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Abortion: A Confusion of Liberty


Our principals of liberty are based on one premise: no law should restrict activities that do not infringe upon the rights of others. Because an abortion infringes upon a fetus’ right to live, the act of having an abortion should not be protected on the grounds of liberty and should therefore be illegal.


Only living, human beings have rights.  This makes the issue of whether or not fetuses are human and alive important.  Fetuses are undeniably alive.  They grow, think, and respond to stimuli.  Just the fact that an action must be taken to kill a fetus shows that it must be alive.  One can’t kill something that is already dead.  In regards to a fetus’ humanity, I have three points.  A fetus holds a human set of DNA, which she has inherited from her parents.  When unstopped, fetuses turn into babies, which are in all regards human.  Finally, when inspected in many stages of development, no distinction can be made between a fetus and an infant.

Pro-Choice Arguments Analyzed


Because fetuses are human and alive, as I have shown their rights should overrule a woman’s grounds of liberty.  Still, several points are often made to defend abortion on other grounds.  I will now present them and respond.

Abortions are not cruel because fetuses are not aware of their life and do not suffer a traumatic death.  The fetus has yet to experience any life worth losing, and no investment has yet been made in it by society.  

For this we must inquire about what is wrong with killing in the first place.  Killing is wrong because a murder victim is robbed of his future.  A man’s past is not stolen through murder.  His past actions and experiences have already played out and no longer exist.  Further, because we put no price on life, killing is not wrong because others lose all investments that they may have put in the victim.  The one who losses most from killing is the victim.  The victim losses out on a life that would have been.  One that was rightfully his.

One’s awareness is not usually taken into account when considering a robbery.  If I make a million dollars through the stock market but don’t know about my gains yet, then my ignorance is no excuse for my broker leaving the country with my money.  This goes for legal matters as well.  My right to a trial by jury and the presumption of innocence is guaranteed whether I’m aware of it or not.

The pain or trauma one suffers in death is irrelevant.  No matter how the act of killing is carried out, the results remain the same.  When a man is killed he loses his future life.  No humane killing practice can change this fact.  To grasp this point in its entirety, one must consider the following question.  Would I prefer to die quietly and painlessly in my sleep tonight, or would I rather die a brutal, painful death ten years from now?  If one is not sure, then he can merely increase the time he would be allowed to live before dying.  My principle still holds.

Abortions should sometimes be allowed because of special circumstances such as rape.  It’s not right to force a woman to bear a child whom she is in no way responsible for. 

**NOTE: MY OPINION HAS SINCE CHANGED REGARDING THIS CASE. THESE POINTS ARE STILL VALID, BUT THE WOMAN HAS NO RESPONSIBILITY TO BEAR THE CHILD.**

This argument is very compelling.  Its advocates hope to make us so sorry for rape victims that we will ignore the principles.  Abortion in this case still involves taking the life of the fetus.  The tragedy undergone by the rape victim does not empower her to take this life because the fetus herself has done no wrong.  A fetus is no more responsible for its existence than a plant is for growing.  The fetus is also not predisposed as a rapist baby.  We all start out with a clean slate.  The preservation of fetus’ life does not require any more than the delivery of the baby, which is not anymore a choice than it is a result of the rape.  The rape victim can easily put the baby up for adoption and be done with the matter without taking its life.  The inconvenience is hardly proportional to the joys the baby will experience in life.

It is a totally different situation when the birth of a baby threatens the mother’s own life.  This is a situation involving duress.  In all aspects of society, we are allowed, when forced with the choice, to choose our own life over that of another.  This is a principle that is written into our law in wide variety of places.  There is no reason that it should not apply here.

Abortions lessen the amount of unwanted children born.  In today’s day and age, no woman should have to bear a child whom she does not want.  Unwanted children flood the adoption system and ruin our country.

This is a classic attempt to use ends to justify means.  A result involving happier children, more functional families, and fewer tax-dollars for orphan support would not justify taking the lives of fetuses.  The strong should not take from the weak just to make their own lot better.  Even if we did practice this logic, we would not benefit from these hypothetical results.  Unwanted and unplanned children grow up to be real people like everyone else.  I’m sure that even a man who has lived a life of trouble and pain due to his illegitimacy would chose to live his life rather than never have existed.

If abortion is wrong, then contraception must also be wrong because they both involve denying potential life.

When one uses contraception, he may be preventing potential life, but in this case there is no individual being deprived of rights.  The two pieces of life are mere cells, parts of a human, not yet an individual.  When they come together, they form a new human being.  This is the only line that can be drawn between cells and individual life.  Besides, the probability of a single genetic combination, sperm and egg, forming is one out of a few million, whereas the probability of a fetus surviving to birth is four to one.  The denial of such a small probability cannot be considered an act of infringement.

Abortion needs to be legal because its illegality wouldn’t lessen the amount of abortions.  Those who seek abortions would merely go through secret, dangerous procedures to get what they need.

This argument is compelling to my consequentialist side only at first.  While legal abortions may protect women to some degree, an anti-abortion law would definitely deter some number of women.  The impossibility of an absolute enforcement of a law should not deem it faulty.  The principle remains the same.  Last of all, the women would be making these choices by their own free will, thereby holding them accountable for the consequences.  Aborted fetuses have no choice.

Conclusion
In the end, we must look at the motives for abortion.  While many reasons may seem compelling, if woman saw abortion as killing, then I doubt there would be that many.  Woman who have abortions aren’t really bad people, there just seems to be a blinding affiliation of abortion and women’s rights.  When the populous is educated, people will see that a small, useless gain of rights for some is not worth a total loss of rights for others.

