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1.
Many students are fighting speech codes on their campus. Visit the Foundation for Individual 


Rights in Education, Inc. (FIRE) website at http://www.thefire.org/index.php and review the 


cases it is currently fighting. Select one case that you find particularly compelling and state 


your own position on the issue. Research the issue as much as possible, reviewing student 


newspapers, any administrative commentary, and press received in local newspapers. You 


must have at least five primary sources and any number of secondary sources.
2.  In a an article entitled, “Rounding Up The Thought Police,” Harvey Silvergate states that the 


First Amendment should protect your right to say what you wish, but that you 
are not immune 


to what happens as a result of your speech. You may be subjected to anger, public shunning, 


and social pressure, but you should not be officially punished for your language. Write a 


response to Silvergate expressing your own opinion on this assessment of the First



Amendment. You may review the article at < http://bostonphoenix.com/boston/news_features/
    
other_stories/multipage/documents/02261116.htm>. You must have at least five primary 


sources and any number of secondary sources.
3.  In 1996, Robert B. Chatelle, cochair of the Political Issues Committee National Writers Union, 

wrote a letter to Wesleyan University President Douglas Bennet to express concern about a 


Wesleyan student who had been suspended by the university’s student judicial board for 


violating the Wesleyan speech code. Locate a copy of Chatelle’s letter. After determining for 


yourself both sides of the conflict, write your own views in an essay. Support your essay using 

information from contemporary readings regarding First Amendment rights and this case in 


particular. You must have at least five primary sources and any number of secondary sources.

4.  Candidates for political office (local, state, national) have come under increasing scrutiny 


regarding their personal lives. Evaluate the significance of personal character and public 


performance. Then take a stand which emphasizes the importance of one more than the other. 


Support this stand with no less than five primary sources and any number of secondary 


sources.

5.
With issues like the right of the individual to determine the extent to which medical measures 


should be applied in the face of one’s imminent death, evaluate “right to die” issues as well as 


“right to live issues.” Read the New York Times op-ed piece from December 26, 2006, “The 


Most Avoided Conversation in Medicine.” You may locate it at 




<http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?sec=health&res=9D0DE2DC1E31F935A15751C1

A9609C8B63>


Explain the value of both sides of the right to die/right to live issue. Then take a stand, 


supporting one side or the other, providing evidence to support your position. You must 


provide as evidence no less than five primary sources and any number of secondary sources.

6.  Testing for illegal drug use is a current issue, demanding great attention in school and in the 


workplace. Examine both sides of this issue—the benefits to society, as well as the 



individual’s right to privacy. Then take a stand, supporting one side or the other, providing 


evidence to support your position. You must provide as evidence no less than five primary 


sources and any number of secondary sources.

7.  Medicine has made significant advances to the point that moral and ethical claims become 


every bit as powerful as the ability and expertise of the medical profession in prolonging life.  


Examine both sides of this issue—the need for medical professionals to use every means at 


their disposal to prolong life, as well as the need to recognize the moral and ethical need to 


recognize the natural termination of one’s life.  Then take a stand, supporting one side or the 


other, providing evidence to support your position. You must provide as evidence no less than 


five primary sources and any number of secondary sources.
For topics 5 and 7, you may use as a primary source the following excerpt from an email (Ajay Sheshadri, student doctor, to Mrs. Pat Jones on September 24, 2006). See MLA for proper documentation for electronic mail.
The situation to which he alludes is that which took place at Memorial Hospital in New Orleans, in the wake of Hurricane Katrina.

I think the situation with Dr. Pou was an extreme; the first thing you are taught as a physician is do no harm.

Unfortunately that leads to circumstances like this whereby in doing no harm, you are doing harm to another person. I've heard a story where someone was pronounced dead, and had agonal respirations afterwards which basically means it's the last movement of her diaphragm 30 minutes or so after she's already passed away. She put her thumb over the patient's breathing tube (her heart/brain were already dead) so that it wouldn't bother her and lost her license. This situation brings about the dilemma of euthanasia - at what point are you causing the patient's death and at what point are you making them comfortable? Hospice care is common in medical practice these days, where patients are sometimes given morphine to ease the pain knowing that it will decrease their respiratory drive and perhaps even hasten their death. There is a very fine line here and I don't have an answer to where it was crossed in this situation. I don't know the details and I feel that the staff here is being accused without knowing all the details. The staff was forced into an impossible decision to make room for patients that were essentially dead to treat patients that had a chance at living. They are being villainized for a situation that was caused my mismanagement by politicians.

Granted, the safe thing to do would have been to allow the patients to die on their own, perhaps improvise and make room for the other patients but the sad fact is that in any hospital there are a limited number of resources and a certain percentage are taken up by patients who essentially have no shot at waking up but are tied there by the legal system which prevents withdrawal of care. There is one patient I've had on the general pediatrics floor who was brain dead because his "tracheotomy tube fell out"; those tubes don't just fall out, and the mom has been under CPS review before. Those tubes need to be pulled out if they come out all the way. I won't make any assumptions here but you can see what conclusion I'm leaning towards. That child is now brain dead and is taking up thousands of dollars of hospital resources every day. The hospital staff has a failsafe policy where if they deem a child brain dead and medical management futile, they offer the patient's family 10 days to find another hospital to take them. Of course, no hospital will and at the end of the 10 days decision making becomes the hospitals' but in this case lawyers managed to SUSPEND a state law and that kid is still in the hospital, completely brain dead, taking up valuable resources that can be used to save another child. Again, this is completely ethically against what I believe in but unfortunately it is the law, and it is something everyone has to abide by in the end, no matter how ridiculous. I don't believe Dr. Pou was a villain; I think that she may have crossed the line and euthanized the patients rather than making them comfortable and allowing them to die on their own. But she has an impossible choice because she was taking care of a situation gone horribly wrong, where people shot at medics trying to rescue those stranded on rooftops, where medical supplies were stolen and sold at a premium price, where the need for basic supplies overwhelmed any human moral to abide by the laws we have set. How can a person with noble intent be villainized in the face of such a profound lack of morals?

Long story short, I don't think Dr. Pou did anything with malicious intent. I do think she used poor judgment because unfortunately our legal system is quick to pounce on doctors and we are forced to take so many precautions to avoid this that I feel like at times our duty to heal is compromised. But again in the end, we are not above the law and unfortunately sometimes our duties are held in check by the need to follow the guidelines of legislators who have no idea what kind of situation they have put us in. Were I in her place, I would have tried to find beds and improvise somehow to accommodate more patients but I would not have euthanized anyone, but I am presumptuous for even saying that because I cannot possibly imagine being in her place, and neither can those who pretend that they really understand the situation and pass judgment, and I hope people begin to realize the impossible decision Dr. Pou was faced with.

