[bookmark: _GoBack]Ariel Hirsh’s Argument about Loyalty in the Conversation about Abortion
	In the dialogue, Reframing Moral Conflict: Loyalties in the Abortion Debate, Ariel Hirsh uses Richard Rorty’s work from Justice as a Larger Loyalty to create a different way of thinking about abortion and whether one feels it is morally right or morally wrong.  In this paper, I show that Ariel Hirsh succeeds to show that different views on abortion are really different loyalties towards mothers or fetuses.  
	The first argument that I have extracted from Hirsh’s paper is part of Richard Rorty’s Justice as a Larger Loyalty.  It is as follows: If one supports a certain group, then they are loyal to that group.  If they do not show support to the opposing group, then they are not loyal to the opposing group.  If they are not loyal to the opposing group, then they are not disloyal to their own group.  If they are not disloyal to their own group then they are not immoral.  Therefore, they are not immoral.
If one supports a certain group, then they are loyal to that group.  This premise is pretty straightforward: in this situation, support equals loyalty. If they do not show support to the opposing group, then they are not loyal to the opposing group.  This premise is basically restating the first in opposite terms.  If they are not loyal to the opposing group, then they are not disloyal to their own group.  This premise clarifies what it means to be disloyal.  To be disloyal is to betray a cause or group that one was once loyal to.  According to Rorty, it makes no sense to accuse one of being disloyal to a group that they were never loyal to in the first place.  One cannot betray something that they never supported.  If they are not disloyal to their own group, then they are not immoral.   Disloyalty is considered by the majority of people to be immoral.  The opposite of disloyalty is loyalty, and the opposite of immoral is moral.  Therefore, they are not immoral.  If all of the premises are true, then the conclusion that they are not immoral must also be true.
Now that we have established that showing loyalty to one’s own group does not mean that they are immoral, we can evaluate Hirsh’s first argument.  Hirsh’s argument is as follows: Conceptions of morality are really just loyalties towards larger groups.  If conceptions of morality are really just loyalties towards larger groups, then conceptions of the morality of abortion are really just loyalties towards mothers (“pro-choice” people) and fetuses (“pro-life” people).  Therefore, conceptions of the morality of abortion are really just loyalties towards mothers and fetuses.
Conceptions of morality are really just loyalties towards larger groups.  Hirsh suggests we face a moral dilemma with the question, “Which is the right group to do this for?” instead of “What is the right thing to do?”  This suggestion makes sense, because as seen above in Rorty’s argument, showing loyalty to one’s own group does not show disloyalty to another opposing group.  If conceptions of morality are really just loyalties towards larger groups, then conceptions of the morality of abortion are really just loyalties towards mothers (“pro-choice” people) and fetuses (“pro-life” people).  This premise relates the issue of abortion to the idea that one can show loyalty to one group without being disloyal to the opposing group.  If one supports mothers, and has always supported mothers, then they are not being disloyal to fetuses, and vise versa.  Therefore, conceptions of the morality of abortion are really just loyalties towards mothers and fetuses.  Just as before, if the premises are all true, then the conclusion must also be true.  
By using these two arguments, we can move pass the gridlock that is the abortion argument and have a civil discussion about the morality of abortion.  Rorty clarifies that even though one supports one group and does not support the opposing group, they are not disloyal to the opposing group because they never supported the opposing group and have therefore not betrayed them by supporting their own group.  Disloyalty is immoral, but they were not being disloyal.  One can see that neither side of the abortion argument can be considered immoral in this situation.  Using this argument, the two sides may be able to put aside their emotions on the topic and have a logical discussion.
Like most other arguments, this argument can be rejected.  Abortion is binary.  There is no middle ground.  One cannot halfway abort a fetus.  They either make a choice to end the pregnancy or to continue it.  Because of this fact, one may say that it is impossible to put aside emotions in order to talk about the morality of abortion.  Part of human nature is emotion, so removing it would be impossible.  However, the consequentialist way of thinking makes this possible.  Consequentialism looks at outcomes in terms of consequences.  Abortion will hurt a fetus but help the mother.  This way of looking at the argument includes no emotion, so the idea that it is impossible to disregard emotion when in an argument is refuted.
I agree with the author’s argument that by reframing how one looks at the issue of abortion, one can have a civil discussion about the morality of abortion.  If people were to recognize that loyalties come from seeking justice for a group that they identify with and support, then they can understand that a person’s support for that group does not necessarily guarantee their disloyalty to any other group that they did not support in the first place.  Disloyalty is immoral, but by using this argument, they are not being disloyal.  Different sides of the abortion argument have different loyalties, and in realizing this, the argument becomes less about the immorality of the opposing group and more about the experiences and knowledge that lead members of each group to identify with those groups.  The personal effects of abortion on a person are likely what causes them to identify and support a different group.  Because of this, coming to a concrete conclusion about the argument of abortion proves difficult.  However, in looking at the argument in terms of loyalty, the opportunity to explain the reasons individuals support certain groups arises, the argument loses polarity, and makes headway.  When dealing with life of the mother, rape, and incest, both groups tend to have their own opinions.
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