
Critically assess the argument presented by Judith Jarvis Thompson in her paper ‘A defense of abortion’. 
The issue focused within Judith Thompson’s 'A defense of abortion’ is that if we were to pretend to accept that a fetus is a human person from the moment of conception does this make any adjustment to the acceptability of abortions. By the end of her paper, we understand that abortion is something that requires a case by case analysis to determine if it is permissible. This is a view that I largely hold as there cannot be an argument that provides the correct answer in all cases, especially in the subject of abortion. Upon looking at Thompson’s paper I have extracted some of the major points she makes and will assess these in order to establish the strength of her argument. 
At the beginning of the paper, Thompson expresses that for the sake of argument she is going to assume that a fetus is a human being from the moment of conception. She does this in order to argue the secondary stage of abortion. Which can be seen as; if a fetus is a person from the moment of conception, does that mean it has a right to life? Thompson presents her first analogy of the acorn and the Oaktree. I believe this analogy is well used as it supports the premise that we must, for the sake of argument, grant that a fetus is a person from conception as it is difficult to distinguish the exact time when a fetus is granted personhood. So, just as a fetus grows into a human being an acorn grows into an Oak tree. But one would not look at an acorn and identify it the same as an Oak tree as it is not yet fully developed. One would instead look at the acorn as the start of its development into an Oak tree, but like the acorn when does it stop being an acorn and start becoming an Oak tree. This analogy is well placed in Thompson’s argument in order to reflect the problem we face when trying to decide when a fetus becomes a person. Thompson, however, is not focused upon drawing a line to discover when a fetus is a person but rather what would happen if the fetus was perceived as a person from conception. 
In her beginning statement we must consider that if every person has a right to life and a fetus is now perceived as a person, does that make abortion impermissible? The following argument is then discussed; if the fetus now has a right to life, what is the difference between the mothers right to her life also. Not only that but who’s right to life outweighs the others? Thompson argues that the mother has the right to decide what happen to her body along with her previous right to life, but it is argued that the fetus right to life would outweigh the mothers right to decide what happens with her body. If this is how the argument concludes then abortion would not be granted as the fetus’ right to life is larger than any rights the mother has. 
Thompson’s then introduces us to the violinist analogy. In this analogy, one is asked to imagine being kidnapped and then waking up attached to a famous violinists’ kidneys as you were needed to drain the poison out of him so he can live. In this instance if you unplugged yourself then the violinist would die, however, if you were to stay for nine months the violinist would be able to survive on his own. If this argument is compared to Thompson's previous argument one can see that it is flawed. When used in comparison the previous example the argument no longer sounds plausible. If Thompson’s argument stands, that all persons have a right to life then one would be forced to stay connected with the violinist until the violinist can survive on his own. As the violinists right to life outweighs your right to decide what happens to your body. Thompson then addresses the issue that because you were kidnapped does that give the violinist less of a right to life because it was involuntary. This is a clear reflection of pregnancies that are the product of rape. If the women involuntary became pregnant Thompson asks do some have less of a right to life than others. In this section of her argument, I strongly agree, it is often more accepted for women to have an abortion when she has been raped and I believe it can be due to the idea that the fetus has less of a right to life that any other fetus as it was involuntary placed there. Thompson then also raises the question to whether one has the right to life at all, I believe she does not explore this enough within this paper and it could be used as part of an argument as to why abortion is permissible. 
Thompson then expresses the idea of killing versus letting die. In the instance where full-term pregnancy will kill the mother does this then make abortion permissible? Thompson questions that if both the mother and the baby have the right to life, and that of an equal right to life, then who is to decide if the mother or baby must live? Thompson then follows by arguing that the baby is an innocent life and to perform an abortion would be directly killing an innocent life whereas if one does nothing then the mother dies. Although Thompson understands that one would not view this particular type of abortion as murder if the mother performed it to herself. Rather this would be viewed as self-defense in the mother’s case. She the reverts back to the violinist argument and adds if one was to remain attached to the violinist it would kill you but save him. In this instance, one would detach themselves from the violinist in order to save one’s own life. This argument is also displayed in the tiny house example that Thompson later uses. If one is trapped in a tiny house with a rapidly growing human unless that human stops growing one will be crushed to death. This example I believe, loosely translates to when a woman cannot bear a child without it causing damage to her. In most of these cases, abortion would be more permissible rather than letting women die. Thompson expresses that a woman can defend herself if the child is going to cause her death and states that this extreme view of abortion, where it is absolutely impermissible, is false. 
Thompson further argues that it is the mother’s body and unlike the tiny house example the mother owns her body, it is not the case that it is owned by both parties. Her analogy of Jones using Smiths coat supports this premise. If Jones wears smiths coat to avoid freezing to death that means that smith does not have a coat and in turn, will now freeze to death, however just because the coat is now fastened to Jones does not mean that there is no contest as to who should be chosen to wear it. She uses this example to further support the letting die and killing premise. If one were to not intervene then Smith would die however if one were to say smith should have the coat, then one is actively choosing that Jones is to die by removing the coat and giving it to smith. It is in these types of situation that even by doing nothing you are still partly in the matter of who dies. I believe one cannot escape the idea of choosing who lives and who dies as you must make a choice based on either situation and if you have the knowledge of what both outcomes would be then one understands what they are choosing. It is within these arguments between killing and letting die that we often see the use of the doctrine of double effect when choosing who lives you are aiming for one to have life and foreseeing that someone else is going to die but that is not what you aim for. 
Thompson then introduces the argument of what it is meant to have a right to life. And questions what we have the rights to if it is argued that by having the right to life that means we have the right to the minimum that one needs to live then maybe abortion stands as impermissible. It is vital to mention here that having the right to the bare minimum for life does not mean that you have the right to another’s life for the continuation of one's own. Thompson refers to the case of the violinist here, the violinist needs your kidneys for the cost of his own life, however, this does not give the violinist the right to your kidneys. If one was to get up and leave the violinist to die no one would be able to stop you. It is here where Thompson then raises the issue between being indecent and unjust. It would be indecent of you to leave the violinist to die however one would not be doing him an injustice as he has no right to your body. 
The response of being unjust versus indecent I believe is a dangerous argument. It could develop into a supporting argument for killing those who we believe are a danger to society, if someone is a serial killer it would not be unjust to kill them as they are going to kill multiple people. Thompson argues that the right to life is made from more of a right to not be killed unjustly, if it is not unjust to abort a fetus then it is permissible to do so. Thompson uses the example of rape as a fetus has become involuntary. In this instance, the fetus has not been invited to share the facilities of the woman’s body and therefore has no right to them. Without granting this right the fetus had no right to continue to stay there. In this instance to have an abortion would not mean you are unjustly killing the fetus as it had no right to be there to begin with. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Thompson then begins her next analogy about leaving a window open. If one left the window open and a burglar climbed through it they then have the right to stay there. It is supported by the claim that one has knowledge that burglars exist and yet the window remained open, therefore if a burglar climbed in they are allowed to stay. Furthermore, the argument is then expanded for us to believe there are human seeds that may float through ones window and root in the carpet if this happens must one take responsibility for it? It is argued that it is one’s own fault for willingly leaving the windows open, although for Thompson this argument is seen as absurd and when compared to a relatable analogy makes more sense. If you wanted to avoid pregnancy from rape by the term of this example it would be right to get a hysterectomy or leave the house with an army. From this argument, Thompson finds that there are some cases where one must allow the fetus to continue to grow e.g. if there is no precaution in intercourse one must expect a pregnancy as one is partly responsible it would be unjust in getting an abortion. 
The next argument is then a question of whether one must act as a good Samaritan, of course, we have no law-abiding us to do so, however, should we still be morally bound to act selflessly to help others? It is here where Thompson’s argument has the most strength as she presents the distinction between something one has a right to and from something one ought to have. With the violinist example, it is one's choice whether they want to stay however it is not their responsibility to stay. Although if you did stay that would be seen as morally decent of you. In this paper Thompson draws from the example of the good Samaritan to provide the idea that there can be two types of Samaritan; a good Samaritan and a minimally decent Samaritan. Thompson uses the example of the Kitty Genovese case to display how one can act as either a minimal decent Samaritan or a good Samaritan. In the case of Kitty Genovese, 38 people watched as she died, and no one helped her or even called for help. In this case, everyone who saw her get murdered is in no way a Samaritan. However, this is not legally wrong. As mentioned prior we are not bound by law to be good Samaritans and help others, however, it is seen that a great injustice was served to Kitty as no one helped her even though we have distinguished between the idea between injustice and indecency. What actually happened was a great indecency as it was indecent that no one helped her, although it was not an injustice as she had no right to force anyone to help her. It is also within this argument that Thompson expresses the idea of being forced to be a good Samaritan by law, there are no laws but should there be, she argues that it would be wrong to institute laws forcing you to be a good Samaritan. But, Thompson begins to focus her argument more on our nature rather than our law-abiding structure, she questions whether we should just be compelled by nature to act good and help others. We must in some way be compelled by nature to be good Samaritans as Thompson argues that when two people have had a baby they assume responsibility for it and care for it because it is their own. 
To conclude, Thompson's paper A defense of Abortion is a well-structured paper and presents many clear and useful analogies in order to address the subject of abortion and supports Thompson’s argument that abortion cannot be impermissible. I believe Thompson uses the argument of being a good Samaritan well in order to support her claim on abortion and that her way of distinguishing what one has a right to and what one ought to want is smart in backing up her view of abortion. I also strongly agree that abortion is not something that can be ruled with one guideline I agree that it is a case by case bases and depends strongly upon the circumstance. 
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