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Is There Dignity in Dying?   
 

 2325 DB 

 Who decides when someone dies – and how they die? 

1 Yet another tragedy involving a child has recently played out in public.  One 
more legal battle between parents and the state has ended, with the parents 
losing – as they usually do.  Does the state allow ANY dignity in dying? 
    

 This won’t be the last time, sadly, that parents have to fight for what they 
believe is best for the child – THEIR child – who they know and love.  Isn’t it 
time we asked – about a child who’s going to die – why can’t the parents be 
allowed to choose HOW or at least WHERE the child dies?  If the parents “get 
it wrong” – so what?  They do their best for their child – in life AND death.   
 

  

 

 
  

2 Archie Battersbee died recently in a London hospital, after a legal battle 
between his parents and the medical establishment.  Archie was a 12-year-
old, active boy.  Tragically, Archie sustained brain damage and was in a coma 
from then on – never regaining consciousness.   
He spent several months in hospital, where the staff maintained that there 
was no prospect of him ever regaining consciousness.    
 
Cases like Archie’s - and Alfie Evans, about whom I recently wrote for 
CONNECT in Whose Life Is It Anyway? - are always tragic.  Of course, they 
are.  The circumstances of Alfie Evans’ end of life and death are also 
disturbing – and I’m sorry to say that the same is true for Archie Battersbee. 
 
Archie was an active youngster and – I’m sure – when it came to his life, a 
fighter.  His mother, the spokesperson for his parents, is also a fighter.  During 
her battle with the medical establishment, she spoke out, suggesting that the 
hospital was wrong about her son’s situation.  She also raised concerns that 

https://41e303be-f6b6-45b0-adba-177879bff66a.usrfiles.com/ugd/41e303_525793060f76425da3dfc9839580b38c.pdf
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they possibly did not care for Archie in the way they should have done.  She 
said that removing Archie’s ventilator – the only way he could breathe - 
would be an act of “extraordinary cruelty” and even said that removing it 
would amount to a “choreographed execution.” 
 
No parent, of course, wants their child to die young.  How much more 
difficult, however, than knowing their child has died or is going to die must it 
be to be painfully aware that someone else is making the decision that their 
child will die?  Or at least – when and how and where they will die?  I say 
“someone” else – I refer of course to doctors and the National Health Service.   
 
People who don’t know a child – Archie, in this case – and never knew him - 
made that decision about him.  A decision which was based on medical 
criteria and resource management.  Is it any surprise that parents such as 
Archie’s mother – and to a lesser extent, Alfie Evans’ father – suggest at 
times that the NHS hasn’t done what was best for the child?   
 
The situation for both sets of parents – and many, many other parents – was 
- and is - this: 
 
The NHS Trust running the hospital asks a court to rule that the hospital can 
end the child’s life. 
 
The parents go to court to ask that their wishes – and the child’s – are 
honoured.  This might involve moving the child to a hospice, as Archie’s 
parents wanted to do, or taking the child somewhere else for possible 
treatment as Alfie’s parents wanted to do. 
 
The child’s “guardian” – CAFCASS – agrees with the NHS Trust.  This was the 
case for both Archie and Alfie. 
 
The court rules in favour of the NHS Trust. 
 
The parents appeal to a higher court. 
 
That court rules in favour of the NHS Trust. 
 
The last part gets repeated a couple of times, with the same result. 
 
The parents lose their appeal. 
 
The medical staff remove the medical intervention. 
 
The child dies in hospital. 
 

3 SKY News asked a great question in Archie Battersbee is just the latest 
tragedy to be played out publicly through the courts.  They asked - what 
constitutes a life worth living - and who gets to decide when it's over?  The 
article made the point that most battles between doctors and parents over 
whether, when, how and where a child dies in hospital are discussed and 
agreed upon behind closed doors.  Nobody hears about them.     

https://news.sky.com/story/archie-battersbee-is-just-the-latest-tragedy-to-be-played-out-publicly-through-the-courts-12666270
https://news.sky.com/story/archie-battersbee-is-just-the-latest-tragedy-to-be-played-out-publicly-through-the-courts-12666270
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Shockingly, SKY News quoted Dominic Wilkinson, a medical ethicist, as 
saying “desperate families will reach out to anybody who might tell them 
things they might wish to hear" which “might include people who may have 
different agendas."  Prof Wilkinson was referring to religious organisations.   
 
I find this dismissal of spiritual assistance shocking in the extreme.  I really 
don’t like religion – but I will defend to the death other people’s right to hold 
their chosen views and beliefs.   
 
Prof Wilkinson also said another shocking thing.  He said being encouraged 
by such religious groups to go through repeated court appeals may prolong 
the process or even make it more painful.  He is saying, in other words, that 
parents should simply give in – and hand their children over - to the state. 
 

4 Kevin Yuill, a professor of American studies, also wrote about Archie in The 
tragedy of Archie Battersbee on Spiked Online.  Oddly and extremely 
disturbingly, Archie’s family attracted an extraordinary amount of vitriol on 
social media.  This was for their criticisms of the health system - and also for 
their Christian beliefs.  Many people attacked the Christian Legal Centre – the 
Christian group supporting the family.   
 
Archie’s mother was called “uneducated, stupid and totally selfish” by 
strangers on social media.  Where on earth is their sympathy and empathy?  
A doctor with no involvement in the case even tweeted that the parents 
should allow Archie to “die with dignity.”  But this is EXACTLY what his 
parents in the end wanted for him.   
 
The doctor was clearly triggered, in my opinion – the parents’ crime in this 
doctor’s eyes was that they believed they knew better than the medical 
professionals and modern medicine.  What heresy!   
 
Kevin Yuill wrote, the hospital argued that Archie was dead.  That is, he was in 
a hospital bed on a ventilator and feeding tube – and other medical 
interventions – but he was already dead because he could not breathe for 
himself. 
 
Archie’s parents believed that, although he was not conscious, he WAS still 
alive.  They acknowledged that he would die soon - but they wanted him to 
be kept on a ventilator and a feeding tube until he died a “natural” death.  
They sought legal permission to move Archie to a hospice where he could 
die “a natural death”, in their words.  They wanted his death to take place on 
their terms and what they believed would be Archie’s own terms. 
 
Kevin Yuill wrote that the Court of Appeal, the High Court, the Supreme Court 
and the European Court of Human Rights all refused the parents’ request to 
move Archie to a hospice.  The High Court judge, shortly before Archie died, 
ruled that further treatment would “compromise Archie’s dignity, deprive him 
of his autonomy, and be wholly inimical to his welfare.  It serves only to 
protract his death, while being unable to prolong his life.”  The Supreme 
Court agreed. 

https://www.spiked-online.com/2022/08/05/the-tragedy-of-archie-battersbee/
https://www.spiked-online.com/2022/08/05/the-tragedy-of-archie-battersbee/
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Yuill wrote: 
“The courts seem to be imposing beliefs about life and death on to 
Archie’s case that are no more rooted in rationality than the views of the 
Christian Legal Centre. Surely, there cannot be, by definition, such a thing 
as a ‘protracted death’. Either someone is alive or dead.  
The controversy at the heart of Archie’s case is that doctors cannot say 
with absolute certainty that Archie is brain dead, though they strongly 
suspect that he is. To speak of a ‘protracted death’ is to redefine a period 
where someone is alive as part of their death.” 

 
The courts are thus suggesting that there can be more dignity in death than in 
life. 
 

5 Just like Alfie Evans, Archie was kept by the hospital.  The hospital refused to 
release his body – and I certainly don’t mean that in any disrespectful way – I 
use the term body because the hospital said Archie was dead.   
 
On 13 June 2022 the Family Court considered two applications by Barts 
Health NHS Trust.   
The first was a request that the Court rule that Archie was brain-stem dead.  
The second – if the Court did not rule that he was dead – was that the Court 
rule on whether it was lawful and in Archie’s best interests for him to 
continue to receive mechanical ventilation.   
 
Do note that - as for Alfie Evans – the NHS’s application was supported by 
Archie’s guardian - the state, in the form of CAFCASS.  The court case – the 
judgement on Archie - began well, with the judge saying that the parents 
“rightly say they know their son best.”  The judge also said that Archie’s 
parents wanted him to be given more time to allow his brain to recover and 
that they wanted him to “die naturally.” 
 
His parents, by the way, expressed two serious concerns in court.  They were 
concerned that the scans of Archie’s brain and spine were from someone 
else, not Archie.  They were also concerned that the hospital was purposefully 
starving him.  The judge ruled that both these concerns were invalid, but said 
that they showed clearly the lack of trust the family had in the medical staff 
caring for Archie.  
 
The court case, however, did not end well – at least, not for Archie’s parents.   
The judge ruled that it was likely, or highly likely, that Archie was dead.  She 
gave permission to the hospital to withdraw his ventilator and medical 
interventions.   
 
The judge ruled that it was not in Archie’s best interests for his medical 
treatment and mechanical ventilation to be continued.   
 
Interestingly, however, the judge hedged her bets – which is perhaps not a 
legal expression.  Before ruling that Archie’s lie support systems were to be 
switched off, she ruled that Archie was dead.   
 

https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/Archie-Batteresbee-judgment-2-1.pdf
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6 Here’s the elephant in the room, to me.   
 
How, if Archie was dead, was the hospital not obliged to release his body? 
 
How is this NOT “having one’s cake AND eating it”? 
 
With Archie now officially deceased, his parents should have “won” - as the 
media describe it – in the sense of, they once again had physical possession 
of their son.   
 
By Archie’s parents being refused “permission” to move their child to a 
hospice, how was the hospital NOT holding on to the child’s body? 
   
Archie’s death is horribly similar, in some ways, to the death of Alfie Evans.   
Alfie’s parents wanted to take him out of the hospital but the courts ruled 
that they couldn’t.  A judge ruled that a hospital was not depriving Alfie of his 
liberty, because the measures preventing him from leaving the hospital were to 
keep him alive.   
In that case – why did the hospital’s rights over Alfie not come to an end 
when the hospital was no longer keeping Alfie alive? 
 
Archie’s parents also wanted to take him out of the hospital but the courts 
ruled that they couldn’t.  A judge ruled that the hospital had the right to 
remove Archie’s life support systems, because he was already dead.   
In that case – why did the hospital’s rights over Archie not come to an end 
because he was dead? 
 
Could this keeping of children by hospitals – and the wholehearted support 
of the practice by the judiciary – be an indication of something that we 
should all be extremely concerned about? 
 
We’ve all seen similarly disturbing accounts of elderly people being forcibly 
kept in or returned to “care homes”, particularly over the last two and a half 
years.   
 
Could it be that the state really does believe that it should have dominion 
over when we all die?  And where?  If so – does the state also believe that it 
should decide on who among us gets to live? 
 

 CONNECT’S Maxim and Oath 
Connect is only interested in finding and sharing the TRUTH. 

In search of that TRUTH, we only pose questions – we have no answers. 
 

 By: Helen King 
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4 LINK Spiked Online: The tragedy of Archie Battersbee 

5 LINK Family Court, London: Archie Battersbee judgement 
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