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Whose Life Is It Anyway?   
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 Why are we STILL having to ask this question? 

1 Fifty years ago, Brian Clark, a British writer, wrote “Whose Life Is It Anyway?”  
Clark’s fictional story became a TV drama, a stage play and a feature film.  
Half a century on, why do we STILL need to ask - Whose Life Is It Anyway? 
 

 The sad true story of Alfie Evans - described by one writer as “a sordid lesson 
in government-controlled health care” shows, for me, that we STILL can’t 
answer the question.  Or is it more truthful, perhaps, to say we CAN answer it 
– but that the state STILL insists that we are wrong about whose life it is - and 
that the state should decide when we live and when we die?   
 

  

 

 
  

2 At the time of his short life - and death - in April 2018, the case of Alfie Evans 
generated attention across the world.  Alfie Evans, who at his death was just 
short of two years old, spent a long time in hospital on life support – a 
ventilator and a feeding system.  The poor child had gone into a semi-
vegetative state, for unclear reasons – but he wasn’t semi-vegetative until 
after he went into hospital. 
 
The Sad Case of Alfie Evans: A Sordid Lesson in Government-Controlled 
Health Care was written a few days before he died.  The article’s author -  
Robert Moffit, a Senior Research Fellow at the US Centre for Health and 
Welfare Policy - summed up the situation at the time as follows: 
 
Alfie’s parents wanted to move little Alfie to other hospitals, in the hope – if 
not belief - that he would have a chance of getting better treatment.   
British officials refused to allow the parents to do so. 
 

https://www.heritage.org/life/commentary/the-sad-case-alfie-evans-sordid-lesson-government-controlled-health-care
https://www.heritage.org/life/commentary/the-sad-case-alfie-evans-sordid-lesson-government-controlled-health-care
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Hospital officials determined that Alfie’s case was hopeless.  They decided to 
remove his ventilator and let the child die.  The child’s parents, who like any 
parents, still had hope for Alfie – wanted to provide oxygen for their son at 
home if the hospital would not do so.  
Hospital officials refused to allow the parents to take him home and provide 
their own oxygen. 
 
Alfie’s parents wanted to fly him to Italy for a second medical opinion and try 
alternative treatments.   
British authorities ruled that Alfie had to remain in the hospital where the 
hospital officials were going to end medical treatment, remove Alfie’s ventilator 
and let him die.   
 
The case went to the British courts and the European Court of Human Rights, 
both of which ruled for the state and against the parents.  The parents made 
an appeal to the Supreme Court of the United Kingdom, which ruled that  
“The hospital must be free to do what has been determined to be in Alfie’s best 
interests. That is the law in this country.” 
 
Hospital officials then withdrew life support from Alfie.  Here, the situation 
became really interesting.   
Since the British courts had ruled that he could not live without a ventilator, Alfie 
should have died almost immediately.  But Alfie did not die.  He started 
breathing on his own - and, as Moffit was writing his article, Alfie was STILL 
breathing on his own.  He died SEVERAL DAYS later. 
   

3 Moffit argued that: 
 
“The court holds that the preferences of the bureaucracy count for more than 
the judgments of Alfie’s parents… 
…The court’s opinion leads ineluctably to the conclusion that the views of the 
bureaucracy count for more than the views of a family in determining what is in 
the best interests of a child”. 
 
Moffit pointed out the danger that “the sordid Alfie Evans saga” – as he called 
it - held for everyone: 
 
“If you give government officials control over your health care, you give them 
control over your life.  
If you reduce medical judgments to political or bureaucratic decisions, you can 
expect arrogant and cruel, often heartless and incompetent, decisions. 
 
If you assume that the laws of the state are superior to the laws of God, then, for 
all practical purposes, your God is the state. If there is no higher law over the 
power of the state – natural law, as Cicero and Aquinas, Locke and Jefferson 
would describe it – then, logically, state power is absolute.  
Welcome to tyranny.” 
 
I can’t disagree.   
 
The fact that Alfie was in a semi-vegetative state is probably one of the few 
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facts that was widely agreed upon at the time by all parties concerned.  
Those parties were Alfie’s parents, the hospital and NHS Trust and Alfie’s 
legal guardian.  His guardian – strangely - was not either one of his parents – 
it was CAFCASS, an arm of the state. 
 
Here is why I can’t disagree with Moffit.   
The NHS hospital had every right to assess Alfie’s medical condition as 
terminal.   
That assessment is their job. 
 
The hospital also had every right to refuse to continue medical treatment and 
life support.   
The hospital had no right, however, to refuse to allow Alfie’s parents to take him 
elsewhere for alternative medical treatment, a second opinion or to allow him to 
live peacefully at home.  To live at home, that is, until nature took its course and 
Alfie succumbed to pneumonia or another condition that medically 
compromised children – and adults – are vulnerable to.  Or to live at home until 
he made a recovery – Alfie was, despite being in a comatose state, robust and 
was even gaining weight.  He’d survived pneumonia. 
 

4  “Whose Life Is It Anyway?”, the fictional drama by Brian Clark, is the reverse 
mirror image of Alfie’s story.  In the play and the film, the protagonist wishes 
to end his life because he is paralysed from the neck down.  In his own 
opinion, he has no quality of life – he cannot do anything.  Life is not worth 
living.  He has to argue for his right to die.  The fact that he has to make a 
case raises the central question, of course - whose life IS it? 
 
As Moffit described, the Supreme Court ruled that the child’s welfare – as 
judged by the hospital’s medical staff - overruled his parents’ custody rights. 
This raises a most concerning question, for me, being: 
 
Why did the court rule that the patient’s death “was in the patient’s best 
interests”? 
   
I can’t answer that question - but I do know that there are some extremely 
disturbing articles online about the case.  It is clear, firstly, that little Alfie only 
became seriously ill after he went into hospital.  There are also suggestions 
that Alfie was given medication which would have suppressed his ability to 
breathe, including the infamous Midazolam.  
 
NOTE: Midazolam was administered to thousands of elderly people in care 
homes – in the first two years of the Covid pandemic - to assist their 
comfortable passing.  
 
There are also claims that, after his life support was switched off, the child 
was given some drugs while his parents were distracted.  If the hospital had 
withdrawn medical intervention, why would they give Alfie drugs?  This 
alleged administration of drugs took place a matter of hours before he died. 
 
I will include some links alleging wrongdoing by the hospital under Further 
Reading, along with a link to the similar case of Charlie Gard, another child 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Whose_Life_Is_It_Anyway%3F_(play)
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Whose_Life_Is_It_Anyway%3F_(film)
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whose life support was removed, shortly before Alfie’s, by the “authorities” of 
a different hospital. 
     

5 The Family Court, a few weeks before Alfie died, passed a judgement in 
support of Alder Hey NHS Foundation Trust that “continued ventilatory 
support was not in Alfie’s best interests” and it was “not lawful that such 
treatment continue.”  The court ruled that palliative care was the only option 
left for Alfie.   
 
The judge stated that “it must be remembered that Alfie cannot sustain life on 
his own.  It is the ventilator that has been keeping him alive for many months, he 
is unable to sustain his own respiratory effort”. 
 As it turned out, this was not the case.  As the BBC reported in Alfie Evans: 
Legal battle toddler dies, Alfie WAS able to breathe unaided and did so for 
several days until he died in the early hours of the morning. 
 
Interestingly, Alfie’s legal guardian from the Children and Family Court 
Advisory and Support Service [CAFCASS] supported the application to 
discontinue Alfie’s ventilator.  CAFCASS exists to represent children in family 
court cases in England and “independently advise the family courts about 
what is safe for children and in their best interests.”   
 
While CAFCASS claims it makes sure that children’s voices are heard in the 
family courts, it is difficult to understand how Alfie’s voice was heard, in this 
particular case.  It is particularly difficult to see how Alfie was better 
represented by an agent of the state, rather than by his own parents.  
 

6 A former healthcare consultant and writer, David Catron, drew my attention 
to the alarming history of the hospital and NHS Trust that brought Alfie’s 
short life to an end.  In Alfie Evans Is Just the Latest Victim of a Deadly NHS 
Hospital Catron provides evidence, in the form of mainstream media articles, 
to support his claim that Alder Hey Children’s Hospital is deadly.   
 
Alder Hey Children’s Hospital is in the city of Liverpool - incidentally the city 
of origin of the infamous Liverpool Care Pathway for the Dying Patient.  When 
The Times reports doctors have to be TOLD to give water to dying people, 
and the Wikipedia article says that about two-thirds of NHS trusts received 
incentive payments for meeting "targets" for ending people’s lives in this way 
- we know there is a serious problem with the NHS.  This “pathway” – it is 
claimed - is no longer in use.  Yes – you did read that right! 
 
Catron’s article also originally included a link to an NHS quality report which 
included some concerning issues with Alder Hey.  The link is broken; 
however, the Care Quality Commission performance reports of Alder Hey are 
online – and these reports do list some concerning issues.  The “Priorities For 
Improvement” [Part 2, section 2.1] of Alder Hey’s Quality Report for 2018/19 
on the hospital’s website, meanwhile, is extremely revealing about the 
hospital’s issues.  The hospital’s declared aims include - that patients don’t 
acquire an infection and DON’T deteriorate in condition - while in hospital.  
These two things happened to Alfie.  This is NOT reassuring.  
 

https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/alder-hey-v-evans.pdf
https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/alder-hey-v-evans.pdf
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-43933056
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-43933056
https://www.cafcass.gov.uk/
https://spectator.org/alfie-evans-is-just-the-latest-victim-of-a-deadly-nhs-hospital-2/
https://spectator.org/alfie-evans-is-just-the-latest-victim-of-a-deadly-nhs-hospital-2/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Liverpool_Care_Pathway_for_the_Dying_Patient
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/give-water-to-the-dying-doctors-told-2nx3xdmtx60
https://www.cqc.org.uk/location/RBS25/reports
https://alderhey.nhs.uk/application/files/9115/6265/5969/AH_QUALITY_REPORT_2018-2019.pdf
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The “Alfie Evans outrage” as Catron calls it, occurred in an NHS hospital with 
a long record of clinical negligence, including the worst scandal in the history 
of the NHS: the Alder Hey organs scandal.  The hospital was deeply involved 
in the unauthorised harvesting of infant organs - without the permission of 
parents - for years before it was discovered.  Hearts and other organs from 
hundreds of children were removed without permission from babies who 
died at the hospital.  Hospital staff also kept and stored 400 foetuses 
collected from hospitals around the north-west of England. 
 
Catron argues that most of the media covered Alfie’s case dishonestly, as a 
tragedy that began before Alfie was taken to hospital.  In court, the doctors 
who admitted Alfie to hospital testified that his initial diagnosis involved a 
fairly common condition; the undiagnosed brain disease that allegedly killed 
him didn’t appear until after he went into the hospital.  The NHS quality report 
that Catron linked to – the report I haven’t been able to find - stated that 
patients were at risk of catching diseases in Alder Hey Hospital.  Catron 
believes that this is probably what happened to little Alfie.  While in hospital, 
he contracted pneumonia and his parents were told he might die.  But Alfie 
recovered.  His parents rejected the idea of an end-of-life plan - and Alder 
Hey Hospital filed a lawsuit against them - to ensure that Alfie died. 
 
Whatever you might think of Catron’s hypothesis of hospital-acquired 
infection, what he says next is hard to argue against: 
 
“Considering this hospital’s horrific record of clinical negligence, disregard for 
patient safety, and illegal organ harvesting, no sane individual would have 
entertained its request to kill Alfie.” 
 
He does have a point.  He also says: 
 
“Neither the NHS nor Alder Hey Children’s Hospital has proven itself trustworthy 
where the best interests of patients are concerned.  But this is no mere 
individual. It is the state.  
 
This level of callous incompetence could never survive in any other 
environment.  And, in the end, the victims of socialized medicine have no 
recourse but to submit. Once a nation hands its collective health care to the 
tender mercies of Leviathan, the beast will use you according to its needs.” 
 
Did the “caregivers” to whom Alfie was entrusted by his parents make a 
series of errors that eventually led a child with an eminently treatable 
condition to a premature death?  Catron thinks it’s a good bet that they did.   
But the trouble is, as he says - only the state will ever really know:  
 
“Once you submit to socialized medicine, you still have the right to ask the 
questions, but the state has no obligation to answer.” 
        

7 Oddly, in section 12 of In the matter of Alfie Evans no 2 the Supreme Court 
judge ruled that – contrary to the parent’s argument – the hospital was not 
depriving Alfie of his liberty, because the measures preventing him from 
leaving the hospital were to keep him alive.   

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alder_Hey_organs_scandal
https://www.supremecourt.uk/docs/in-the-matter-of-alfie-evans-court-order.pdf
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I say oddly – because this lawful deprivation of liberty surely ended at the 
moment when the hospital staff removed the artificial ventilation, nutrition 
and hydration from Alfie.   
At that moment, it could no longer be argued that the hospital was keeping 
him alive.  Yet the hospital’s rights over the little boy continued.   
 

8 In a later case, the parents “won” the right - as the BBC put it - to take their 
child elsewhere for treatment.  This phrase makes parents’ rights to decide 
what is best for their children sound like playing the lottery, which perhaps it 
is.  In their article Tafida Raqeeb: Who decides the care of sick children? the 
BBC reported that in such cases, a judge makes the final decision, based on 
the evidence available.   
 
As I said, however, in the case of Alfie Evans the evidence given to the judge 
turned out to be in error.  Alfie breathed without a ventilator and lived for 
several days after his “life support” was withdrawn.  This important fact 
should of course have caused a re-assessment of the court’s ruling that Alfie 
had to die.  The first thing that should have happened is that the child should 
have gone into the safe care of his parents – out of reach of Alder Hey – but 
the hospital kept Alfie until he died. 
 

9 The questions, I would say, that needed to be asked in little Alfie’s case were 
these: 
 
Was there any hope of Alfie living a “worthwhile” life, whatever that means? 
 
Why was Alfie in a semi-vegetative state? 
 
Whose decision was it whether Alfie died? 
 
The last question is the most important, because the real challenge facing us, 
the People - is not the issues at Alder Hey Hospital.  Alfie Evans is far from 
the only young child who has sadly died or been injured in circumstances we 
will probably never fully understand.  In Alfie’s case he just happened to have 
gone into a hospital which had already shown its total disregard for parents’ 
feelings, medical ethics and common decency by raiding children’s bodies 
for their organs. 
 
Alder Hey Children’s Hospital is partnered with Johnsons - the makers of 
baby products - who describe the hospital as “one of the world’s leaders in 
children’s healthcare and research.”  Could that research be why the hospital 
harvested all those organs from deceased children?  The answer doesn’t 
really matter.  What matters is that the hospital is part of the NHS -and the 
NHS is a key part of the state apparatus.  Like the rest of the state apparatus, 
it cannot be criticised.  Even when a regulator such as the CQC reports 
issues, the hospital is NOT shut down while it resolves the issues.  This is not 
what happens with catering establishments, which ARE immediately closed if 
safety issues are found – or even, in some cases, merely alleged.   
 
Why the difference?  Because it is the state, of course.  We are expected to 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-43893709
https://www.johnsonsbaby.co.uk/our-mission/alder-hey
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meekly accept that the state polices itself, investigates itself and is its own 
judge and jury.  We are also expected to meekly accept that the state 
decides whether we live or die. 
 
Robert Moffit wrote that if we give government officials control over our 
health care, we give them control over our lives.  That’s true – except that we 
have not GIVEN the state control over us.  The state has TAKEN it, in just the 
same brazen way that the NHS TOOK the organs from children’s bodies.   
 
Only a narcissist believes that their act of taking without consent is the same 
as someone giving to them with consent.  The state is the ultimate narcissist 
and, like all narcissists, when challenged it justifies its actions through The 
Narcissist’s Prayer, as explained by The Life Doctor: 
 
That didn't happen. 
And if it did, it wasn't that bad. 
And if it was, that's not a big deal. 
And if it is, that's not my fault. 
And if it was, I didn't mean it. 
And if I did, you deserved it. 

  

  

 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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 FURTHER READING 

 LINK Wikipedia: Charlie Gard case 

 LINK Lifesite News: Chemical suffocation? How Alder Hey doctors want 
Alfie Evans to die 

 LINK The Guardian: Alder Hey organs scandal: the issue explained 

 LINK Channel 4 News: High risk activity revealed at Alder Hey hospital 
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