
UDHR

 The Universal Declaration of Human Rights is the foundation of human rights. By the time the UDHR was adopted, all the countries in the United Nations had agreed to the idea that human rights are essential for all human beings. A closer look at the 30 articles reveals that a significant percentage of them focus on the right channels to follow to achieve human rights like the right to an adequate standard of living, right to public hearing, and right to social security. As indicated by ( ) these are the rights that every individual need and people have the choice to use or not to use them right. 

Protection is among the rights included in the UDHR. The right to security is complicated and it incorporates, protection against torture, protection against arbitrary arrest or detention, and protection of minority culture ( ). These rights require the intervention of the state to provide protection and mutual respect — the UDHR secure society to offer fundamental human rights, where people feel safe to express their opinions. Also, UDHR challenges the state for absolute sovereignty. Therefore, countries that adopt the UDHR have to follow the articles and implement the proposed actions for the protection of individual human rights and dignity. 

UDHR is meant to be universal. It is adopted and proclaimed by the general assembly of the United Nations, which include members from many different countries. However, it is hard for human rights to become universal, because of the different types of governments and cultures. UDHR is also interdependent and interrelated. According to International Human Right professionals Jack and Daniel, they express the interdependence of UDHR as “effective enjoyment of “rights” requires other rights that may or may not belong to the same category” ( ). That is, the right to freedom of movement may require the right to life and the right to freedom of opinion and expression. They also express the interrelated nature of UDHR as, “rights are brought into a situation of mutual relationship or connectedness” ( ). The two covenants dealing with political or civil and economic, social and cultural right should help each other to identify human rights. In other words, they should hold the same provisions. Based on the idea of interdependence and interrelatedness, it is easier to define the indivisibility nature of human rights. Since effective enjoyment of rights require other rights, alongside the existing mutual relationship, it means that the UDHR is always working as a whole. It cannot be divided into parts or work separately. 

The reason why the general assembly insisted on making the two covenants was to have “as many common elements as possible” ( ) because of the indivisibility of UDHR. However, human rights can be distinguished into two types of rights, including positive and negative rights. Positive right means people have the right to do things. The right to freedom of opinion and expression can be a positive right because humans can choose to express their opinion. In the opposite, this can be negative right. That is the right not to get involved in an activity because humans can choose not to express their opinion.

Nonetheless, positive and negative rights allow humans to do and not to do things. The government should restrict itself to interfere with people’s rights. While the government plays an essential role in UDHR, each should also be responsible for the promotion and protection of their rights ( ). Right to life cannot be achieved if a murder occurs, the right to social security cannot be achieved if people break the law often, and equality of rights without discrimination cannot be achieved if racism occurs. It requires every individual to respect everyone else’s rights. However, prisoners’ rights are debatable, because it has a pro-side and con-side. 

Pro-argument

Arguments of prisoners’ rights suggest that inmates should have human rights and that UDHR has created the foundation of these basic human rights equally. Which means that every human should have human rights. Based on the right to public hearing and protection against arbitrary arrest or detention, Martin Sostre, an inmate should have the positive right to file lawsuits, and the state should not prevent him from doing so. Also, it should not be rearrested easily because that is an arbitrary arrest. In Alabama’s prison, prisoners should have the right to social security and protection against torture. However, that does not happen in reality. In the Guantánamo Bay, prisoners should have the right to an adequate standard of living including the right to healthcare, but getting healthcare services is difficult in this prison. Since UDHR is interdependent, interrelated and indivisible, it is impossible that prisoners have a few rights from UDHR. It is impossible for people like Martin Sostre to have the right to a public hearing because of the lack of protection against arbitrary arrest or detention. There is no way to separate rights into many different parts and use them individually. While the prisoners have positive rights to act in a certain way, they also have negative rights that the government should not prevent them from doing so. In other words, Prisoners should have UDHR as a whole.

Con-argument

 
   The arguments against prison rights indicate that prisoners should not have human rights since UDHR is the foundation of human rights for all human being, but there are terms and conditions. Whoever violates the rules should be disqualified as a member of the society under UDHR. Right to life can be a negative right for every individual human, meaning no one should prevent others from living. Also, “every organ” of the society is responsible for the promotion and protection of rights ( ). Therefore, individuals should protect their human rights, of others, and society as a whole. This is the requirement for humans to become a member of a community that promotes human rights. A person who breaks the law violates the human rights of others. Lawbreakers choose not to protect the human rights of others, which means they are no longer a member of society that promotes human rights. Therefore, prisoners lose some of their human rights the moment they fail to protect the rights of others and the community. There is no need of offering prisoners the rights they violated because UDHR is interdependent, interrelated and indivisible. All human rights are held together, and they cannot be separated into different parts. A prisoner should not have human rights since they violate the rule of UDHR and do not desire the rights.

Conclusion

  
  The thirty articles well define human rights as a whole and create the foundation of the fundamental human right for every individual. My position is that prisoners should have human rights. Human rights should be equally distributed to every human being regardless of their criminal history. People have the right to be recognized as humans as long as they are one. Because UDHR is indivisible, prisoners should have all human rights as a whole. They should have the positive right including free expressions, as well as the negative rights. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights recognizes the inherent dignity of all people as the basis of freedom. Peace and justice in the world, elements that can only be achieved if prisoners are given all rights without discrimination.

