, it was always understood that liberty to
engage in certain personal actions was not license. In
Jacobson v. Massachusetts, Justice Harlan explained:

[T1he liberty secured by the Constitution of the
United States to every person within its jurisdiction
does not import an absolute right in each person to
be, at all times and in all circumstances, wholly
freed from restraint. There are manifold restraints
to which every person is necessarily subject for the
common good. On any other basis organized society
could not exist with safety to its members, Society
based on the rule that each one 15 a low unio himself
would soon be confronted with disorder and anarchy.

197 U.S. at 26 (emphasis added). It is no coincidence
that the word “autonomy’” comes from the Greek words













































