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Boghossian and Fish’s Claims
	Moral skepticism and moral relativism raise questions on what is philosophically wrong or right since there are diverse perspectives on normative ethics. Moral skepticism justifies that certain moral beliefs and truths based on the diversity of ideologies that interpret specific actions differently (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2002). Therefore, moral beliefs can either be correct or incorrect depending on the context. On the hand, moral relativism explains that moral judgments can be justified depending on specific standpoints that emanate from cultural and historical frameworks. The questions on moral skepticism and moral relativism only make sense when they can uphold human rights. Paul Boghossian and Stanley Fish present very compelling arguments on the latter. The paper provides a comprehensive analysis of the claims of both Fish and Boghossian relative to human rights. 
	Boghossian claims that Fish is confusing moral skepticism with moral relativism since he feels that cannot accurately determine what is right or false from multiple interpretations of norms. In this regard, Fish is unknowingly prescribing to moral relativism since he reiterates that to comprehend why persons have particular moral beliefs; you have to put yourself in their shoes (Boghossian, 2011). Besides, he does not provide a clear distinction of the latter instead he gives an empathetic understanding of the victims based on moral extremes. Therefore, their views on the subject are divergent since Boghossian tries to explain that moral relativism as doing the right things not only due to the circumstances but also since your social groupings have validated it. He is opined that moral skepticism correlates to absolute moral facts that contrast how individuals do things from how they should be done. Conversely, Fish disagrees with him by explaining that moral relativism is dependent on philosophical convictions that define how individuals would react to certain situations. According to him, moral skeptics behave they are since many of them prescribe to a specific code of conduct (Fish, 2011). Both men vehemently refute each other claims by giving their philosophical standpoints and how they impact on social statuses.
	Moral skepticism and moral relativism do not accommodate human rights since their validity cannot only be supported relative to specific cultures. Human rights are universally binding and; therefore, the protection and upholding of human rights cannot be conflated with the tolerance of certain moral beliefs. Acceptance of the latter is likely to justify the violation of individual human rights. Boghossian claims are not consistent with human rights since advocates that certain actions are right or wrong concerning specific moral codes. Due to the ethnic, cultural, and diversity of the world, persons that do not prescribe to certain moral beliefs yet find themselves in such cultural settings are susceptible to unfair punishment. He objects that are no intermediaries to moral extremes and individuals should not give up them since they define normative social organizations (Boghossian, 2011). Conversely, Fish’s claims are also not consistent with human rights since he claims that there are no tested algorithms that establish the validity of moral beliefs. People who concur with his ideologies are likely to violate other persons' rights since they have the freedom to change their minds to align with specific universal codes (Fish, 2011). He objects by articulating that persons can be persuaded to do the right things in specific situations since they are not in control of their decisions. Therefore, in the context of the debate, human rights are the privileges that individuals enjoy when they decide to conform to certain moral beliefs rather than the universal code of conduct that protects regardless of their ethnic, cultural, and racial orientation.

	In conclusion, moral relativism and skepticism cannot be justified since they make the rights of individuals vulnerable to violation. Boghossian and Fish present different views on the latter based on social statuses. However, none of their claims accommodate human rights since they are not consistent with the common privileges that give freedom to most individuals. Therefore, both can bring happiness to the most significant amount of people since they focus on specific social settings.
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