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The case of Tracy Latimer 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The case of Tracy Latimer entails the conviction of Robert Latimer for the death of his daughter Tracy Latimer. Tracy was a child living with disabilities since complications developed during her birth. The child suffered from cerebral palsy as her supply of oxygen was interrupted causing both physical and mental disabilities. Tracy also needed medication to control the numerous cases of seizures she experienced. She had no control of her muscles and could not move them voluntarily and she was never able to talk or walk. She always wore diapers all her life. The medical testimony from the orthopedic surgeon explained Tracy always lived in constant pain. She explained that the movement of her limps would see her expressing pain and crying. Tracy also had a dislocated hip for a number of months. Although the child lived in so much pain, she could not take any type of painkillers due to the seizure medication she was taking. Taking painkillers amid such medication could result in more seizures, aspiration pneumonia, or cases of stomach bleeding. Robert Latimer was convicted when Tracy dies at the age of 13 on his case while his family went to church. When asked for the first time he answered that he found the girl dead in her sleep. The evidence presented by the police after an autopsy of her body was conducted showed that her blood contains high carbon monoxide levels. He later confessed that he had killed her by putting her in his truck and killed her with exhaust gases from the truck’s exhaust pipe. He said that he did it out of the love for his daughter and his desire to see his daughter’s pain end. He also considered that she was unhappy and the medication she underwent only contributed to her torture and mutilation of her led was proposed as the next medication. The court however explained that there was a kind of medication that would help in ending the girl's pain without killing her. The case led to various controversies on ethics and euthanasia after he was convicted for second-degree murder.
Cultural relativism explains that an action can either be termed as right or wrong or reasoning arises from different assessments of the situations leading to those actions. Cultural relativism explains that an action is right or wrong based on the beliefs and values of the individuals in the culture where the actions are performed (Week 5 Notes). Relativism gives room for tolerance of some actions based on the available justifications of those actions (Rachels p. 13). A relativist in the case of Tracy Latimer would have various justifications to make on what Robert Latimer termed as the merciful killing of his daughter. A relativist would consider the killing as a case of euthanasia rather than a second-degree murder as the court termed it. Robert Latimer explained that he took the action out of the desire to end his daughter’s pain. He had been involved in providing care which the doctors considered excellent to his daughter until his daughter. The child was always in pain as it is explained and could not take any medication to kill the pain due to the complications which would possibly arise such as violent seizures, pneumonia as well as stomach bleeding. She had to live with pain even after the dislocation of her hip. As the orthopedic surgeon in the statement explained that Tracy’s pain is the biggest thing she membered about her visit to her. This explains the kind of pain that Tracy always went through, despite the great care the parents managed to provide to Tracy, she had to endure the great pain due to avoid the cases of violent seizures. Robert, who had been her father for 13 years, witnessed all her suffering. His actions from a relativist point of view can be justified by the need to end her pain. He felt that there was no need to continue to wither suffering and upcoming medication would lead to more pain including led mutilation. According to (week 4 Notes) some cultures allow parents to kill infants when no social stigma can arise from the actions.
The Devine Command Theory explains that morality is purely based on God’s commandments and people are always expected to act according to the will of God. The standards of evaluating ethics from a Devine command theorist's point of view are based on the commandments of God. It is ethical to do what God commands and unethical to break the laws of God. In the commandments of God, committing murder is considered a sin. From a Devine Command Theorist point of view, God gives life, and only He is responsible for taking it. A Devine command theorist would hence condemn the decision taken by Robert Latimer to murder his own daughter Tracy. Although Robert explained his actions were a part of merciful killing to end her pain, the Devine command theory gives no exceptions to not obeying God's commands. According to (Week 6 Notes), actions can only be moral because God commands them to be Moral or because God approves their morality. The decision to take a life under any circumstances should not be made by humans.
There have been various arguments over which principle should be considered as the basis for defining morality. The Devine command theory explains that Morality is based on the approval of God and doing what God commands. Cultural relativism explains that actions can be right or wrong based on the culture and beliefs of the people living in that society. The divine command theory explains a set of rules that the members of a certain religion ought to follow regardless of the society they live in (Rachels p. 19) cultural relativism gives tolerance to some actions in some societies due to differences in culture. The Devine command theory has been used to establish the rules of morality in different cultures. The set of rules explained by the Devine command theory does not change regardless of the context while morality may vary from culture to culture. This means that the Devine command theory is better in explaining morality. 
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