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The Morality of Euthanasia
Introduction
The advocates of euthanasia argue that human beings have the right to formulate their own decisions and choices for their life and death. Euthanasia is intended to diminish pain and suffering and thus mercy killing is a term used to describe it. Interpretation is made that active euthanasia is not morally bad off than the abolition of medical.
Utilitarianism
It is a theory of morality that supports right actions if they are useful or beneficial to the majority. Utilitarianism further says an action is right as long as it promotes happiness, pleasure, and well-being for everyone who will probably get affected by your actions, including but it is not restricted to yourself and loved ones. Jeremy Bentham who is one of the founders of utilitarianism analyzed the idea as the principle of utility which calls for us in any situation to generate maximum happiness and minimum unhappiness as long as we can. An example of utilitarianism would be the story of a driver who is at highway driving at a very high speed on a right lane then on his left there is a trailer then suddenly three people appear in front of him on the lane that he is driving and it's impossible for him to stop the car, but he can change the lane and to his far-right where only one man is standing, so the driver will do what he thinks is the best choice and he will swerve to the right and kill the one man and spare the four. Later on, the driver comes to realize on the man owned a business and he had employed the four people who will lose their job following the death of the business owner. In this case, the utilitarian theory assumes that human beings have the same value and the people they choose to sacrifice for good intentions for many are the people they depend on.
Main Ideas in the Morality of Euthanasia
The story of Jack who was diagnosed with cancer and was going through severe pain every day and gave his loved one a hard time to come and see him and spend the whole day with Jack and also see him suffer from the pain caused by the cancer infection. An assumption is made if Jack was a dog that he would have been killed because no human being with a sense of kindness will let the dog continue living. The hospital that jack has been admitted it’s a modern one with modern equipment and the best doctors so Jack is not suffering from a poor form of treatment but he is suffering because medical science experts had no power to invent a product that could have cured Jack. Utilitarians argue that deeds and social policies should be concluded right or wrong depending on whether they trigger happiness or cause suffering, and when judged via this form then euthanasia, in turn, becomes morally recognized. 
Ant form of action or social strategy is morally accepted as long as it enhances the levels of happiness in the world or if it minimizes the level of suffering, moreover a measure or social regulation that is morally not correct lowers the level of happiness or inflates the rate of suffering. In the case of Jack who was suffering, killing a hopeless patient at their request would have reduced the volume of misery in the world, so according to utilitarianism the action of killing Jack to stop him from suffering would have been morally justified. According to many present-day philosophers feel that the principle of utility which is an obvious assumption of utilitarianism is not right because they feel that trying to advocate for happiness and downgrading suffering are not righteous essential things. 
Happiness is said to be one of the values that should be enhanced but also freedom, justice, and appreciation are core values that are very important to human beings. If people had the undeniable will to make their own choices and to have any form of freedom then the level of happiness would have been probably been very high and this makes the utilitarian argument to be dismissed. There is a hard utilitarianism relationship that interconnects with the topic of euthanasia, let's assume a person who is living a very ungrateful life full of disappointments compared to happy moments but doesn’t want to die and he/she is satisfied with such a life, according to utilitarianism such a person's life should be ended to reduce the amount of misery they going through life to balance happiness over unhappiness which would be a wrong thing to do, and this provides a concrete ground to argue that the principle of utility has insufficient escort in establishing what is just and wrong.
Although the ongoing utilitarian reasoning is not right, it's merely based on a sound analogy, because if enhancing happiness and neglecting any form of suffering is the only morally essential stuff, they remain relevant and timeless to human beings. Moreover, is any form of deed or social formulation will lower the level of misery that can be considered as a concrete reason in its goodwill. In the manifestation of voluntary euthanasia, we can be able to put into consideration that exceptional suffering is done away with, and since the patients are requesting it there no doubt that no human rights are being violated, and this, in turn, makes the principle of utility despite it being punishing, the utilitarian narrative remains to be significant energy.
Conclusion
Let me present my view and a diverse kind of argument from mercy, that is motivated by utilitarianism but not complex and not making the principle of utility the hypothesis of disagreement the following logic justifies that euthanasia can be accepted, If an act enhances the interests of everyone involved and it doesn’t violate any right then the act is morally justified. Furthermore, if euthanasia advocates the best attentiveness for each person it's justified hence making some situations to be where active euthanasia to be morally approved,
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