Does a person have a right to be euthanised?
Euthanasia is the act of intentionally ending a person’s life to relieve suffering, often in the context of a terminal or incurable illness. There are many different types of euthanasia. These are voluntary, which is with a person’s request, non-voluntary, this includes cases when an individual is in a coma, as they have no consent, involuntary, which is against a persons will, which is usually considered as murder, active which is directly administrating a substance or taking an action to cause death, such as a lethal drug and finally, passive which is withholding or withdrawing life-sustaining treatment to allow a natural death. In some countries such as Belgium, Columbia and New Zealand, Euthanasia and forms of assisted suicide are legal, however in the UK, under the Suicide Act of 1961, euthanasia is illegal. The Coroners and Justice Act of 2009 clarified the application of the 1961 Act, which confirmed that acts of assisted suicide are illegal. There are many philosophers who hold the view that a person does have the right to be euthanised, these include Peter Singer. However, philosophers such as Immanuel Kant and Thomas Aquinas oppose the position that an individual has the right to be euthanised. These views will be highlighted and discussed further to answer the question if a person has a right to be euthanised.
Firstly, I will be looking into the reasons why some philosophers argue that a person has a right to be euthanised. Peter Singer takes a Utilitarian and preference ethics view. In his work titled “Practical Ethics” in 1979 he argues that not all human beings are ‘persons’ and a being that is not a person does not have an absolute ‘right to life’ the way a person does. When applied to voluntary, and in Singer’s work, non-voluntary euthanasia Singer holds the view that if someone has the self-concept and awareness to die then respecting their preferences is morally justifiable and denying them of this choice may violate their autonomy and cause unnecessary suffering. Singer provides a well-built argument as if someone is undergoing cancer treatment and their body is causing them pain and suffering then allowing euthanasia may maximise overall well-being and minimise the suffering a person may deal with during treatment. 
Another point of Singers that presents strength in his argument is that for example, if someone was in a coma, they would not have the desire for a right to life, non-voluntary euthanasia in the eyes of Singer would be an appropriate way to reduce suffering and alongside would eliminate the chances of a person not wanting to fulfil their self-concept and awareness as they would be not present in a state of consciousness, where they can make that decision. However, from an ethical point of view, how can someone decide for the individual in a coma to be euthanised? The only reason to object this would be if the coma patient had no chance of a full recovery and potentially once they have regained consciousness, they could be in a vegetative state. I agree with Singer, that in cases of extreme suffering or pain, one should be allowed to voluntarily relieve their pain this could apply in situations of abuse, however, for non-voluntary death, if you look from a religious standpoint, it will completely disregard the sanctity of life. This is because God created humans in the vision of him, so effectively, hurting us, would be hurting God. Therefore, although Singer displays a well-organised argument, it is too narrow and lacks justifiable support for majority of individuals to side with him, especially religious cultures.
Furthermore, Singer explains that there is no significant difference between passive and active euthanasia. His position is based on the idea that what matters ethically is the intentions and consequences, and not the method used. Without context many people could agree with Singer initially, as if the intention is to end suffering or relieve pain some would see this as a person having the right to be euthanised. Singer also puts forward the view that not everything that is morally wrong should necessarily be illegal. Singer emphasises that “It is a mistake to assume that the law should always enforce morality.” When this is applied to the question ‘does a person have the right to be euthanised?’ like Singer, I agree that although euthanasia is permitted in some countries, but illegal in others, if a person has the desire to be euthanised, or if someone decides that euthanasia is best for the situation that a person is living in, they should not be limited when attempting to access it. I can see how for some countries it is seen as not permissible, because in strict religious cultures euthanasia is seen as ‘murder’ in a sense, but from a non-religious point of view I don’t see how euthanasia causes a type of harm if one try’s any means to access it to end the suffering that they are experiencing or have experienced. I believe that if a patient wants to voluntary end their life, they should be able to as like Singer is trying to say, it would be a mistake to keep someone who has no desire of living alive if there is no chance of making a recovery likely enough that would change their views on wanting to carry on their life.
In addition, Singer controversially supports euthanasia in some non-voluntary cases, he uses severely disabled newborns as an example. Singer’s argument on euthanasia always links back to this concept of self-awareness and the capacity to suffer meaningfully. This is one of his most debated positions as he says “killing a disabled infant is not morally equivalent to killing a person. Sometimes it is not wrong at all”. Singer’s position here I find very controversial like many others. He is making the argument here that newborn babies have no sense of their own existence over time, so killing a newborn baby in the eyes of Singer isn’t the same as killing a person. Therefore, if the parents use euthanasia on the child, then it wouldn’t be deemed as wrong because as Singer claims that newborn has no desire yet to want to live, so the parents have every right to euthanise that child. There are many problems I have identified within this claim, the first being that the newborn can develop a sense of awareness and a desire to live over time as they get older, even if the child has a severe disability, it doesn’t take away their sense of self or awareness. Another argument against Singer’s claim could be that Singer is supporting the idea of infanticide, he uses some adult beings as examples in his work, but he mainly targets newborns to form his argument. Some people could hold the view that accepting infanticide under certain condition, like euthanasia could lead to individuals feeling less valued such as infants, the elderly and mentally ill, and could result in pressure for families or caregivers to opt for euthanasia or withholding treatment. 
Overall, for Singers argument here, I feel like yes, everyone does have the right to be euthanised, but in the cases for newborn babies who may have severe disabilities or fatal health conditions I believe that they do have a self-awareness and sense of self, it is just not as developed or could lack the normal stage of development due to the complications or difficulties that they have, therefore for non-voluntary euthanasia, especially for infants, I believe that Singers argument here would face more criticism than support. 
In contrast to the views of Peter Singer, philosophers such as Immanuel Kant would abject the concept that it is right to end a person’s life via euthanasia. Kant takes a deontological ethical approach to this position and uses universal law and categorical imperatives to create the idea that someone should not be able to access euthanasia, as they do not have the right to die on their terms as life is enjoyable and allows us to fulfil moral duties. Kant uses morality of an action which can then determine if something follows a moral duty or principle, in his  ‘Groundwork of Metaphysics of Morals’ in 1785 he explicitly condemns suicide, and explains that humans need to “act in such a way” and “whether in [our] own person or in the person any other way…never merely as a means”, what Kant is essentially stating here is that humans need to be as ends in themselves, and that all humanity must be treated as having inherent worth. When applied to euthanasia Kant is assuming that ending one’s life to escape suffering and pain rather than respecting one’s inherent dignity and rational agency is morally wrong as they are avoiding pain on purpose and could be using euthanasia not for the moral intended purpose. I agree with Kant’s initial approach as if everyone acted on the rule of euthanasia ending suffering and pain, the moral duty to preserve life would collapse, and moral order itself would be undermined as everyone would be able to access euthanasia for the pure purpose of wanting to end pain instead of using treatment for their problems, for example, cancer patients undergo chemo or radiotherapy which causes many side effects, but having this treatment can also cure them over time, however if people with cancer refuse treatment then that could be classed as voluntary euthanasia in cases where treatment may be unsuccessful in curing the disease or if their certain illness is terminal. 
Overall, Kant forms an approach that avoids decisions based on emotion and circumstances, in societies where euthanasia is legal, vulnerable people might feel pressure to die for others sake but on the flipside, it dismisses the moral importance of reduced suffering, as Kant’s argument displays no determine morality in cases of pain and peace and many could argue that he contradicts the true respect for autonomy, for example, why shouldn’t a rational person decide if their life has meaning or not. In religious cultures as they inherit free will from God, the decision on euthanasia should be up to them, so that could reject Kant’s analogy and support Singer’s view that someone does have the right to be euthanised, again however, if you use the sanctity of life vs. the quality of life argument, then you would agree with Kant that as all life is sacred and we have moral duties to abide by, then euthanasia shouldn’t be a right to a human being.
Similarly, Thomas Aquinas supports Kant’s view in his work of Summa Theologica in the 13th century. Aquinas takes a religious standpoint for this argument and uses the sanctity of life vs. quality-of-life argument and claim that human life is sacred because it was created and gifted by God, not something over which we have absolute ownership. ”Life is God’s gift to man, and is the subject to His power, who kills and makes to live” is Aquinas’ exact approach from Summa Theologica, and by this reasoning, deliberately ending one’s life, or asking another to do so, usurps divine authority and is considered morally impermissible. Aquinas’ initial argument here is very logical, as we still live in a very religious society even though it is more secularised in the 21st century, many believers would argue that because our life is precious and made by the highest of all beings, why should we have the rights to access euthanasia and take that life, especially when God thought that we were worthy enough of living our life to the greatest potential.
Moreover, Aquinas takes a theological approach and uses the perspective on the social dimension of life to argue that someone does not have the right to be euthanised as “by killing himself man injures the community, of which he is a part”. Aquinas does raise many questions in advocating that euthanasia shouldn’t be accessible, although for this specific reason I don’t respectfully agree with him. When Aquinas wrote his Summa Theologica in the 13th century, it was a time where communities were more adjacent than they are now. It is only right to put forward the argument that there are many mental health problems that people face, for example, Aquinas briefly mentions just war as a potential permissible way of euthanasia, but what if that war veteran developed PTSD after war and couldn’t handle the acts that they committed? Would Aquinas let them be euthanised? In relation to war again, in self-defence would Aquinas allow euthanasia. 
Overall, I feel Aquinas’ argument is slightly outdated in relation to the question does a person have the right to be euthanised here, it lacks examples from limited cases like mental health conditions as they are on the rise as according to the Office of National Statistics, in 2023 there were “6069 suicides registered in England and Wales (11.4 deaths per 100,000 people)” for mental health conditions. Aquinas’ work, due to it not being as modern fails to be adequate and could be seen as ‘too religious’ in a more secular society in relation to euthanasia.
When weighing the argument formed by Singer, Kant and Aquinas each presents a fundamentally different moral framework, utilitarian, deontological and theological. Singers’ argument offers a compassionate and pragmatic justification, grounded on reducing pain and suffering but still managing to respect a person’s autonomy. Singer’s argument would also appeal more to secular cultures, unlike Kant and especially Aquinas’ natural law approach. Aquinas and Kant take more of a sanctity of life approach, whereas Singer takes a quality-of-life approach. On the other hand, Aquinas and Kant both challenge Singer’s reasoning from more moral standpoints, as they treat human life as a means till its end, which doesn’t undermine human dignity and duty. Ultimately, Singer’s view would resonate better as it holds a more contemporary view which more people tend to lean towards. In relation to our question ‘does a person have the right to be euthanised’ I would have to agree with Singer and say yes, in cases of voluntary, passive and non-voluntary, this is because someone has free will to decide if they want to end their life or not, and for non-voluntary cases, if there is no chance of making a recovery or if someone is terminal ill, the family or caregiver might want to relieve the person of their pain. However, I believe that cases of involuntary and active euthanasia should be prohibited as we are brought up in a society where acts of murder are wrong, and there are laws already in place to prevent them, and the consequences are not worth involuntary euthanasia. Although, I feel the right to be euthanised depends on the moral framework one adopts as stated above with a utilitarian, deontological or theological approach.
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