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1  “Judith Jarvis Thomson, in ‘A Defense of Abortion’, uses ingenious analogies and thought experiments to 

defend her conclusion that there are cases in which abortion is morally permissible: (1) the foetus is a 
threat to the mother’s life, (2) the foetus is a product of rape, and (3) where efforts have been made to 
prevent pregnancy via contraception. Whilst Thomson is right that abortion should be morally permissible 
in some cases, she is unsuccessful in defending such a conclusion. In this article, I argue that abortion 
should be morally permissible in cases (1) and (2) as external circumstances (medical conditions or wrong-
doers) have intervened and overruled the rational will of the woman. However, abortion should not be 
morally permissible in case (3) as there is no such factor in the case of failed birth control (assuming that all 
goes normally and according to plan).” 

2  “Some responses to analogies between abortion and infanticide appeal to Judith Jarvis Thomson’s 
argument for the permissibility of abortion. I argue that these responses fail because a parallel argument 
can be constructed for the permissibility of infanticide. However, an argument on the grounds of a right to 
choose to become a parent can maintain that abortion is permissible but infanticide is not by recognizing 
the normative significance and nature of parenthood.” 
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advantages over responses to the moral status of abortion that are either exclusively rights-based, or else 
exclusively virtue-theoretical. I conclude by offering some thoughts on how to utilize this hybrid strategy 
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