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The morality of mercy killing and assisted suicide has stirred debate for many centuries with scholars taking different positions of the argument. There is no legal framework or guiding doctors whether to end life or not, that is uniform to all countries or states. In the United States, some of the state's euthanasia while others do not, and still those who do legalize has different regulations governing the same. The first country to legalize euthanasia was Netherland in 2001, which allowed doctors to end the life of adult patients at the patient's request. In 2008,  it amended the laws so as to give allow the doctors to give consent for doctors to kill infants who are in severe pain an terminally ill, a measure which was known as Groningen Protocol. This was the first law to allow euthanasia for newborn babies.
There are different types of euthanasia, which include active euthanasia, passive euthanasia, voluntary and involuntary euthanasia. Active euthanasia involves an action that is done to hasten death, for example, administering lethal drugs to a patient. This form of euthanasia is not legal in the United States but is legal in Australia and Netherland. Passive Euthanasia involves allowing the patient to die, by only giving medication to help ease the pain. An example is turning off respirator or refusing chemotherapy.
On the other hand, voluntary euthanasia occurs where the patient requests for killing while non-voluntary euthanasia occurs in situation where patient cannot decide for, and someone else makes the decision. An example is in case of children, individual not mentally competent or comatose patients. In assisted suicide, someone helps the patient to take his or her life.
The history of o euthanasia backs from 400 B.C, being referenced from Hippocrates. Since then, there had never been a law to address euthanasia until 1994, when the voters in Oregon passed an assisted Suicide law, which was referred to as Oregon law. However, the law was held into litigation until 1998 when it was allowed into effect by Attorney General Janet Reno. According to Oregon Death with Dignity Act, a resident of Oregon who is terminally ill and has expressed interest to die was supposed to make a written request for medication for purpose of ending his or her life in a humane and dignified manner. The intention was not just to kill but preserve the dignity of human beings. 
Another issue that has for long raised debates is whether animals have rights, and if any, which ones. The two moral questions that regard to the morality of animal rights is the use and treatment and use of animals, as well as whether animals have any right. Human beings used animals for deferent purposes including food, medicine, sport, clothes, and research. In addressing these moral questions, different philosophers have expressed their arguments, which take different positions including Rene Descartes, Immanuel K, and Utilitarian argument. 
According to Rene Descartes, animals do not have a right because they have no soul. Lack of soul makes them not to have feelings such as pain, pleasure, etc., and therefore they can not have a right. According to Kan, right is associated with nationality and therefore animals do not have any right because they have no nationality. However, utilitarianism takes a different approach that concludes that animals have rights. According to utilitarianism, one has the capacity to feel pain or pleasure, then one has rights. He further asserts that animals can feel pain and pleasure and therefore they have rights.
 According to reduction absurdum, if you do not have rationality, then you do not have rights. Applying this principle, babies and animals do not have rights since they do not have rationality. To respond to this, Kant countered this argument by arguing that if one has the potential for rationality, one has rights. According to Kant, babies have the potentiality for rationality while animals do not have. Therefore, babies have rights while animals have no rights. 
