Why Abortion is Immoral

INTRODUCTION = Sec. I.

BODY = Secs. II-V

1. Sections giving background information = No whole secs. do this.
2. Sections giving a review of previous opinions on the subject = None in Body.
3. Sections evaluating the targets and showing their errors  = Secs. III-V argue that objections to the thesis fail.
4. Sections giving positive arguments for the thesis = Sec. II
CONCLUSION Sec. VI

Why Abortion is Immoral

General structure of Marquis’s argument.
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Section level structure of Marquis’s argument.
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Topic sentence level structure of Marquis’s argument on this and following three pages.
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Why Abortion is Immoral




Objections to the future-like-ours argument all fail.





The future like ours argument is good.





Abortion is prima facie seriously wrong. (II para. 8)





III. Two rival accounts [to Marquis’s future-like-ours account] of the wrongness of killing—the discontinuation account and the desire account--can be discarded. (restated at beginning of sec. IV)





IV. Attempts to restrict the value of a future-like-ours argument so that fetuses do not fall within its scope do not succeed. (last para. of IV)





V. The future-like-ours argument does not entail that contraception is immoral. (last para. of V)





II. The future-like-ours argument shows that abortion is prima facie seriously wrong.





Objections to the future-like-ours argument all fail.





Arguments supporting thesis are good.





Abortion is prima facie seriously wrong. (II para. 8)





Marquis indicates the structure of this argument clearly.  As usual, there is room for variation on which topic sentence to choose for the paragraphs.





Paragraphs II.1 is background information.





II.3 [Sentence II.2] is directly supported by two considerations [why killing is wrong and why dying is bad].





II.4 [Sentence II.2] gains additional support when its implication is examined [that it is incompatible with the view that it is wrong to kill only beings who are biologically human].





II.5 [Sentence II.2 gains additional support when its implication is examined that] the possibility that the futures of some actual nonhuman mammals on our own planet are sufficiently like ours that it is seriously wrong to kill them also.





II.6 [Sentence II.2] does not entail, as sanctity-of-human-life theories do, that active euthanasia is wrong.





II.7 [Sentence II.2] does straightforwardly entail that it is prima facie seriously wrong to k ill children and infants.





II.2 What makes killing wrong is the loss to the victim of a future [like ours].





II.8 The claim [in box II.2] that the primary wrong-making feature of a killing is the loss to the victim of the value of its future has obvious consequences for the ethics of abortion.





II.9 The future-like-ours argument does not rely on the invalid inference that, since it is wrong to kill persons, it is wrong to kill potential persons also.





II. The future-like-ours argument shows that abortion is prima facie seriously wrong.








I would not fault you if you made box II.9 an independent rather than linked support for box II.





Paragraphs III.1, III.2, III.7, and III.8 are background information.





III.3 One problem with the desire account is that we do regard it as seriously wrong t kill persons who have little desire to live or who have no desire to live or have a desire not to live.





III.4 The desire account is subject to a deeper difficulty [than in para. III.3].





III.5 If the desire account is modified so that it does not provide a necessary, but only a sufficient, condition for the wrongness of killing, the desire account is compatible with the value of a future-like-ours account.





III.6 It does not seem that a desire account of the wrongness of killing can provide a justification of a pro-choice ethic of abortion which is nearly as adequate as the value of a human-future justification on an anti-abortion ethic.





III.9 The symmetry [between future-like-ours and discontinuation accounts] fades when we focus on the time period of the value of the experiences, etc. which has moral consequences.





III.10 [The discontinuation account] can be discarded.





III. Two rival accounts [to Marquis’s future-like-ours account] of the wrongness of killing—the discontinuation account and the desire account--can be discarded.





Paragraphs IV.1, IV.2, IV.4, IV.6, IV.8, IV.10, IV.12 and IV.14 are background information.  I probably would not fault you if you linked some of those paragraphs, as targets, to the paragraphs  that argue against them.  But it is simpler to leave them out.





IV.15 Even [though Bassen has made his thesis too weak to be supported by the intuitions that suggested it], the mentation requirement on victimizability is still subject to counterexamples.





IV.13 The attractive intuition that a situation in which there is victimization requires the possibility of empathy is subject to counterexamples.





IV.11 Bassen’s defense [in para. IV.10] of his view [that a right to life requires present mentation] is patently question-begging.





IV.9 The real reason we believe plants and the permanently unconscious cannot be victims is that killing them cannot deprive them of a future like ours; the real reason is not their absence of present mentation.





IV.7 Each member of this family of claims [about incapacity to care or take interest, in defense of Tooley] seems to be open to objections.





IV.5 [Tooley’s argument, that a right to life requires a desire to live, fails.]





IV.3 The move [to exclude fetuses from moral consideration based upon the claim that a necessary condition of one’s future being valuable is that one values it] fails.





IV. Attempts to restrict the value of a future-like-ours argument so that fetuses do not fall within its scope do not succeed.





I had to create my own topic sentence for paragraph IV.5.  Maybe you found an equally good, but different, solution.





I found the conclusion V to be stated in para. V.2.  I found V.1 to be background information. 





V.3 There is no nonarbitrarily identifiable subject of the loss in the case of contraception.





V. The future-like-ours argument does not entail that contraception is immoral.








