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Does a person have the right to be euthanised? 
[bookmark: _Hlk509773407]The subject of euthanasia is a controversial issue on the moral judgement and standard of the latter part of the human life that is fiercely debated by ethicists and modern thinkers as well as religious intellectuals. The modern moral attitude to the subject of death is a nearly universal consensus of death being 'evil', this is a direct contrast to the concept of euthanasia which is regarded as a merciful killing or ‘happy death’ by the general public. [footnoteRef:1] The term euthanasia essentially means a painless and merciful death to help relieve suffering and indignity. I believe the subject of euthanasia is an issue that needs to consider a person’s self-determination and personal viewpoints that have been shaped by individual experience and interpretation of life and death. Whether or not a person has the right to be euthanised is completely subjective.  Therefore, I shall discuss this issue by taking into account each individual’s perspective on the subject while using the sanctity of life argument on if a person has the right to be euthanised, but in a religious context.  [1:  Jonathan Gould and Thomas Donald Mackay Shaw Craigmyle, Your Death Warrant? (London: Geoffrey Chapman Ltd, 1971), p. 15.] 

It is my opinion that the essence of living as humans is that we get to preserve all our basic human rights and make life-changing decisions, therefore, if we can make our own decisions on what path to take while living, we should also be able to decide when, how or where to die since all humans have a right to life; and dying is part of the life-cycle itself. However, one ethical issue to be considered is whether we have the freedom to impose this supposed ‘right to be euthanised’ on others to benefit ourselves. Concerns such as legal issues, religious and moral stance as well as professional ethics of physicians like the Hippocratic oath or their beliefs whether religious or not are to be considered. That is a major concern but it is not as important as the right to be euthanised itself.
In discussing the right to be euthanised, it is important to understand a person’s position on human rights in general. On one hand, we could argue that the right to be euthanised is directly related to a person’s autonomy as the universal declaration of human rights states that all humans have the right to life, freedom and liberty thus, giving us a right to die since dying is part of the process of life.[footnoteRef:2] On the other hand, a Christian would argue on the belief of the sacredness and natural law of life which considers taking one’s own life whether assisted or not an ultimate sin as one’s life is a gift from God and should be taken by Him alone. Like the Christian doctrine, the Buddhists’ views on death is that the final goal as humans is to achieve enlightenment just like the Christian belief in paradise or hell after death. They believe that one must experience suffering because it is a part of the four noble truths spoken by the Buddha.  Phillip Lesco explains in his journal article “Euthanasia: A Buddhist Perspective” that a terminal illness represents the repayment of karmic debt.[footnoteRef:3][footnoteRef:4]Therefore, this illustrates that suffering is inevitable and evading it in a present life would lead to more disadvantageous suffering in future. So, the Buddhists’ view is basically saying that individuals do not have the right to be euthanized because the purpose of their life is to attain enlightenment in the end and to gain this would mean that a person has to go through suffering. Therefore, why interfere with karma by ending the suffering? We could say that a person could believe in enlightenment but not accept the fact that they have to go through suffering to attain it. Perhaps they could gain their own epiphany just like the Buddha did and then decide on what to do to gain their enlightenment without going through physical suffering. Thus, earning them the right to be euthanised.  [2:  Gordon Brown, The Universal Declaration Of Human Rights In The 21St Century (Cambridge: Open Book Publishers, 2016).]  [3: Phillip Lesco, "Euthanasia: A Buddhist Perspective", Journal Of Religion And Health, 25.1 (1986), p. 55.]  [4:  Ibid. pp. 51-57.] 

The Christian Ten Commandments states that ‘thou shalt not kill’, perhaps the word ‘kill’ here does not just refer to killing another person but also one’s self also solidifying the Christian belief that one does not have the right to be euthanised. However, Paul Badham’s a ‘Christian Case for Euthanasia’ suggests that many Christians derive their ethical beliefs from the imitation of Christ, and that euthanizing one’s self is against the will and plan of God for us in the world. Therefore, suffering should be accepted as a total experience of life. Of course, some Christians who accept this doctrine would consider themselves not having the right to be euthanised but if one looks at it from the perspective of God as a father who has loves his children and has given them authority over all things, one would view the right to be euthanised as a part of this authority. That said, the question of having to be euthanised from a religious point of view would depend on the person’s perspective or interpretation of the word of God. For instance, Samson in the bible is said to have been given the strength to kill himself together with his enemies, he chose to die with dignity rather than endure suffering from his enemies. One could argue here that perhaps, the fact that God gave Samson the power to kill himself here even though ‘suffering is said to be an inevitable part of human experience’, this contrasts greatly with the view that one must not take one’s life just to end suffering. It is quite glaring that the belief on whether a person has the right to be euthanised solely depends on a personal interpretation of the purpose and significance of life. It shows how one can share the same religious doctrine but accept personal convictions on these doctrines based on experience and interpretation like Samson did. Thus, it “depends on belief in an autonomous world it implies the right, duty and necessity for the exercise of free human decision-making and would be entirely consistent with a view of life which accepted the legitimacy of euthanasia”.[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  David Cockburn, Death And The Value Of Life (Lampeter, Dyfed: Trivium Publ., 1992), pp. 33-41.] 

Similar to the Buddhist beliefs, Socrates suggests that mankind belongs to the gods and that it was not their right to take their own life prematurely since doing this will incur some form of punishment from the gods in the afterlife while Plato argues that it is an act that goes against man’s essential nature.[footnoteRef:6] If this is true, it is also true that we are all born without consent, so we should be allowed to leave this world without it. However, some would argue that people should not be allowed or encouraged to kill themselves just because of evolutionary reasons because it would influence and inflate the rate of people making decisions to take permanent solutions on temporary problems. Clearly, whether or not the state agrees with this right, people are going to take matter into their own hands anyway; as we see in cases where people refuse treatment. With euthanasia, people need the state to agree on giving them the legal right even if they believe in their natural right to die because it could implicate the person assisting to carry out the euthanasia especially if they are doing it against the law. Perhaps, all state should make implementations on regulating these decisions on euthanasia like Oregon, United States did. [6:  Raymond Whiting, A Natural Right To Die (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 2002), p. 99.] 

[bookmark: _GoBack] The Oregon death with dignity act specifically says that actions taken in accordance with it ‘shall not for any purpose constitute suicide, assisted suicide, mercy killing or homicide, under the law. Instead, the individual is obtaining medication to end his or her life in a humane and dignified manner.[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Lois Snyder, “United States – Euthanasia, assisted suicide and the ‘right to die’”, in Euthanasia: National and European perspectives (Strasbourg: Council of Europe of Europe Publishing, 2004), pp. 105-106] 

Although, there is no guarantee that this right will not be misused just like any other human right. 
Furthermore, philosophers like Aristotle’s account on the argument against the right to die suggest that humans do not own themselves and therefore, do not hold the right to die. Aristotle claims that withholding the right to die is an act of defiance to authority because a citizen belongs to the state and community.[footnoteRef:8] While Hume’s essay “Of suicide” argues that the right to die is based on a person’s personal interest. He argues that “since the lives of men are for ever dependent on general laws of matter and motion, is a man’s disposing of his life Criminal?”[footnoteRef:9] He concludes that the human life depends on general laws of matter and motion and the right to be euthanised in this context will not alter these laws in any way. In contrast to Aristotle’s totalitarian argument on a citizen’s life being a moral duty to the state, Hume concludes that the free disposal of one’s own life does no harm to the society, and that neither is a man obliged to hold himself morally responsible to the society at the expense of his own suffering. Aristotle clearly does not consider the fact that for a man to regard his life as a property to the state would mean that he holds great allegiance to the community, perhaps that would be the case if the person is a soldier who has pledged his life to the state unlike someone who was born in the society but has not consented to pledging his allegiance to the state. In contrast, Hume’s universal view on moral obligation would depend on a person’s cultural background and exposure the world which would help them gain more perspective on life. For instance, some people from the Western world where freedom is greatly advocated would greatly believe in the right to be euthanised being a personal issue while someone from the Eastern part of the world like China who believe in the natural law would believe that they do not have the right to take their own life. [8:  Raymond Whiting, A Natural Right to Die (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood Press, 2002), p. 99.]  [9:  Peter Singer, “Of Suicide” Applied Ethics (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986), p. 22.] 

Ultimately, religion and cultural differences play a major role on how people make decisions on morality. Contrary to what many of these religious and cultural beliefs advocate, the decision on the right to be euthanised is a duty that a person owes to himself and not the community. People’s philosophical views on the right to be euthanised are often based on individuality and personal interest even in the face of a broadly accepted belief. Without the right to die, the right to life is no longer a right but an obligation.
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