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Applying the Four Principles: Case Study
Part 1: Chart (60 points)
Based on the "Healing and Autonomy" case study, fill out all the relevant boxes below. Provide the information by means of bullet points or a well-structured paragraph in the box. Gather as much data as possible.
	Medical Indications
Beneficence and Non-maleficence
	Patient Preferences
Autonomy

	· Entrenched in the case study, James had an end-stage kidney failure that necessitated either hemodialysis or a kidney transplant for his recovery. 
· Initially, the patient had a grim condition that worsened over time, resulting in a chronic ailment. 
· This health condition originated from a strep throat infection and progressively developed into acute glomerulonephritis. Consequently, his condition became intricate due to fluid retention and hypertension, demanding an urgent need for dialysis. 
· The tardy dialysis procedure contributed to James' kidney failure, making a transplant his only viable treatment option. 
· As a result, his prognosis was bleak if he did not find a donor within a year. 
· The physician attending to James demonstrated the principle of beneficence by informing James' parents about the treatment options suitable for the patient's recovery.
· He exhibited the principle of non-maleficence by elucidating to the parents the potential risks akin to the treatments.
· James' parents chose to rely on their faith in God for healing in lieu of pursuing a germane medical intervention. 
· Suffice it to say, their actions were motivated by their sincere concern for their son's well-being, influenced by witnessing a close friend's recovery through faith healing. 
· Their intention was not to harm James but to improve his condition by placing their trust in God's healing power, demonstrating the principle of non-maleficence.
· Auspiciously, Samuel, James' twin brother, was a compatible and impeccable match to donate a kidney.




	· The attending medic advised and gave concise instructions on the immediate necessity for dialysis treatment to James' parents as he is still a minor.
· The physician had a moral onus to explain to the patient's parents in layperson's terms the risks and repercussions of delayed kidney treatment while respecting their beliefs and values.
· Therefore, he upheld the principle of autonomy by recognizing and honoring the parents' preferences and choices. 
· In addition, the physician provided accurate information without using medical jargon and discussed treatment options with the patient's parents.
· Despite receiving precise medical advice and commendations from the doctor, the parents remained resolute in their faith and decided to take James to a faith healing service as an alternative.
· The parents had been inspired by a sermon, which led them to believe that taking their son to the faith healing service was a more suitable course of action than subjecting him to multiple rounds of dialysis, exercising their autonomy. 
· Since James is an 8-year-old child who lacks the aptitude to make autonomous decisions about his health, it is the responsibility of the parents to make informed decisions on his behalf.


	Quality of Life
Beneficence, Non-maleficence, Autonomy
	Contextual Features
Justice and Fairness

	· Beneficence: Granting that James' treatment was delayed, he experienced a decline in his quality of life, necessitating immediate dialysis and eventually a kidney transplant for his survival. 
· Non-maleficence: The potential kidney donation from Samuel was contingent upon the parent's consent. Conversely, James and Samuel's father vacillated and grappled with the decision as to whether Samuel should donate the kidney or rely on miraculous intervention from God. Consequently, this dilemma contributed to further complications and the deterioration of James' condition, ultimately diminishing his quality of life. 
· Autonomy: Samuel is an 8-year-old boy who cannot make autonomous decisions about donating his kidney to his twin brother. As such, the parents are obligated to decide on his behalf and act in the best interest of James.
	· While James' parents have the autonomy to decide about his treatment interventions on his behalf, they do not uphold the principle of justice and fairness. This is because they do not consider the evidence-based medical advice provided by the attending medic to ascertain he receives apt and necessary treatment; instead, they are rooted in their unwavering faith.
· Furthermore, the parents depend solely on healing which delayed James' treatment, posing a significant risk to his health. 
· The father was open to another person donating a kidney, but he hesitated regarding Samuel potentially losing a kidney to save James. As such, he acted unbiasedly, negating the principle of justice.
· Despite having the autonomy to make decisions on behalf of their children, they struggled to determine whether to follow their faith or heed the doctor's medical advice.
· The physician acted according to the principle of justice and fairness by considering James' health needs, providing the necessary medical information to the parents, and treating the patient.




Part 2: Evaluation
1. In 200-250 words, answer the following: According to the Christian worldview, how would each of the principles be specified and weighted in this case? Explain why. (45 points)
	The case study applies the tenet of beneficence. Of note, when James' health deteriorated to the point where his life was in danger unless he received a kidney transplant within a year, a serious discussion occurred between the attending physician and the parents. The discussion was embedded in what would benefit James and the best treatment option. Essentially, the parents wanted their son to recover through a supernatural intervention from God, hence their staunch faith in God. The parents emphasized their autonomous right to make medical decisions on behalf of their son (Orr, 2015). However, choosing to rely solely on their faith and delaying James' treatment resulted in a further decline in his condition. 
Therefore, they should allow Samuel to donate his kidney, even though there may be potential risks in the future (Orr, 2015). Samuel's kidney donation will improve James' quality of life and save him. The parent's actions can be seen as following the principle of avoiding harm, known as non-maleficence, as any decision they make would inevitably cause harm to one of their sons. It is worth noting that their decisions did not align with notions of fairness and justice, as they initially denied James' treatment and were now uncertain about allowing Samuel to donate the kidney (Lawrence, 2007). Concurrently, the attending physician was committed to providing the most effective treatment for James. As such, the medic is promoting well-being and acting in the best interest of James.


2. In 200-250 words answer the following: According to the Christian worldview, how might a Christian balance each of the four principles in this case? Explain why. (45 points)
	In Matthew 22: 39, a Christian can strive to balance the four principles by following the golden rule given by Jesus (Matthew 22: 39). In this case, the principle of beneficence is prominent. It is applied to assuage needless suffering and ensure proper care for James, as medical knowledge is considered a divine gift. By providing the necessary medical interventions, such as dialysis and a kidney transplant, the harm is minimized, the quality of James' life is improved, and his suffering is reduced, thus aligning with the principle of non-maleficence (Hoehner, 2020).
Parents hold a crucial role in safeguarding their children from harm, regardless of the circumstances, per the principle of non-maleficence. They should also allow their children to exercise their free will, just as God did. Therefore, when parents allow Samuel and James to make their own decisions, they uphold the principle of autonomy, which is significant in Christianity (Orr, 2015). The Christian perspective acknowledges God's judgment for each individual, thus enabling Samuel to make autonomous choices regarding donating his kidney to James. Consequently, he would apply the principles of justice and fairness to address the current situation, where urgent medical attention is required to improve his health and enhance his chances of a healthier life (Hoehner, 2020). Ultimately, the parents should consider the medical advice and ascertain James receives the treatment he needs.
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