
In James Rachels’ article about euthanasia, he makes many assertions towards the defense of euthanasia. He argues for the lack of moral distinction between active and passive euthanasia, in that watching someone die when the death can be prevented is like causing the death. He argues that letting someone die (passive euthanasia) is to cause them to suffer. Also, Rachels points out that to watch someone die is of the same moral ethos as killing, less if the killing is humanitarian in nature. 


Rachels uses a few methods to make his argument strong. He uses emotional appeal to affect the reader in an example about babies with Down’s syndrome. Another important strong point is that he uses a primary argument of proponents of anti-euthanasia. The argument against euthanasia that he uses is that death is regarded as evil, and then breaks it by mentioning that doctors are legally browbeaten into following such an assertion even when it comes to mercy killing. 


I found Rachels’ article to be a good one. I may have a biased opinion as I support euthanasia, but I do think that his points were justified. After reading Potts’ article, which is against euthanasia, I still think that Rachels’ is strong. I found more wrong with Potts’ than Rachels’ mostly in that Potts is narrow-minded and would like to jump to conclusions about the effects of institutionalized euthanasia. Potts never brought into his argument the arguments that proponents of euthanasia may use. Rachels did, however, and by doing so supported his argument.


Some inferences I made about Rachels’ reasoning include that allowing a person to go through the pain and agony of dying by terminal illness is reminiscent of torture. I feel that torture (extreme torture, that is) is worse than death. I personally would rather die than live in a bed, yellow-skinned, scrawny, and too weak to enjoy my last month of life. Another is that the government is too controlling of the lives of individuals. This is slightly a political argument on my part, but I think that the government should not try to control the people and dictate how they should live, but that they should realize that we the people are all individuals, with individual rights. We are not all the same, in other words. 


I feel that everyone should be in control of their lives. If a person wants to die to rid their selves of pain, so be it. However, to contradict myself, I also feel that people should be responsible to their society, as society is what allows people to live productively, whatever they may be producing. This goes to Potts argument about the slippery slope, and our society becoming similar to that of the Nazis. I say that maybe we should get rid of those who are unproductive, such as “vegetables” and those who are unaware of their surroundings (totally insane). Not everyone, just the useless ones. And that, my friends, is my page.

