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2. Critically assess the argument presented by Judith Jarvis Thompson in her paper ‘A defence of abortion’.
This essay will critically assess an argument specifically presented by Judith Jarvis Thompson in her article “A defence of abortion”. I will present arguments that the author of aforementioned article states and also other arguments made for and against abortion, as there are some who are staunchly against the idea of taking the life of an unborn child under any circumstances, and others who would decide that under other circumstances, for instance, where the life of the mother is in danger or the child for instance is already diagnosed with some kind of deformity
 that it can be justified. 
The first point of Judith Thompsons argument that stands out from the page is the statement that: 

“It is concluded that the fetus is, or anyway that we had better say it is, a person from the moment of conception. But this conclusion does not follow. Similar things might be said about the development of an acorn into an oak tree, and it does not follow that acorns are oak trees, or that we had better say they are. Arguments of this form are sometimes called “slippery slope arguments” – the phrase is perhaps self-explanatory- and it is dismaying that opponents of abortion rely on them so heavily and uncritically.”
 
This argument of course is based on the premise that the development of a child within the mother’s womb, while still in the stage of a young fetus, is somehow not to be given the status of a human being despite being the child conceived by human beings, and being within the process of development into a human being within another human being, in which case it will be birthed into the world as a human being. It to me is a rather controversial statement to say the least, and one which is my opinion is on the brink of becoming one which is dehumanising of another human being in order to murder them on the basis of not being worthy of being classed as one, and with another motive being that they themselves are somehow a burden on those who certainly can “class” themselves as one. Although, in an interesting note on the ethics of a pro-life advocate such as myself, the scholar Peter Singer, who in his own work “taking life: the embryo and fetus” states that: 
“The change of perspectives makes it apparent that the “pro-life” or “right to life” movement is misnamed. Those who protest against abortion but dine regularly on the bodies of chickens, pigs, and calves can hardly claim to have concern for “life” as such. Their concern about embryos and foetuses suggests only a biased concern for the lives of members of our own species.”
 
To this I would reply that children are not food, and human beings are omnivorous, and have been given by inheritance of our ancestral forebears the ability to consume flesh in order to survive in this cruel and uncertain world. Does not the mother bear in the wilds of north-America feed her own offspring with the fish that she has caught from the river in order to survive? Although some might argue that in a modern, western, civilised society like the United Kingdom, the need to eat flesh is made redundant by the fact that we have more than enough produce from the field to supplement our needs, and that meat these days is considered a delicacy over something we need to consume in order to survive. However, human beings I feel intrinsically have a moral obligation to treat each other preferentially over animals. If a dog and a small boy fall into a perilous river leading to a waterfall with jagged rocks at the bottom, and you only have enough time to save one from almost certain death, although it might still be considered a tragedy to lose the dog and have it swept away, it will be a better outcome than having the child swept away, as not only would this be a worse tragedy to have the small boy swept away but also it would be (or should be) considered a punishable crime if you chose to save the dog over saving the child; even if it was your own child (and rightly so). Also, there is the matter of crime in general, if a human being snatches the young of an animal away from its mother in order for a personal gain, for instance, with how people take puppies away from mother dogs forever as pets, people may not consider this much of a crime if one at all. Whereas if the same thing is committed against mother of a human child, people would definitely consider this an evil akin to kidnapping, and demand that not only that the child be returned, but also that the perpetrator be punished further in a sense of righteous indignation. My final attempt at a rebuttal to this statement is to say that, perhaps, in feeding a child the meat of an animal in order to sustain it in this uncertain world, perhaps this is much less of a wrongdoing, if one at all, as opposed to killing a child in the womb with the motive for it being (mostly) a matter of personal convenience for a would-be-mother?
However, moving back towards the focus of this essay, that being of course Judith Thompson’s article, within it she discusses the theory of “positive and negative” duties. In which she states that a negative duty is one which entails perhaps refraining from killing or robbing, whereas a positive duty is one which would be to look after children
. Also, within her definition of a “positive duty” there is also a distinction between a “strict duty” and an act of charity, between for instance “feeding our own children or feeding those in faraway countries”
. Although this is certainly relevant in its own means, and does feature as a means of weighing the ethical merit to such a serious decision as ending the life of an unborn child, within this essay, she also makes the more important point of mentioning the “double effect”. The scholar Philippa Foot in an article titled “The problem of Abortion and the Doctrine of the Double Effect” summarises the doctrine of the “Double Effect” as:
“The double effect distinguishes between the intentions behind an action and consequences foreseen but not desired. By the doctrine of “double effect” I mean the thesis that it is sometimes permissible to bring about by oblique intention what one may not directly intend. Suppose that a judge or magistrate is faced with rioters demanding that a culprit be found for a certain crime and threatening otherwise to take their own bloody revenge on a particular section of the community. The real culprit being unknown, the judge sees himself as able to prevent the bloodshed only by framing some innocent person and having him executed. The doctrine of double effect offers us a way out of the difficulty, insisting that it is one thing to steer towards someone foreseeing that you will kill someone and another to aim at his death as part of your plan”
 
Although this quote in itself I hope is an adequate summary of the doctrine itself, there is another section of the essay article in which she gives some analogies that I feel I wish to comment upon:
“Suppose for example that some tyrant should threaten to torture five men if we ourselves would not torture one. Would it be our duty to do so, supposing we believed him, because this would be no different from choosing to rescue five men from his torturers than one? Also, there could be a mad murderer, known to keep his promises, could thus make it our duty to kill some innocent citizen to prevent him from killing two. From this this conclusion we are again rescued by the doctrine of the double effect. If we refuse, we foresee that the greater number will be killed but we do not intend it: it is he who intends (that is strictly or directly intends) the death of innocent persons; we do not.”
 
Perhaps it is my more “black and white” sense of right and wrong with regards to such matters, but would it be just as reasonable or even more righteous perhaps for an individual to not kill the person within their reach in order that two may live, and instead allow the murderer to go ahead with their plan? How it is that if I did go along with the killers plan and killed the one man in order to supposedly save two that I could not be still held accountable still for murder or being an accomplice at least? I for one would rather let the two die and still have a better conscience that I did not take part in a sick game, the killer will be caught and punished, and I for one have committed no evil. Frankly, in terms of defending the argument of abortion the argument of “double effect” is used in relation to abortions being the result of a hysterectomy, as in, a non-intend outcome of a doctors actions which leads to an abortion. This then is essentially the effort of certain scholars in which they wish to suggest that, whether we believe that taking the life of a healthy fetus is wrong or not, there are instances (however rare) in which the mother is in a potentially life threatening position if the abortion is not carried out, and in which case, can it be considered justified? 
In conclusion I would state that personally I acknowledge we live in a society where a person may not be morally obliged per se to commit an act of charity or generosity on an individual unless they feel a certain want to, as to live in a free society a person has the right to choose how, if and whether they wish to benefit others. In the case of abortion, certain scholars like Peter Tooley have even argued using texts from the Holy Bible, using the parable of the good Samaritan (found in Luke 10: 30 – 35) alongside a recounting of the story of the murder of Kitty Genovese, who was murdered in front of dozens of people while no one dared intervene in order to protect their own lives. That perhaps it is that not having an abortion, despite a pregnancy being unwanted; is somehow noble but not necessarily required of the mother. I for one wish to ask all people who are pro-abortion the simple question of “what kind of society do you wish to live in? one where people care and have empathy for their fellow human being or one where they do not?” this question of mine of course being brought about by the scholarly analogy, used in debates about the ethics of abortion, of a celebrity who can heal the life-threatening disease of an individual by merely touching their head, although the celebrity would be doing a decent and charitable thing to touch the head of the individual
; they of course are under no real obligation to travel the long distance to the individuals bed and so may decline without any real implications over perhaps a sense of being shamed by the public. What is also worth mentioning in regards to Peter Tooley using scripture within the debate of abortion, that Jesus Christ did do this “celebrity healing” to numerous bed ridden and unwell people within the Gospel. This celebrity healing analogy of course ties into certain pro-arguments of abortion, in that although certain women feel it would be a “nice” thing to not abort the unborn child given if it was an unwanted pregnancy, they nonetheless feel that they have no obligation to not abort if they do not want to. This I feel is a great shame, in that, what kind of society do we as people really want to live in, one where people (again) care and feel empathy for someone else, or one where people make any excuse to get out of doing someone a life-saving favour! This perhaps being especially relevant in the era of the rise of cultural Marxism in the west, where certain far-left neo-Marxists feel a perfect utopia will be established if the class system is eradicated and private property abolished. No such utopia will be accomplished if these same leftists, who are almost entirely pro-choice in their beliefs of abortion, hold to the aforementioned reasoning for abortion with the essential reasoning of “I don’t care if they are innocent and if they die, I don’t want to and so I don’t have to”, which again, leaves me to the conclusion of the fact that you cannot set up a perfect society without perfect people; and none can be found certainly within the primarily far-left pro-abortionists who refuse to offer the most basic of empathy and compassion to an unborn child. 
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