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Adoption is not Abortion Lite by Lindsay Porter
In the debate about abortion, oftentimes anti-abortionists argue that the mother should give up their child for adoption rather than have an abortion. Anti-abortionists seem to believe that giving up a child for adoption has the same results as having an abortion. This paper argues that adoption and abortion do not have the same results. The conclusion of this argument in the article written by Lindsay Porter is: 
1. Giving a child up for adoption leaves the makers with a moral responsibility to the child.
2. If giving a child up for adoption leaves the makers with a moral responsibility to the child, then adoption is not an equal substitute for abortion. 
3. Therefore, adoption is not an equal substitute for abortion.
The first premise of this argument is that giving a child up for adoption leaves the makers with moral responsibilities to the child. Lindsay Porter, states in her argument that there are three accounts to become a maker (Porter, 63). There is a biological, causal, and consent account. In this article, Lindsay Porter goes into detail about each account. 
The first account is the biological account. This account is grounded by the parents’ biology, which means that one is a parent when one shares DNA with a child (64). The author believes this account is implausible because it is based on genetic kinship (65). Porter states if this is the case, then twins could be considered parents of each other. This is so because twins are genetically clones (65). This could also mean siblings are to some degree parents. We share similar genetic makeup with our siblings. Clearly, an individual knows that twins are not parents of each other. An individual is not a parent to someone simply because of shared genes. This biological account is completely implausible both in who it includes as parents and who it excludes as parents (65). 
The second account is the consent account. To consent is to either make a formal declaration such as signing paperwork, or having a tacit consent. A tacit consent is parenting an individual simply because you can parent them (65). As Porter states, “one takes on the role of parents by consenting to do so” (65). Once one has taken the role, they are obliged to care for the child. With this account there are many problems. One example is the idea of uninvolved parents. Suppose that a man and a woman have a one-night stand were they use birth control and never see each other again. Unfortunately, the birth control fails and the woman becomes pregnant and has a baby. According to contemporary law, the man owes child support even though he didn’t consent to have the child and become the father. Suppose the woman never tells the man about the child. If consent grounds parental obligation, then unintentional fathers have no parental obligation. Porter rejects this account because, “ it is a neat reductio of the consent account of parenthood: Any account of parenthood that fails to generate a claim of parental obligation for absent fathers is not an account we ought to accept” (66). Porter believes that the father still has an obligation to that child even though there was no consent. The consent account cannot be understood by the evidence above. Therefore the consent account is implausible. 
The last account is the causal account. This account is fairly simple. If you cause the child you have an obligation to that child. But why does one have this obligation? Well, it is because one has brought into existence a vulnerable child (66). If there was no sexual action, there would not have been any vulnerability, therefore the parent is the source of the child's vulnerability. Because you are a maker and had you not do this sexual action you wouldn’t have created a vulnerable thing. But since one had done the action, you therefore have a duty to see to it that its vulnerability is not exploited. Causal accounts cast unwitting and unwilling parents. In other words, a father who does not know is still responsible if he is not told. It is the same as a father who refuses to take responsibility, he still is responsible even if he is unwilling to consent. 
Just like the two above every theory has it problems. The problem with causal accounts is that too many people will count as parents. Not just the standard mother and father who participate in sexual activities but sperm and egg donors would also become parents. This could also mean doctors and nurse would be parents of multiple children. For example, suppose a woman needs a caesarean section to have her baby or her child would die. The doctor who performed the caesarean section was part of the causal chain of bringing the child into existence. The doctor caused the child to exist but no individual would say the doctor has any moral responsibility over that child once it leaves the hospital. 
Porter says that this first problem cannot be avoided. IVF doctors and gamete donors are in fact makers and do have an obligation to the child (69). IVF doctors have an obligation because they physically fuse the sperm and egg cells together. Gamete donors are obligated because their cell is fused with another cell. Both of these acts contribute to the the causal account. One would not have a baby without these individuals, and without a baby there is no obligation. However, since the fusion of the cells were put to getter these individuals are very much obligated to the child (73). 
Another problem is that it seems as though the causal account of parental obligation implies that pregnant women have the duty to gestate (65). The duty to gestate means duty not to have an abortion. Porter claims her causal account is neutral about the morality of abortion because that depends on whether the fetus has moral status. If the fetus lacks moral status, then abortion is permissible, and may be preferable to giving up the child for adoption because abortion terminates any parental responsibilities whereas adoption does not.
The last problem involves adoptive parents, who are not considered makers. Porter states this is simple; adoptive parents can become parents by consent. 
The rationale for premise two is as follows. Porter claims that adoption is not a substitute for abortion because you cannot eliminate the obligation of a maker. Once you become a maker you will always be a maker (71). As a maker, one has, a certain obligation to see to it that the life of your child is not miserable. You may do this through giving your child up for adoption. Porter suspects that the average birth parent who gives her child up for adoption is doing something loving and caring, and she is doing something that she judges best with respect to her obligation.  This mother by giving her child up is trying to make her have a better life. The mother is trying to fulfill her obligation” (70). However, suppose they duties for the child may revert back to you. Porter gives an example, “imagine a woman gives her baby up for adoption Her circumstances are such that she is unable to parent effectively. She takes her obligation to the baby very seriously, and as such, does her utmost to secure a good future for her child, by finding good adoptive parents who are eager to parent her. And, were it not for bad luck — bad luck to which we are all vulnerable — the maker’s (i.e. the birth mother’s) obligation would have been met. However, the adoptive family are subject to misfortune. Their financial resources are devastated by an act of god. The circumstances for the adoptive family, and thus for the child, become dire. In this case, according to what I have said is the makers of the child are obliged to assist. This means the mother must step in again, either by taking care of the child or finding someone else who can do it. The mother simply does not do to say ‘but I’m not the parent anymore’. To do so would be monstrous. And not in a vicious-but-not- really-contrary-to-duty way; it would be exactly contrary to duty. The maker and the adoptive parent(s) have made an agreement with each other. The maker has signed over day-to-day duties and rights to the adoptive parent(s). The adoptive parent(s) has taken it upon him/herself to be the parent to this child. But the adults agreeing amongst themselves simply cannot undo the maker’s obligation to the child in virtue of being her maker” (72). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, Porter has some valid points. However, I believe adoption is better than an abortion. I am a living example of why an adoption is better than abortion. If my birth mom had the option to abort me who knows what she would have done. I strongly believe everyone has the opportunity to do good and improve the world. If someone has an abortion, the child an individual aborted might have the one who cured cancer or made a time machine to go the future. Although, adoption is difficult on the adopted individual those challenges will help you prepare for the real world. I know for me all the challenges I had to endure have made me a stronger and understand what other individuals are going through. All in all, I disagree with Porter. I firmly believe that adoption is a better alternative compared to an abortion. 
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