The topic I wish to analyze covers both euthanasia and animals' right to life. The specific concern is with what would happen "naturally," unaffected by further human intervention.

In the case of euthanasia, I plan to argue for non-voluntary euthanasia in cases where the comatose victim is being supported by machines. I plan to explain how keeping them alive falls under the concept of extraordinary means, and therefore should be allowed to be removed from the machines and then their bodies can take the natural course of death. While Rachels provides the example of a newborn dying of dehydration and infection to convince the reader that active euthanasia can sometimes be better than passive, nature’s course blends both the good and bad in life. And both need to be experienced for each to bring meaning to the other. Suffering, in most situations should be mitigated,  This act falls under passive euthanasia.

Agree with Rachels that passive and active has no distinction. Passive euthanasia is actively deciding to withhold treatment, or by actively unplugging the machines. (p.193 right upper middle)

Death is not the greatest evil, it is natural. (reaction to p.194 bottom right)

NATURAL course of action. What do I mean by “nature”? I mean the course that would happen if not affected by further human action. Killing is wrong, but dying is not. 
