
Moral Dilemma: Wealth and Legal Representation 

Scenario: 

Imagine a very wealthy individual, Alex, and a poor individual, Steve, are both accused of drunk 
driving where a family was killed.  The circumstances were almost identical.   Alex can afford a 
high-powered legal team with top-notch lawyers, private investigators, and expert witnesses, 
while Steve must rely on an overburdened public defender with limited resources. 

The Dilemma: 

1.​ Fairness of Justice: Is it fair that Alex has a significant advantage in the legal process 
simply because of their financial resources? Should access to justice be tied to wealth? 

2.​ Outcomes of Wealth Disparity: If Alex is acquitted due to superior legal representation 
but Steve is convicted due to inadequate defense, can the system still be called just? 

3.​ Possible Solutions: 
○​ Should the government ensure equal quality of legal representation for all, 

regardless of wealth? If so, how should this be funded? 
○​ Should private legal teams have restrictions to ensure fairness, or would that 

infringe on personal freedoms? 

Questions for Debate: 

1.​ Should a person's wealth influence the quality of justice they receive? 
2.​ Would it be ethical to cap spending on legal representation to level the playing field? 
3.​ How might this dilemma affect public trust in the legal system? 
4.​ If you were Steve, how would you feel about the fairness of your trial? 
5.​ If you were Alex, would you voluntarily limit your legal resources to ensure fairness for 

Steve? 
6.​ As a leader, how would you explain this decision to the general public, especially to the 

Americans who aren’t rich, how these trials are fair? 
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