Where do “rights” come from? Discuss alternative theories and state your case for the best option.
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Human rights are specific moral values. This essay aims to understand and discuss alternative theories for the origin of rights. It will focus mainly on the Natural Law Theory with Italian saint Thomas Aquinas and Scottish philosopher David Hume with his “is and ought” theory, pinning the two against each other to come to an informed decision on the best option. For the purposes of this essay, the rights that will be referred to will be Human rights and not the rights of any other living thing. This essay will question the truth about religious theories of the origin of rights in comparison to more philosophical narratives. Throughout the essay, the definition of rights will be investigated further as a method to understand the origin and why different narratives can be found. It will dissect the different narratives and come to an impartial conclusion using the resources provided.  
[bookmark: _Int_GFbVQTPD]Human rights are based on moral universalism and the notion that there is a global moral society composed of all individuals. Moral universalism holds that there are rationally discernible moral principles that transcend cultures and epochs. The ethical idea of human rights aims to outline the necessary circumstances for each individual to live at least minimum good lives. Human rights, such as the right to torture and the right to health treatment, aim to outline the necessary unfavourable and beneficial circumstances for leading a life that is at least minimally satisfactory. Since 1948, when the Universal Declaration of Human Rights was first adopted, this aim has been codified in other declarations and legal conventions, most notably the European Convention on Human Rights (1954) and the International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights (1966) (Fagan, n.d.). 
Thomas Aquinas, 13th century Italian philosopher and Saint, conjured the notion that is Natural Law. Natural law dictates that a decent society should be based on the timeless, universal moral values that have always been and are entrenched in all people. People are not often educated about natural law. Instead, we "discover" it by consistently choose the good above the bad. According to a number of schools of thought, humanity receives natural law from a divine presence. Several systems of thought hold that a supernatural presence transmits natural law to humankind. Everyone has equal rights that others cannot take away, according to the natural law theory, regardless of their governmental or political system, culture, or religion. Human rights are distinct from the birth rights provided to mankind by natural law and are vulnerable to change based on cultural perceptions. For instance, in some countries equal compensation for equal work is a human right, but not in others. According to the natural law doctrine, morality, ethics, and what is essentially just should serve as the foundation for our civil laws. Contrast this with what is referred to as "positive law" or "human law," which is established by legislation and common law and may or may not be consistent with the natural law. (Goyette, Latkovic and Myers, 2004)
Religion and natural law were intricately linked. Aquinas held the opinion that the "natural law shares" in the "eternal" law of God. According to Aquinas, natural law is how people engage in the everlasting law, which he believed to be the logical scheme through which all creation is arranged. He also asserted that we should act morally and refrain from evil since that is the primary tenet of natural law (Goyette, Latkovic and Myers, 2004). Aquinas understood that not all people could be aware or had been introduced to religion or God, therefore by the dire need of religion to be the root of all humanity, he introduced the notion of Natural law. Whilst many of this philosophy notably comes from the work of Aristotle (Burns, 2013) it is interesting how he further pushes Christian ideology on to the minds who have no interest nor knowledge of such religion. Arguably, this does not give someone a natural right as God and religion is still at the base of this argument, it gives credit to God too much to be able to give it any human thought. It undeniably argues that to have rights it must come from an outside or religious reason rather than to have rights purely because you are a sentient being. Natural law does not take into consideration the possibility that various individuals or civilizations may have different perspectives on the world since it presumes universalizing laws. For instance, the outcomes will vary if various people have different definitions of what is fair or right.
Scottish Philosopher David Hume denies Natural Law as he also denies God, and they are both mutually inclusive. The popular twentieth-century interpretation of Hume's argument is that no ought-judgment can be accurately deduced from a set of premises that are simply articulated in terms of "is," and that vulgar moral systems fall victim to this logical error. Generally speaking, this is understood to suggest that no legitimate ethical or even evaluative conclusion can be drawn from any collection of strictly factual facts. This supposed logical argument is supported by a number of contemporary philosophers, including R. M. Hare, who refers to it as "Hume's Law.".  Modern usage of the term "Hume's law" refers to the informal notion that one cannot logically derive the veracity of moral assertions from non-moral factual premises, or, more generally, that one cannot infer evaluative assertions (including aesthetic assertions) from non-evaluative assertions (Hume, 2006). 
Concepts that are too broad to be described are known as indefinable; in a way, these concepts, together with the things they relate to determine our world and our ideas. Their meanings cannot be accurately defined, but they may be referenced by including their imperfect definitions in self-evident claims, the veracity of which can be determined by determining if it is impossible to believe the contrary without thinking the opposite. As a result, the truth of assertions involving indefinable ideas and concepts is solely a question of logic. The terms "finite pieces" and "wholes" are an illustration of this; while they cannot be defined independently of one another without some degree of circularity, we can assert that "the whole is bigger than any of its components" and therefore construct a meaning unique to the two notions (Hume, 2006). With these two concepts, it is feasible to declare that statements of "ought" are evaluated according to the truth of their prescriptions, just as statements of "is" are evaluated according to the truth of their descriptive claims. The prescriptive truth of a "ought" judgement is defined in accordance with a more constrained scope and its correspondence to right desire, conceivable in the mind and capable of being realised, as opposed to the descriptive truth of a "is" judgement, which is defined by its correspondence to reality, actual or in the mind. As soon as it is acknowledged that a want is not founded on the more true truth of things outside of the mind, some people may instantly ask: "How can we know what is a proper desire?" When we take into account that the terms "good," "bad," "right," and "wrong" are indefinable, we may start to find the solution. As a result, appropriate desire cannot be adequately defined, but it may be referenced in terms of a self-evident prescriptive reality. 
In regards to the origin of rights, Hume’s “is and ought” theory denies the premise that God is the foundation for rights, and that religion cannot the reason in which we have rights. The Ought is moral and prescriptive because it relates to the quest of holistic fulfilment, which we really believe to be worthy of pursuing. It gives much ore acknowledgment to the human need for fulfilment, to be good and do good without any environmental factors such as God or religion. It gives the right to the people without the ability to use religion or God in a way to be able to revoke them, that we are born with these rights and not handed to us from external factors.
To conclude, it is important to understand the impossibility to impartially decide which of the two arguments are better suited. Whilst one argument is based off religion and God, Hume’s “is and ought” theory is not. Whilst there are positives and negatives to each theory, to decide which theory is better suited will fall back on the individual’s culture, religion and any other environmental factors that shape them. Although, arguably Hume’s “is and ought” theory has a much better argument due to the fact it bases its credibility on human nature and does not accept interference of said human nature on any religion or God, whilst the natural law theory does not. 
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