To what extent can it be claimed that rights are natural?                                Carys Fuller: 1703152
Our human rights are outlined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, there is a set of thirty articles that state what our human rights are for all peoples. No matter a person’s background these rights are inalienable meaning that they cannot be taken away. The rights outlined look to protect human dignity and liberty, and are a ‘common standard of achievement for all peoples and nations’ (universal declaration of human rights: 1948). The rights that have been set out by the United Nations are vitally important to people to allow them to be able to live a free and dignified life. There are many different understandings of human rights, many of these are in claim that our human rights are natural rights that apply to all people. We are all born with same set of rights and no government can interfere with them. There are also other theories that our rights are not natural to human beings, that they are based on utility of the people which is secured by governing sovereignty through jurisprudence. This essay will be exploring two different theories of rights to examine how far we can claim our rights to be natural or if they are natural at all. 			Human rights can be seen to be natural to all human beings and that we are all born with inalienable rights, these rights protect people’s liberty and dignity. A theory that allows us to see human rights as natural to human beings would be John Locke’s theory of Natural Law. In his book, Two Treaties of Government Locke explains that,
 ‘The state of nature has a law of nature to govern it, which obliges everyone, and reason, which is that law, teaches all mankind who will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, health, liberty or possessions; for men being all the workmanship of one omnipotent and infinitely wise maker; all the servants of one sovereign master, sent into the world by his order and about his business; they are his property, whose workmanship they are made to last during his, not another’s pleasure.’(Locke 1823: P106) 
From this quote we can understand the basics of Locke’s theory, that mankind is of divine creation making all life intrinsically important. It can be interpreted as an unwritten law to respect all life created, our rights are God given rights and on this fundamental point we have to do everything in our power to comply with natural rights.  The theory of natural law is important because it can give reason to why we don’t all live in total chaos where nobody has any rights, if we lived in a world without law this theory can give a reason to why people would not alienate human rights; being that our rights are natural because they are God given and because of divination we are all equal and important. There is something special about human life and its potential to do well, even to a person who does not hold any religious beliefs, there is still something special about human life that should be protected against any wrong doings. 								John Locke’s theory for natural rights, has modern day application, for it gives reason to why people in lawless communities act with respect towards other human beings. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and Locke’s theory have many common features mainly that they both note the special value of all human life, and for example article one of human rights act states ‘all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights’ (Universal Declaration of Human rights 1948). It is part of Locke’s theory that we are all born equal and free, so it can be shown that natural law now also plays apart in modern day legislation. 
Not everyone can get behind Locke’s reasoning for natural rights because of their beliefs, many do not believe in God, but also because his theory does not have any foundations neither because for them on the grounds that it’s not a written law so has no basis, or that people do not believe in God so don’t believe that all life has any special value to it. Through Locke’s explanation of rights we can conclude that our human rights are natural and should not be interfered with by the law of other people, that as human beings we know the difference between right and wrong, and we should strive to do what is morally right by other people, although there are criticisms to this theory we can still claim that our rights are natural on fact that human beings hold special worth which is natural, it also has universal application. 									Jeremy Bentham has a contradictory theory to that of Locke’s. Bentham does not believe in natural rights, believing that it is nonsense and made up as it has no legitimate origin they are just claims, natural rights is just a concept with no meaning. For Bentham there is another way to look at rights, through utilitarianism which is where people look for the most happiness in their lives, happiness comes from the security of our rights which are upheld by governing sovereignty. Bentham’s work is discussed by Schofield, 
A natural arrangement was one, which ‘men in general are, by the common constitution of man's nature, disposed to attend to’. In the case of actions in general, and thus in the case of actions regulated by the law, the aspect which men were most ‘disposed to attend to’ was their utility— their tendency either to promote or to diminish happiness. (Schofield 2007: Chapter 3)
From this we can see how from this that happiness came from appropriate governing where people’s rights are upheld. If the mass of people were treated well and were happy nobody’s rights are being mistreated. If people’s rights were being mistreated then this would cause unhappiness and protest against the governing sovereignty. There would be outrage because for the most people their happiness was not being for filled, which is Bentham’s reasoning for revolutions.  
 According to Bentham’s theory towards human rights, it would be to suggest that our rights are not natural at all. That as human beings we only look for the most happiness for ourselves, it is the role of sovereignty to ensure the most happiness for people through upholding of their civil rights of that of liberty. It is also the idea of Bentham that without law we would live in society of total chaos and anarchy everyone with his or her own sense of freedom and happiness. It is only the governing sovereignty that can provide security to everyone which will result in the most happiness for the most people.  The idea of the social contract theory can be seen to influence the works of Bentham. 	Bentham’s explanation for rights has function because nearly all forms of societies have a governing body that set’s out rules of what is right and wrong, and what we can and cannot do. There are also criticism to Bentham’s theory for utility.  A utilitarian approach to rights is not the best way because we cannot measure the happiness of people and it does not take into account the minority of people who still have rights. So the theory of utility cannot be applied to everyone making it not universal application. There is also the criticism that utilitarianism is consequential a ‘Form of consequentialism: the view that acts are never right or wrong in themselves, but only because of their consequences’ (Glover 1990: P4). Meaning that if a person’s target is morally significant or meaningful enough then any method of achieving it is acceptable. 
	From this theory we can question how natural are our rights really, Bentham gives an alternative view to that of natural rights. If we were to accept Bentham’s views of rights that would be to suggest that we only have rights that sovereignty set out. Meaning that we do not all share the same universal rights it is dependent on the people’s level of happiness within a society, it is a social contract. If a person was to be mistreated and have their rights violated then this would be recognised because of set of written laws to protect rights rather than what is unwritten with natural rights.  												To conclude our human rights are vitally important to stable function of societies, they help to secure peoples dignity and liberties. It is my belief that we can claim our human rights to be natural because as a society we place a high value on human life and this value that we place on human life comes from natural intrinsic worth. As a non-religious person I cannot fully back Locke’s theory to human rights on the basis that he believes them to be God given rights; I do support the fact that there is something special about human life that should be protect at all costs and this is natural to all human beings, hence we all have natural rights as human beings that should not be interfered with. Bentham’s utilitarian approach to human rights still holds value also, that as human beings we strive to achieve the most happiness for ourselves sometimes we can forget about the rights of other people around us when trying to achieve that level of happiness and that is why the law of that society is also important to protect all people’s rights. Although I do not believe it is strictly down to government to uphold human rights, people can still chose to break law and not follow human rights laws but it is the sense of natural and moral law not to want to break human rights laws. Both approaches to human rights have fundamental value, and they are both complimentary to each other and both theories can work well together rather than criticise each other in the hope to eradicate human rights violations. We can claim that human rights are natural because we hold value on rights, the government enforces these rights claims to ensure security that is why we punish those who violate human rights. 
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