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Introduction

Abortion is one of the most divisive and emotionally provocative issues facing us today. It has become a litmus test for many in determining if someone is a liberal or a conservative. It is a hotly debated political issue. It is the subject of many marches, campaigns, protests, web sites, and conversations. It determines the fate of millions upon millions of lives each year. And yet, so many people manage to stay neutral or indifferent to this issue. Some because they do not have the energy to get involved in such an issue, some because they desire to appease both proponents for and against abortion, and some just because they don't care.

According to the CDC, nearly one fourth of all pregnancies in the US end in an abortion (Struass et al.). This corresponds to roughly one million abortions per year, just in this country.  As staggering as that sounds, those numbers are actually underestimates because the CDC is a passive reporting agency, which means that they only use voluntarily reported information.  Since several abortion clinics in the country do not report the statistics on their operations, and taking into account illegally obtained abortion, a better estimate would be that over one third of all pregnancies end in an abortion, which is exactly what the active reporting agency Alan Guttmacher Institute claims.  World wide, roughly 46 million abortions are performed each year, which is over 126,000 per day (Alan Guttmacher Institute). These numbers make the Holocaust look like a minor mishap, but there are no armies coming to save these unborn children. One of Hitler’s goals during the Holocaust was to dehumanize certain groups of people so that he could justify killing them.  This is exactly what the pro-choice groups are trying to advocate. They are striving, and succeeding as far as the law is concerned, to implement the idea that a fetus is not a human in order to justify their actions. There is one difference between the holocaust and abortion though: the victims of the Nazi extermination could fight back and make an effort toward survival. The victims of abortion have no hope of fighting back and defending themselves. This being the case, who is to fight on their behalf? Only those who are not in danger of being aborted—us.

Why should we though? Are those fetuses even human? Don't women have the right to make decisions about their own body? Is it any of our business to get involved in family issues like abortion? Aren't there good reasons for getting an abortion? These are the type questions we would like to address and discuss, because they are pivotal in determining one's stance on the issue. What if those fetuses are human? Then we are witnessing the largest and most wide spread massacre that has ever taken place on this planet. What if those fetuses are not just part of the mother's body? Then we are witnessing a wanton display of parental cruelty as mothers are willingly choosing to end their children's lives. Clearly a choice no sane person would grant to the mother if the child were just a few months older. What if it is our business get involved in such issues? Then we also have a responsibility to get involved and apathy is to be regarded as callous indifference toward the safety of others. What if there are no good reasons for abortion? Then there is no justification for the death of millions and these intentional deaths should be viewed no differently than murder. What if the correct answers to all these questions are the ones we have proposed? Then the answer to "should we fight on their behalf?" becomes quite obvious and apathy becomes quite unacceptable.

A Woman’s Body


No doubt, one of the most popular arguments in favor of abortion comes packaged in the pithy comment, “A woman’s body is her own.”  This short little phrase shows up in movies, political speeches, talk shows, editorials, and countless other places.  What makes this such a popular and seemingly effective argument?  It is because the actual argument is hidden behind a statement that is self-evident.  Of course a woman’s body is her own.  Is there any reasonable person who would deny this?  The real thrust of the claim comes with what it assumes.  By saying that a woman’s body is her own in the context of the abortion issue, one is suggesting that an embryo or fetus is physically part of the woman’s body just as much as her arm or leg is part of her body.  Now can this be supported with facts?  The users of this argument never back up this assumption, but rather play on the credulity of their audience, hoping that no one will question its validity.  So then, let us see if it is a reasonable assumption or just propaganda.  


To analyze this question it seems that we should look at the anatomy and physiology of the mother/child relationship.  Starting at the point of conception, the newly formed embryo is in no way physically connected to the mother.  Conception happens within the woman, but not in connection with her.  At this point the only appeal that could be made in favor of the embryo being part of the mother would be that the egg that makes up part of the embryo used to be part of the woman’s body.  However, it should be obvious that using this type of thinking the embryo is also part of the father’s body, effectively nullifying the exclusive bodily relationship between mother and child.


Moving along in the process of embryonic growth, the next major step is for the embryo to implant into the lining of the mother’s uterus.  Does this physical contact constitute evidence that the embryo is part of the mother’s body?  Certainly it does not.  A mosquito does not become part of your body simply because it implants its proboscis into your skin.  Neither does an embryo become part of a woman’s body by implanting into her uterus.   Clearly there is a very intimate relationship between mother and child, but it does not include mother and child becoming one entity.


Occasionally the claim is made that the developing fetus must be part of the mother’s body because all of its nutrients come directly from the mother by way of the life-giving tube called the umbilical cord.  Blood is the body’s method for transporting nutrients to the various organs, so if the growing fetus is simply an extension of the mother’s body shouldn’t it share the same blood supply?  Seems plausible, right?  Well, it turns out that the mother and child do not share the same blood supply.  The mother’s and child’s blood vessels never connect to make a complete circuit, but rather intertwine around each other so that the nutrients can diffuse across the short distance between them.  This is due to the very real danger involved with pregnancies in which the mother and child do not share the same blood type.  The various proteins on the surface of our blood cells that determine blood type facilitate coagulation with blood cells of another type if brought into direct contact with them.  For this reason it is imperative to the mother and child’s health that the two blood supplies never mix.  With this in mind it becomes increasingly difficult to accept the premise that a child before birth is simply a growth that is part of the mother’s body.


Furthermore, one blatant yet often overlooked piece of evidence still looms over the entire developmental process.  The fetus has its own unique genome.  This is obvious because the child is not the mother’s twin, but what does that say about the fetus being part of the woman’s body?  All of the cells in your body, whether skin cells, brain cells, muscle cells, or any other kind of cell, all have one very important thing in common: they all share the same genome.  If this cannot be said for the fetus regarding the mother’s body, how can anyone logically claim that the two are the same organism?


If we are to accept the claim that a woman has the right to do with her body as she pleases, then we must also be prepared to accept any logical conclusions that may follow.  If, for example, sharing the same body with the organism in question warrants complete control of that organism, even to the point of death, what then should be a person’s rights in the situation of conjoined twins.  Surely they, if any, represent a case of a shared body, so what are their rights?  Say they share an arm.  Does the twin on the left have the right to cut that arm off if they so desired?  Can the twin on the right kill the one on the left if they so desire?  Surely no rational person would agree to allow such things, but they would be logically forced to if they intended to avoid a contradiction with their stance on abortion.  Under circumstances like these the affected party has the luxury of being able to protest being killed or dismembered.  If only fetuses had the same luxury.


Clearly, anatomy and physiology serve to refute any claim or assumption that an embryo or fetus is part of a woman’s body, and simple reasoning shows that this claim, even if assumed to be true, is hardly grounds for justifying abortion.  This argument then collapses under scrutiny because neither facts nor logic supports it.  To continue to use this type of justification for abortion is to be ignorant of the reality of its claims or to be dishonest about its implications.

When Is a Person Human?


Zygote.  Blastula.  Embryo.  Fetus. What are these things anyway? Are they human? How can a person know for sure if it is a human person or not? These are some of the questions that arise when considering the morality of abortion.  Before attempting to determine if and when these terms apply to a unique human individual, let us first discuss what they mean.  At the moment of conception, when a sperm cell, through several acrosomal reactions, fuses with an egg cell the new combined cell is then referred to as a zygote.  It then begins to divide into two, four, eight, sixteen, and so on.  After several divisions the cells organize into a hollow ball, which at this point is called a blastula.  The blastula gradually moves down the Fallopian tube and into the uterus.  Here it implants into the endometrial lining of the uterus and is now called an embryo.  The embryo continues to grow, developing limbs and organs.  About eight weeks after conception, the heart becomes functional and this is when the embryo becomes defined as a fetus.  These are not biologically binding terms, but convenient markers of development just like “toddler,” “adolescent,” and “adult.”

Many ethicists argue that a fetus is not a human (and therefore does not possess the rights of personhood) until it becomes viable. Conservative views usually claim that human life begins at conception. Liberal views tend to claim that the fetus does not possess human life until birth. The reason these views are important is because they are one of the most fundamental reasons for whether or not abortion can be justified. If the fetus is not a human, then it should be able to be removed from the woman like a tumor or any other mass— which is not justified for the reasons in the previous section. If it is a human, then it must possess a right to life, along with every other human in the world.



Viability is generally measured by whether or not the child can survive on its own. Those who adopt this position draw the line between person and non-person at some arbitrary point during the pregnancy. This is the position many moderates take, but there are several problems with this view. First of all, where and how does a person draw such an arbitrary line for personhood? There is no concrete scientific knowledge to use for this evaluation. The reason there is no way to concretely know where to draw the line in such a case is due to the subjectivity of the term “viability.” It could be argued that a toddler is not viable either, because, if left alone to take care of itself, it would surely die. How about handicapped individuals, who require constant care? Are they not also qualified for the rights of personhood? For the sake of their argument, pro-abortionists claim that viability refers to the baby’s ability to survive outside the womb.  It must again be stressed here that defining viability as only applying to life outside the womb is incredibly arbitrary.  Who gave pro-abortionists the right to narrowly define the word viability according to their own purposes?  In light of this claim, though, it is interesting to mention that the viability of a prenatal baby is constantly being pushed back to younger ages due to the rapid improvements in neonatal care technology. This seems to mean that when a fetus becomes human is dependent on the advancement of technology. If that is how a human is defined, then being a human is certainly not very sacred. To reduce the definition of a human to such low standards is not even worth considering as an argument. So, the argument of viability seems to have little or no significantly logical points. It is clearly an unsound argument and deserves no credit in the abortion debate.


Other pro-abortionists make similarly arbitrary definitions of life based on trimesters.  This is one of the more successful types of definitions because many regulatory abortion laws are based on trimesters.  But does this make any sense?  Trimesters have absolutely no biological foundations, but are simply the product of convenience.  The gestation period of a human pregnancy is typically nine months, so it is only natural to refer to thirds of that period as trimesters, which are units of three months.  There is very little difference between a fetus in the last week of its second trimester and a fetus in the first week of its third trimester.  However, under many state laws this insignificant difference is enough to make a huge difference between life and death.

 

Many abortion advocates believe that a fetus is not a human until after it leaves the woman’s uterus.  This seems to be even more illogical than the viability argument.  Nothing physically or intrinsically changes about a fetus when it leaves the womb, and there is no magic force field that the uterus creates around the fetus that shields it from being infiltrated by human life.  This position is held for pure convenience.

If viability and birth do not constitute reasonable checkpoints for human life then what does?  As mentioned in the last section, if a zygote has its own unique DNA, it is something separate from the woman. The question still remains though: if it is not the woman or a part of her body, then what is it? The answer is simple: it is a unique human individual.  A person’s DNA is what separates them from everyone else, so is this not the most reasonable criterion for defining a human life?  At the point of conception 23 chromosomes from the father and 23 chromosomes from the mother combine to create a set of 46 chromosomes, which, along with the other components within the cell, contain all the necessary potential for making a fully formed human being, given the chance to mature through the due process of nature.  Using the level of development as a landmark for personhood creates an illogical and dangerous system whereby it becomes unclear where to draw the line.  If a person’s genetic makeup is not used to define personhood, then what is it that makes one distinctively different from all other people? Anything else would be arbitrary and unfair.


At this point, a critic may ask, “What about identical twins?  They have the same DNA.  Do you think they are really the same person?”  This is a savvy objection; however, after a clarification is made it becomes clear that identical twins are two legitimately distinct people.  The clarification deals with how identical twins occur.  As we have discussed, after conception the zygote begins to divide into multiple cells.  These multiple cells, however, still remain connected and in contact with each other.  Identical twins result when these cells divide and then become disconnected so that they are two physically distinct cells or groups of cells.   The ramifications of this event become clearer when one considers the concept of cellular determination.  In an adult, a muscle cell looks and functions like a muscle cell, and cannot ever become a nerve cell.  Due to this, a muscle cell or any other unique type of cell is considered “determined”, because its fate as a cell has already been determined to be that of a muscle cell’s structure and function.  This is not true, however, for an embryonic cell very early in its development.  These cells, commonly called “stem cells,” have no uniquely specific function and have the potential to become any type of cell in the body.  When the cells of a blastula are in immediate contact with each other they exchange chemicals collectively know as “determinants” which allow the cells to chemically signal which cell is going to do what.  This is what causes a person to have the correct anatomical organization and function.  In the case of identical twins, when two cells or groups of cells that have not yet been determined become disconnected they can no longer exchange determinants.  This means that two physically separate entities now have full potential of growing into two physically separate adults.  So then, even twins before they become separated still receive a full set of 46 chromosomes and with it a full potential of becoming an adult if only given a chance to continue on through the natural process of growth.


Some pro-abortionists consent that even a zygote is human, but make the argument that a zygote cannot be conferred with a unique identity and the rights of personhood because a zygote is not psychologically aware of itself.  With this argument comes the distinction that there are two types of humanness: biological and psychological.  This argument may seem compelling at first because we are conscious self-aware beings and it is easy to consider anything that lacks this characteristic as being significantly different from us.  This intuition is not wholly unreasonable and serves us well the overwhelming majority of the time; however, we must be cautious when dealing with beings that satisfy the biological criteria for humanness.  If to be wholly and entirely human we must be both biologically alive and psychologically aware, that necessarily implies many things that are blatantly unethical, immoral, and unreasonable.  Anyone in a coma, anyone who has fainted, anyone who is in deep sleep, and anyone who is anesthetized cannot be considered fully human, for in all these cases the person is not psychologically self-aware.  Any act of violence imaginable could be committed against such people and, according to the original claim regarding an embryo or zygote, these acts of violence would be perfectly justified and acceptable.  This claim also implies that we can fluctuate through different degrees of humanity depending on our state of consciousness at any given time.  It implies that by going to sleep we become less human, but return to normal upon waking.  By being anesthetized we become less human, but after surgery we are restored to full humanity.  These claims sound absurd, and for good reason.  They are absurd.  Nevertheless, when the claim involves abortion people somehow instantly see logic and reason in requiring psychological self-awareness to be part of the definition of personhood.  A claim can be considered valid only if it can be reasonably extended to its logical conclusion and this claim for the definition of personhood certainly cannot.



For argument's sake, it could be proposed that it’s not possible to know whether a fetus is a human or not. A person may not be convinced that a fetus is a human, but no one can ever really be certain that it is not a human. In light of this fact, would it not be safer to assume that it is a human?  If a person dangerously assumes that it is not a human, and they are wrong, then they may have the murder of a completely innocent person on their hands. When a person learns to hunt animals, one of the first things taught to them in hunter safety is to ‘never shoot unless you know for certain what your target is.’ For example, if there is something moving in the bushes, the hunter should not shoot until he or she is positive that it is not another person. No reasonable person would disagree with this safety rule. So should not the same ‘safety rule’ be applied to abortion?   If a person cannot be unequivocally sure that an embryo or fetus is not a unique individual, which they cannot, then should they not be safe and avoid abortion?  

Justice Blackmun, of the U.S. Supreme Court, who delivered the opinion of the court during the infamous Roe v. Wade case, recognized our current inability to make such an unequivocal definition of the point human life begins when he said, 

We need not resolve the difficult question of when life begins.  When those trained in the respective disciplines of medicine, philosophy, and theology are unable to arrive at any consensus, the judiciary, at this point in the development of man’s knowledge, is not in a position to speculate as to the answer (Woll, 148).  

Justice Blackmun rightly sees our limitations in finding a definite answer; however, he absurdly asserts that this limitation of our knowledge relieves us of our duty to strive for an answer by claiming the “we need not resolve the difficult question of when life begins.”  Using Justice Blackmun’s logic, our lack of knowledge excuses our lack of knowledge.  If everyone were to follow this fatuous and intellectually numbing advice, would we as a society ever learn anything?  His conclusion is the antithesis of the prudent solution to our lack of definitive knowledge.  What if life does begin at conception as we have claimed?  Is it then still acceptable to kill an unborn baby?  If we cannot know with certainty when a unique human life begins, the safest conclusion is to assume the earliest possible time.  

The Right to Choose


The extent of a woman’s right to choose when she wants to become a mother is the central issue of the entire abortion debate.  It is so central that pro-abortionists call their stance on abortion pro-choice.  Pro-abortionists, in an effort to divert attention from the specific question of abortion accuse anti-abortionists of trying to suppress a woman’s reproductive rights, or in a broader sense, women’s rights.  They do this to play on the emotions of prior cases of women’s rights issues in the past, intentionally confusing the question of abortion rights with issues such as women’s voting or employment rights in an effort to portray anti-abortionists as individuals who also oppose women voting or working.  Obviously the issue of abortion cannot reasonably be compared to suffrage or employment, and a person’s stance on abortion does not necessarily have any impact on their stance on these other issues.  It is merely a ploy by pro-abortionists to demonize any who would dare disagree with them.


Furthermore, any reasonable logical anti-abortionist is in full support of a woman’s reproductive rights.  Of course it is the woman’s choice when she would like to have a baby.  Who else is qualified to make such a decision?  However, a woman’s right to not become pregnant ends the moment she does become pregnant, because as we saw in the previous section, a new individual is formed at conception and their right to life trumps any desire the mother or anyone else may have to the contrary.  To successfully exercise her reproductive rights, a woman should be advised on the only contraceptive method that carries with it a résumé of 100% effectiveness: abstinence.  Using this method of contraception a woman is always guaranteed full reproductive rights, except in the rare case of pregnancy due to rape, which will be discussed in a later section.


If a woman so chooses to use another method of contraception, or no method at all, she is willingly submitting her reproductive rights to the mercy of the chosen method’s margin of error.  By way of comparison, a person has the right not to die in a car crash.  To fully exercise this right, the person has one method to utilize that is 100% effective: abstinence from riding in a car.  When they, if the person so chooses, decide to ride in a car, they are willingly submitting their right not to die in a car crash to the mercy of any other safety precaution they may take.  They may choose to wear a seatbelt, ride in a car with airbags, and drive as safely as possible only during the daytime when the weather is good on roads with few other cars.  However, all of these safety precautions carry with them a certain margin of error that could possibly result in a death.  Once that death occurs, the person’s right not to die in a car crash is dissolved because an irreversible consequence has resulted from that person’s submission of their right.


Just as in the example of a car crash, a pregnancy is completely avoidable (except in some rape cases) if the correct precaution is taken to avoid it, which is clearly abstinence.  All other methods of contraception, no matter how effective, have some chance of failure.  With this in mind, it is irresponsible and selfish of a woman who has willingly decided to engage in sexual activities, despite the possible consequences, to continue to cling to her previous reproductive rights, even at the expense of another individual, namely her own child.  An endless list of analogies to this situation could be made, of which no one would legitimately reject the conclusions.  A person has the complete and utter right not to go to jail and the only completely failsafe method for exercising that right is to abstain from committing crimes.  However, once someone does commit a crime, despite the possible consequences, they are submitting their right to avoid jail to the mercy of the chances that any further attempts may fail.  If they were caught, would any thinking person extend the right to avoid jail post delicti (after the crime)?  Obviously not.  So why extend reproductive rights to a woman after she has already become pregnant?  It seems this case is far more incontrovertible because the extension of this right has a direct and harmful effect on another life, where as extending someone’s right to avoid jail does not necessarily have this effect.


It should seem evident to anyone attentive to this situation, that in order to extend a woman’s reproductive rights past the point of conception it is necessary to revoke the child’s right to life.  There can be no compromise here.  It is a complete dichotomy.  Either the mother’s reproductive rights stand or the child’s right to life stands.  We have already addressed the issue of why the mother’s right should not stand past the point of conception, so let us look at why the child’s right should be revoked.  Even broader in scope why should any right be revoked?  Is it not because the rightholder has done something or has failed to do something that warrants the revocation of their right?  Even privileges, which are not deserved, but graciously given, are not revoked or withheld without just cause.  So then, what could a fetus, or embryo, or blastula, or zygote possibly do to merit the revocation of the ultimate and most fundamental right?  Who in their right mind would even propose such a deed?  We cannot even imagine it, nor is it feasible to imagine.  There is no possibility for a child of such young age to do anything of such magnitude.  How then can anyone of sound judgement and of minimal compassion still revoke the right of life from an unborn child?  How can this be proposed as a socially acceptable folkway and a legally justifiable moré?  What possible justification is there?  The selfish desire to avoid parenthood?  The selfish desire to save one’s own life over the child’s?  The selfish desire to rid oneself from a physical memory of a rape?   It is beyond comprehension, but yet this truly selfish act still happens over 126,000 times every day.

Therapeutic Abortion


Among the camp of moderate pro-abortionists, one of the situations in which they feel abortion is ethically and morally acceptable is when the procedure is performed with the intent to save the woman’s life.  Abortion in this type of circumstance is referred to as therapeutic abortion, as opposed to elective abortion, because its goal is to have a medically therapeutic effect on the mother that would have been impossible or extremely difficult had the pregnancy been retained.


There are two main lines of reasoning which dispute the ethical and moral correctness of a therapeutic abortion.  One of these concerns the issue of assigning intrinsic value to human life.  It seems apparent, and will be assumed in this section of the paper, that anyone who is pursuing an endeavor for the preservation of a human life, the life of the mother in this case, believes humans have some degree of intrinsic value.  It may be the case that there is disagreement over the kind of value humans have, but this is irrelevant to the topic of therapeutic abortion and will be ignored.  


Now then, if humans carry intrinsic value, how is this detrimental to an ethically and morally acceptable view of therapeutic abortion?  The problem comes in when someone attempts to assign specific values to certain individuals.  In other words, is one person intrinsically more valuable than another person is?  When a mother chooses to have a therapeutic abortion, or when a doctor recommends a therapeutic abortion, they are, whether knowingly or not, assigning a higher intrinsic value to the mother by choosing to save her life over the child’s.  This is an irrational decision for several reasons.  

From a societal point of view, an argument could be made that proposes the child is actually deserving of the higher of the two assigned values due to the possibility that the child may serve a greater benefit to society.  The mother, if at childbearing age, is old enough for someone to get a general idea of her potential influence on society, whether it be a positive or negative influence.  The child having not been born yet, however, has an unknowable potential for a greater positive influence on society than its mother.  This being the case, it is possible that some child being aborted this very second, had they been given the chance to live, would have done some profound good for society such as cure a debilitating disease, facilitate peace between two countries, or any other good imaginable.  Now it should be understood that this argument is not intended to be prescriptive for determining that the child is intrinsically more valuable than the mother, but simply serves as a proposition to negate the rationality of determining that the mother is intrinsically more valuable.


From the doctor’s point of view, it is irrational to choose to value the life of the mother over that of the child’s because it shows partiality for one of his or her patient’s over another.  Both the mother and child are patients of an obstetrician/gynecologist and to inflict harm to the point of death on one of these patients in an effort to save the other is to betray that patient.  Even more, what good does it accomplish to take a life to save a life?  Does (1) + (-1) not equal zero?  This cannot be fairly called healthcare.  It is also interesting to note that Hippocrates, considered to be the father of modern medicine, found it prudent to include the phrase, “I will not give to a woman an abortive remedy,” in his Hippocratic Oath intended for physicians to take when entering practice.


From the mother’s point of view, it is exceedingly selfish to choose to save one’s own life at the expense of the child.  It is very important to remember that everyone dies sooner or later.  That is an inescapable aspect of life.  So should we not attempt to use modern medicine to prolong life?  Of course we should, but this attempt should not and cannot ethically be extended to the means of taking another life to temporarily prolong another.  And it is repugnant to think that a mother would cling so desperately to her temporal life that she would be willingly to sacrifice her own child to live a few more years.  That state of mind is disgustingly selfish and it is unfathomable how so many people in this world approve of it.


The second major line of reasoning against the justification of therapeutic abortion stems from the realization that therapeutic abortion is a type of sacrifice.  Just as in baseball a batter can make a sacrifice bunt to advance a base runner, a child is sacrificed to advance a mother through a few more years of her life.  However, to better grasp the details of this sacrificial act let us consider a more closely related example that pertains to medicine rather than sports.


Imagine for a moment that you are at home eating dinner and relaxing from a stressful day at work and you suddenly get a telephone call.  The caller turns out to be a cardiothoracic surgeon whom you have never met and proceeds to inform you that one of his patients, also someone you do not know, is in desperate need of a heart transplant.  He says that he talked to your family physician and found that your heart would be a perfect match to his patient, and asks if you would be willing to donate your healthy heart to save his patient.  Puzzled by such a request, you ask him if he means you need to elect to be an organ donor the next time you renew your driver’s license.  In response, he apologizes for not being clear, and says that you would need to come into his clinic later that week so he could harvest the organ as soon as possible.  How would you respond?  Would you be willing to sacrifice your life for someone you never met?


What a shocking situation this is.  It is clearly fictional for multiple reasons, yet this bears a strange resemblance to the situation of therapeutic abortion.  The child, who is analogous to you in the hypothetical story, has never met the mother, just as you have never met the organ recipient.  The child has never met the doctor and neither have you.  Both you and the child are faced with a decision to willingly give your life for a complete stranger.  Again, what a shocking situation this is.  If you would not be willing to give your life for a stranger, how then can you in good conscience and with minimal rationality expect an unborn child to do the same?  That would be absurd and hideously selfish, yet so many people do exactly that.  


One very important difference exists between the analogy and therapeutic abortion though.  What unborn child has ever been given the luxury of receiving such a phone call and being given the chance to make the decision for themselves?  For every therapeutic abortion that takes place, a very arrogant assumption is made: that the opinion of the child does not matter.  This leads to the obvious conclusion that the abortion must be a forced sacrifice with no consent.  How would you react if rather than calling you and giving you a choice, the surgeon decided to visit you at home, kill you, and take you heart against your will?  Would anyone agree to such madness?  If not, then why should an unborn child?  Holding this view should be the utter embarrassment of any advocates of therapeutic abortion who consider themselves to be rational sober-minded individuals.

Rape


Like therapeutic abortion, rape is a common circumstance in which many moderate pro-abortionists claim abortion is justified.  The argument is essentially that it was not the mother’s choice to get pregnant, so she should not be forced to live with the consequences of someone else’s evil actions. They argue that it would be a horrible remembrance of the rape for the woman to have to live with the “product of evil.” 


In refutation to this argument, several aspects of the situation must be considered. First of all, it is misleading to refer to the child as a “product of evil” because this implicitly suggests that the child itself is somehow evil simply by virtue of the method in which the child was conceived.  The rape was not the child’s fault so the child should not bear the punishment.  It is true that rape is evil, but it does not logically follow that a child conceived by means of rape retains the evil associated with its conception.  To claim such would be blatantly prejudiced and unfair toward the innocent child.  This situation, as with all cases of abortion, boils down to whether or not the mother’s own personal desires should trump the right of the child to live out its natural life.  For anyone who claims to be Christian, Muslim, or Jewish a child conceived by fornication should also be considered a “product of evil” but we know of no moderate pro-abortionists who extend their justification to this situation.  

As we have asserted before, we believe that all human life, from conception to death, is precious.  There are moderate pro-abortionists who agree that life begins at conception, yet believe abortion is justified in cases such as rape.  When a person says this, they usually do not realize the inherent inconsistency in their position.  If life is present from conception to death and abortion is justifiable in cases of rape, it must follow that abortion is justifiable in all cases for whatever reason.  For if innocent life inside the womb can be terminated without guilt in one circumstance it can be terminated in all circumstances, not just rape or other “extenuating circumstances.” Also, if innocent life inside the womb can be terminated without guilt, then innocent life outside the womb can be terminated without guilt.  However, taking this position means that you are no longer a moderate and also means you are in favor of the wanton murder of anyone, whether in or out of the womb.  This is clearly not a rational position to hold.  One may individually pick out the cases and circumstances in which they feel comfortable with abortion, but constructing a position on abortion in this way is emotionally biased and logically unsound.  To have any hope of actually holding a correct and sound position, all the consequences of that position must be retained and rationally supported.  This is not the case for most moderate positions because they attempt to appease both extremes and by doing so become entrenched in the contradictions and differences that separate those extremes.  Additionally, it must be reiterated that even if one does not hold the belief that human life begins at conception, gauging one’s actions and opinions based on the possibility that human life begins at conception is the safest position to hold with regard to avoiding the inadvertent killing of an innocent person.

Another way of looking at the situation of rape is to examine the relationship of the two individuals who produced the child from rape.  The claim could be made that the mother has the right to abort her child because it was product of an evil act, as we have said, but also because the father is evil.  Why should a mother who is a good moral upstanding citizen be forced to carry the child of an evil criminal who violently assaulted her?  Keeping the child would be both socially and psychologically taxing because the child is a constant reminder of a criminal act of rape.

If we were to concede that an abortion is justified when the mother hates the father of the child, the father is a criminal, he has assaulted the mother, and the child may remind the mother of the poor relationship between her and the father, then rape is certainly not the only reason abortion could be justified. Thousands upon thousands of children are born each year into families that meet these requirements but are not products of rape.  If a mother and father have a fight during the pregnancy and break up, does the child deserve to die because it could potentially remind the mother of a traumatic relationship with the father?  If a husband beats his wife, do the children deserve to die because they are physically related to the husband?  Maybe we should kill all the family members of a criminal because their very existence may remind the victim of whatever trauma they experienced.  These ideas sound absurd do they not?  But they are very similar to the case of rape and must be considered if abortion is thought to be a reasonable solution.



The old adage “two wrongs don’t make a right” applies very well to this circumstance.  Once a rape has occurred it cannot be undone.  The woman is going to have to live with that memory whether or not she keeps the child.  Killing it will not make things right again.  How can someone actually believe that killing a child will eliminate the emotional problems caused by rape?  It does not.  In fact, it will most likely intensify the problems because the mother then must face the possibility of medical complications and Post Abortion Syndrome due to the abortion procedure.  These complications will be discussed further in the next section.  If the mother is determined not to raise the child, adoption is always a feasible option, especially because this solution attempts to help the mother’s mental health, while preserving the life of the child. 

Horrific Methods


The most common surgical methods of abortion include D&C, D&E, D&X (partial birth), and the RU486 pill. Of all the types of procedures used, the Partial Birth Abortion is by far the most horrific. Fortunately, however, it has been abandoned under the presidency of George W. Bush.  However, it was only outlawed in 2003, so it may have not seen its last legal days.  Given the current legal and political climate around abortion, the Partial-Birth Abortion Ban may be ruled unconstitutional or reversed as soon as a new wave of opinion comes through the White House, Congress, or Supreme Court.  For this reason, it is prudent to discuss this procedure and be aware of the facts 

Partial birth abortions are performed just as the name implies.  The abortionist uses forceps to partially pull the unborn baby’s body out of the birth canal while leaving the head inside the mother.  With the neck exposed, the abortionist then inserts scissors into the neck and head and uses them to pry open a hole.  A suction tube is then inserted into the newly formed hole and the brain is suctioned out.  The decrease in pressure inside the skull causes the head to collapse in on itself, and the rest of the baby is then delivered.  Now ask yourself a question.  Could you take scissors and jam them into the head of a baby that is wiggling and squirming in your hand as it feebly and vainly grasps for life?  If not, then why?  If it is just a useless unwanted mass of tissue that is not yet a human individual, what would make you not want to take a vacuum and suck this baby’s brain out and watch its head deflate like a balloon?  If you could do this, you have wasted several minutes of your life by reading this paper, because you are apparently an incurable pro-abortionist who is also devoid of a significant amount compassion and emotion that is usually considered standard for all people.

The D&C and D&E pre-birth procedures are no less gruesome than the D&X.  D&E stands for dilation and evacuation, and is the most common surgical method used to abort a child in the second trimester.  Forceps are used, as in D&X; however, they are not used to partially deliver the baby.  The forceps are used to grasp the baby and rip it into many small pieces that are then pulled out of the womb one by one.  The head is also crushed to allow for easier passage through the birth canal.  The baby is not the only one that gets the short end of the stick in this procedure.  Since, by the second trimester, the baby’s bones have hardened the shattered bones frequently cut the mother’s womb as they are removed and it is not uncommon for her to bleed quite profusely.  The dilation and curettage method, or the D&C, is very similar to the D&E, but is performed in the first trimester.  The baby’s limbs are again ripped into small pieces and removed from the uterus, but the instrument used is a curette rather than forceps, hence the name.

Some common non-surgical methods of abortion include saline poisoning and the RU 486 pill.  The saline poisoning is a method that is usually used after about 16 weeks of the pregnancy.  A needle is inserted into the uterus and into the amniotic sac around the baby and about a cup of amniotic fluid is removed.  The fluid is replaced by concentrated saline, which is a salt solution.  The baby absorbs and breaths in the this solution and it burns the baby’s tissues and causes the baby to shrivel up as it becomes dehydrated by the salt.  The solution also induces labor and the mother then gives birth to a dead, burnt, and shriveled baby.

The RU486 pill is an artificial steroid developed by the French pharmaceutical company Roussel Uclaf in 1980.  It works by blocking progesterone in the mother’s body, which effectively tricks her reproductive system into thinking she is not really pregnant.  This causes her uterus to cease the delivery of nutrients to the baby, starving it to death.  The endometrial lining of the uterus then sheds and the baby is flushed out in the mother’s next menstrual cycle.

 In these methods, the horror of human cruelty is displayed to its core. The fact that a person can follow through with these murderous procedures on another living human is depressing and makes talk of civil rights, equality, and peace sound so vain and hypocritical. A pressing question must be asked by all citizens of America today: what has our country come to, when we are willing to burn a baby to death with saline or rip its arms and legs apart while its still living just so that the mother may live as she wishes? Abortion is touted as a progressive movement in favor of a woman’s reproductive right’s, but it is a sugarcoated guise for one of the most savage and uncaring things that one human can do to another. 

Conclusion


What a sadly backwards and confused nation this is when our laws and our own collective conscience prohibits us from participating in cruelty to animals without soul or reason, but allows us to mutilate, poison, and starve a child still resting comfortably inside the womb simply by merit of the selfish whim of the mother.  What a perversion of virtue this is when such an act is not only allowed, as if that were not horrible enough, but even touted as a triumph of women’s reproductive right’s in a country just beginning to fully reverse the discrimination of women that has been the norm of society for so many centuries.  How convenient it is for liberal progressivists to boast about their wonderful contributions to civil rights in that they have made a great leap for women by amending the legal conscience of this nation, and even the world at large, to make the freedom of a woman over her own body extend as far as her own child’s life while it lives inside her.  Do they, do you, not realize that there was a time in man’s history when the public conscience did not consider the woman to be a unique human individual worthy of the full rights of personhood?  There was also a time when Jews and blacks were considered subhuman, but these fallacious views have been corrected by the honest and reasonable evaluations of honest and reasonable people.  Why then must we, as a nation and as a world, continue to make such rash and uneducated assumptions?  With each mistake of this type we become more and more guilty of the next because with each mistake of this type we gain more and more power to avoid the next, and this comes by way of historical knowledge.  Again, why do we, as a nation and as a world, continue to ignore the lessons that should be learned by the mistakes of history?  Do we arrogantly think we now have all the necessary information to make an accurate assessment of who is and who is not fully human?  That we “know” for sure that a human embryo before X number of days is just a ball of tissue and nothing more?  That we “know” for sure that in circumstance X the killing of an unborn baby, regardless of its humanity, is more than justified?  These kinds of assumptions were wrong before; what should keep them from being wrong now?


Selfishness, though not pleasant to the ears or the mind, is the true culprit in all these cases.  Women were considered subhuman for the personal and social gain of men; blacks were considered subhuman for the benefit of having a multitude of strong able bodies bound to servitude; Jews were considered subhuman to supply the Nazi regime with an adequate excuse for the problems of post WWI Germany, and today unborn children are considered subhuman to allow the lives of women everywhere to be unhindered by those annoying little creatures that begin to grow inside their bodies as the unfortunate consequence of sexual pleasure.  This selfishness is one of those many behaviors which we all detest in others while we long for the pleasures and benefits it may supply us.  But that is the very nature of the beast is it not?  Maybe this explains why it is so very hard to avoid, but it surely does not provide an excuse to continue practicing it.  Do we now excuse racism or sexism simply because it is so easy to do?  Possibly one day, our descendents will condemn us as a society for that heinous act of ageism, and it will be as ubiquitous of a term as racism is to us today.  Maybe they will condemn us for so ignorantly believing that a human’s life is less valuable simply because it has not reached a certain point of biological development.  Far worse, is God currently condemning us for this ignorant belief?


We have discussed the implications and the difficulties of calling an unborn child nothing more than a piece of the mother’s body and found that claim to be unfounded and unsupported by reason.  We have discussed to what extent reason allows a woman to exercise her reproductive rights and found abortion to be excluded.  We have discussed both scientific and philosophical reasons for concluding that the safest and most reasonable point for conferring individuality and human rights to a human being is at conception.  Finally we discussed the possibility that there may be some extenuating circumstances in which the rights of an unborn child, whether possessing a soul or not, may be trumped by the rights of the mother in which the child lives but came up empty handed.  What we have then, in the act of abortion, is the illogical yet premeditated intentional killing of an innocent human life for selfish personal gain.  This sounds like a wonderfully accurate definition of murder, and as for the question of whether murder is wrong, this is quite unnecessary to discuss.

