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Analysis and Rebuttal of A Kantian Argument against Abortion
	In this paper, I will explain and show that Harry Gensler’s Kantian Argument against Abortion is an unsound argument. The paper that will be discussed and refuted is A Kantian Argument against Abortion written by Harry Gensler in 1984. After some background on the topic of abortion, the paper discusses several arguments for abortion and refute them, as well a couple of traditional anti-abortion arguments. He then presents his own argument, which is flawed because it assumes that there is moral equivalence between blinding a fetus and aborting it, what the reader’s beliefs about themselves, and that all stages of fetal life are morally equivalent.	
In order to demonstrate the unsoundness of the argument, I will first give background on Gensler’s argument. Then I will explain the argument that Gensler makes. Finally, I will explain how the argument makes three incorrect assumptions, which render it unsound. In order to assert this, I will give five counterexamples.
	The issue the paper addresses is the morality of abortion. Gensler’s argument is against abortion, and according to him “stresses consistency” (Gensler 63). In order to reach his argument, Gensler uses an analogy regarding the morality of blinding an unborn fetus. Gensler then asserts moral equivalency for abortion and blinding a fetus. He also establishes that one must be consistent, so that if the reader finds that it is acceptable to do something to one person or fetus, then he or she agrees it would have been acceptable to have happened to himself or herself. 
The argument is essentially the following:
1. One must be consistent in their beliefs.
2. If you consider blinding a fetus morally permissible, then you consent to you being blinded as a fetus, or at least the possibility of it.
3. You do not believe it morally permissible to blind a fetus, including if you were blinded as a fetus.
4. If you view abortion as morally permissible (in normal circumstances), then you consent to having been aborted, or at least that your mother may have done so and not been morally incorrect (Gensler 69).
5. If you do not believe it is moral for you to have been blinded, then you do not believe it would have been moral for your mother to abort you at any point in her pregnancy, “the answer is a clear NO” (Gensler 69).
6. Abortion is morally incorrect.				1, 2, 3, 4, 5 Modus Modus Pollens
	While the argument is valid, validity is merely a function of form and it is not sound.
	The first objection is to the fifth premise. Blinding a fetus is not morally equivalent to aborting it.
	The difference between a fetus that is aborted and one that is blinded is that the latter will eventually (barring mental damages from the blindness poison) have the capability to consent. Gensler even admits that asking if a fetus would consent to being blinded is the wrong question (Gensler 68). An aborted fetus will never have the capability to consent or not, while a fetus that is blinded will at some point will be able to at some point.
	Furthermore, this argument equates the suffering and inconveniences associated with blindness as the same as the suffering of never having existed. Gensler makes no argument to prove this, and there is no sort of common wisdom or scientific evidence that makes it acceptable. While it’s not impossible that not existing (and the pain a fetus suffers when it dies) is equivalent to a lifetime of blindness (and eventual death, though not necessarily from the blindness), it’s unlikely and unprovable.
	My counter-argument is basically the following:
1. If the suffering associated with a lifetime of blindness is equivalent to being aborted, Gensler’s abortion argument is correct.
2. Suffering a lifetime of blindness is not equivalent to having being aborted and not existed.
3. Gensler’s abortion argument is incorrect.
	The second objection I have is that not everyone objects, on moral grounds, to the notion of themselves being aborted. This objection is also to premise five. Gensler asserts that everyone would object to the notion of their mother in particular aborting them. This is simply false. While most people enjoy living and are pleased that their mother did not abort them, not everyone agrees on when you become a person. While I am glad that my mother didn't abort me, it would have been her right until, at the very least, a certain point in her pregnancy. Where that point is irrelevant, because Gensler’s assertion is that I (and any other reader) would find it unacceptable at any point, which is wrong. For instance, I would consider it morally permissible for my mother to have aborted me when she was two months along, because I had no will, was not yet a person, and was incapable of consent. Had she aborted me, I would have never developed an ability to consent or not consent to the procedure, and thus said consent would not have been violated. 
	My argument is as follows:
1. If all readers do not consent to have been aborted at any point in their mother’s pregnancy, Gensler’s assertion regarding abortion is correct.
2. I and other readers consent to having been aborted at some early stage of my mother’s pregnancy.
3. Gensler assertion regarding abortion is not correct.			1, 2, MP
	Gensler also addresses, but makes a weak argument in regards to the difference in objecting between to being aborted and objecting to having never been conceived. If someone does not consent to the idea of their parents not having them, then they do not consent to having never existed, regardless of when their parents made that decision. Gensler consents to not being conceived (Gensler 70) and uses a disinterest in overpopulation as excuse for consenting to that form of him not existing. While overpopulation is a bad thing, it’s a non-sequitur to the objection: if he does not consent to not existing, then he does not consent to not existing, regardless of when his parents made that decision. 
	The third objection I have is that abortions are not all morally equivalent in regards to timing. Gensler touches upon six different possibilities as to when human life begins (Gensler 58). The six points he brings up are at conception, when the zygote is cannot split into or merge with another, when it exhibits brain waves, viability outside the mother, at birth, and when it becomes rational. He also discusses whether human means literally human, as in, a homo sapiens, or whether it means a rational creature with the ability (at least in normal cases) to reason.
	Gensler then asserts that since the reader would find themselves being blinded at a fetus objectionable no matter what point it occurred at, then the same applies to abortion; that it is unacceptable (under normal circumstances) at any point beyond conception. I have discussed in prior paragraphs why blinding is not equivalent to abortion and how his assumptions on what all readers believe about themselves is false, but there is another issue here. A two day old cluster of cells is not scientifically or morally equivalent to an eight month old viable fetus.
For example, let’s suppose there are three women who have miscarriages: one is two days along, one is two months along, and one is eight months along. Now rank them in order of how tragic they are. Most people would say that the one that is eight months along is sadder than the one who is two months along, which is in turn sadder than the two day old clump of cells. Why is this? Because the older the fetus, the closer to being considered a full human it is. 
The argument is then:
1. For Gensler’s position on abortion to be correct, all stages of fetal development must be equal.
2. The stages of fetal development do not merit equal moral consideration with one another.
3. Gensler’s argument is false.
	Overall, it is clear that these objections render the argument unsound. The assumption of moral equivalency is incorrect, and there is no reason to believe that abortion and blinding are equivalent. The assertion that all people object to having been aborted (on moral grounds) at any point in their mother’s pregnancy is incorrect. Finally, the notion that all stages of fetal development are equal in moral decisions is false. In conclusion, Gensler’s argument is incorrect. 
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