(b) Evaluate the argument that Kant’s moral theory could not support the
idea of voluntary euthanasia.

Kant s theory says that there are moral absolites which we ought to follow, which can be worked out by reason, They are categorival
imperatives, 70 work out where an action s HhE or wrong, you need G whiversallse the marin and see (f /¢ i self contradiatory or a
contradietion 0f the wit?

For exampte, Thomas fyde had ALS] a disease that attacked his body white leaving his mind active, e asked D Jack Kevorkian to ety hin
lo de, (ff we wiversabise the mauin Pryone with ALS shoull be hebhed to de; we get a contradiction of the witl - we coutitn ¢ want to live i
a sociely where peqple were kitled because they were disabled, T his does show 4p o weakness of fant s theory, however, as someone like
Thomas fyde mjpht oluin that he woll want to lie in such a society as he woull ot want to carry o biving if he had this condlition,

Arother statement of the Catogorical Inperative says that we should act ix such a way that owe mavins become wniversel buws of nature, 7 his
e wore helpful ~ how wodll it be if peapte with ALS just died? We woll b deprived of Stephen tauking & britlince, anong otthers. T homas
Hyde woulll ot have wanted to condemn everyone with ALS to death - he was merely asking for it i his ciroamstances. Kant ¢ theory doesn ¢
low s ts consider the indivitual  situation, however, This may be seen as a eriticiom of fant, because the suffering of an indlividual seems
morally retevant,  fant woulll abeo argue apainst a compassionate response, as he belleved it was possibte o do the wrong thirg (f led by our

emolions,
70 conclude, Kant s theory seems to be apaist volutary eathanasia, albhouph there are many oritivisms of his theory,

Kant's theory could be used to argue against voluntary euthanasia. Flrstly, Kant would
dismiss arguments concerning the suffering of the patient or the cost of treatment — these
are not morally relevant factors for Kant. He is concerned with the act itself, not the
consequences. Most justifications for voluntary euthanasia can thevefore be dismissed.

Kant would conslder the maxim “It is right to RLILL Dlanne Pretty, suffering from Motor
Newrone Dlsease, who has asked to die”. He would then universalise it, forming n
Categorical mperntive: “It Ls always right to RILL people suffering from Motor Neurone
Disease”. Kant would ask “Is this a self contradiction?” It doesn't appenr to be. “Is it a
contradiction of the will?” The answer seems to be “Yes!” We couldn't want to make a rule
that meant everyone with MND had to be Rilled. For Kant, the universal rule is lmportant,
and tndividual clrcumstances should not be taken tnto consideration.

However, Kantians can put more thought tnto thelr Categorical mperatives, and might
easily form a different universal vule. For example, we might be more comfortable
making a rule that satod “Anyone suffering from MND who has Lost the will to Live, and
has asked to die, should be Killed.” Put another way, we might accept a Llaw of nature that
ended Life when pain became unbearable.

Kant's theory says that people should never be merely a means to an end. You should
never RIL someone Ln order to reduce suffering, or save money. However, Kant held
‘respect for persons’ bn such high esteem that allowing someone to suffer and die without
dlgnity may seem to go against his theory. The concept of human rights does not
contradict Kant's theory, which could be used to argue for the right to die with dignity.



