Answering Common Pro-Choice Objections

With the recent overturning of Roe v. Wade here in the US – which declared that abortion is
not something granted at the federal level by the Constitution – there has been a regular
onslaught of memes, TikTok videos, and other forms of objections leveled at the decision
and the Pro-Life position. The case for life is a strong one with an airtight argument. Despite
all of that, the objections leveled by the Pro-Choice side can be rhetorically powerful and
often present a challenge to us. In this post, I will go through a handful of the more common
phrases I have seen and walk through why they don’t offer much of an objection at all.

“You can’t tell a woman what to do with her body”
Also known as the “My Body, My Choice” slogan. One thing Americans love is our freedoms.
It would seem wrong to tell someone they could not get a tattoo or pierce their ears or wear
their hair a certain way.
However, telling people what they can and cannot do is, in fact, what most laws do. They tell
you what you can and cannot do with your body. Most laws regulating what you can and
cannot do with your body have to do with your body’s interaction with someone else’s body.
For instance, I cannot use my body to commit bodily harm to my wife. That would be
assault. The law also tells me that I cannot use my body to engage in sexual intercourse with
anyone I want to without their permission. That would be rape. Also, if someone gets into a
fight with a pregnant woman, and the baby she is carrying dies, most states consider that a
homicide (which points to the fact that the thing growing inside of her is, in fact, a life with
rights).
Besides the above point about the nature of laws, I’d like to point out a few highly publicized
events in the past two years where people certainly did think the government could tell
them what to do with their bodies. The first would be federal mask mandates. For over 18
months, the federal government told its citizens that they must cover part of their bodies in
order to protect their lives. And, when people objected and said that the government could
not tell them what to do with their bodies, the governmental response was the mandates
were also to protect the lives of those around them.
The second highly publicized incident where the government thought that they could tell
someone what they could and could not do with their bodies was when Derek Chauvin put
part of his body (his knee) onto part of George Floyd’s body (his back) and Floyd died. The
public felt so strongly that Chauvin shouldn’t have used his body against Floyd’s body that
there were days of riots across the country where buildings burned, people were injured,
and several additional people died amidst the protests. And, the government eventually told
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Chauvin that he couldn’t do with his body what he did with his body and they sent him to
prison.
So, yes. The government can – and does – tell people what they can and can’t do with their
bodies. The question to be asked is what is it that you are trying to do with your body? In
most cases, the laws involving your body have to do with its interactions with someone
else’s body. In the case of abortion, the act being committed is the killing of an innocent,
distinct, and whole human being. And, the government has a lot to say about that.

“Stop Shoving Your Religion Down My Throat!”
I covered this objection at length in an earlier article, but the truth is the Pro-Life position
isn’t formed primarily from the Bible. And, the Supreme Court justices didn’t cite a single
line of Scripture when writing their opinions. They didn’t make abortion illegal; they simply
said it was out of the federal court’s jurisdiction to decide on.
Just because the decision was certainly consistent with what the Bible says doesn’t mean
that was the basis for which it was made. The Pro-Life case is made from the scientific
observations about what is growing inside of the woman, what the abortion procedure does
to it, and a fundamental level of objective morality that we all possess whether we subscribe
to a “religious” worldview or not.

“More women will seek risky, illegal, back-alley
abortions now and possibly die”
When people offer this up, they are trying to say that we should legalize a certain behavior
because people are going to do it anyway and they’re going to get hurt in the process. But,
this is nonsense. Laws are often put in place for our safety and for the safety of those
around us. What if we said “you know, that deadbolt you have on your door could potentially
injure a thief if he wanted to break into your house. And, we don’t want people getting hurt.
So, we’re going to outlaw deadbolts so the thief doesn’t get hurt when he wants to come in
and take your stuff”.
This line of reasoning is nonsense. Should we also outlaw pepper spray because it hurts the
attacker’s eyes? Should we leave our cars unlocked because we don’t want the thief to
injure himself on broken glass when he shatters the window to steal our car? It’s obvious
how silly this is. Laws are put in place as a deterrent. Making bad things riskier is a
deterrent. Are there some that will still engage in the bad activity? Sure. But it will
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discourage a lot of people from taking part in it.

“Don’t like abortion? Don’t get one”
This objection relies on the notion that we should let people live their lives however they
chose. And, if we don’t like some activity they partake in, we have the choice not to partake
in it ourselves. What they do with their lives isn’t affecting me, so I should just let them
alone.
OK. How about this?
“Don’t like slavery? Don’t own a slave.”
What if I said that? What if I reworded the objection with “slavery” instead of “abortion”?
You don’t have to own slaves. Me owning a slave doesn’t affect you in the slightest. If I said
that, you would (rightfully) call me a monster.
See, the action that people don’t “like” matters. Not all actions are equivalent. Another key
similarity to the abortion and slavery comparison is that the action we are objecting to
involves a second life apart from your own. The notion of slavery repulses us because we
know that another life is being affected. Another person’s rights are being infringed upon.
So does an abortion. The result of an abortion is the end of a life. An abortion isn’t the same
as getting a tattoo or even doing drugs. It affects another human being’s life. Just like
slavery does.

“Would You Force A Woman to Give Birth As A Result
of Rape or Incest?”
This is one of those objections that really does pull at the heartstrings. It’s also one of the
most popular objections that get used when having this discussion. And, it’s easy to see why
it is so rhetorically powerful. In the case of rape, the pregnancy was forced on the woman.
This isn’t one of those cases where the woman suddenly realized she “made a mistake” and
is using abortion to correct a bad decision. These are the cases where the mother didn’t
have a choice. I really do feel for these women.
Oftentimes, when you are trying to get something resolved between two parties, you have to
compromise. So, if we have to compromise on the rape objection to get the other rationales
off of the table, I would begrudgingly do it.
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And here’s why.
According to the Guttenmacher Institute – the research arm of Planned Parenthood – only
1% of women report they had an abortion as a result of rape. And less than .5% said it was
because of incest. That means 99% of abortions would be off the table.
Every year, the CDC requests that states report their abortion statistics. Most do. California,
Maryland, and New Hampshire do not. In 2019, there were 629,898 abortions reported (can
you imagine the total if California reported?). That means there were 1725 reported
abortions in the United States per day. So, if we accepted a compromise and allowed for
abortion in instances of rape, that means 623,599 abortions last year would have been off
the table.
When an abortion is performed, a choice is made to end the life of an innocent human being.
So, a value judgment is made. In terms of the life formed as a result of rape, does that life
have less value than someone who was conceived consensually?
Also, think about it this way. If a woman is raped, then she absolutely deserves justice. But,
if the rapist is caught and punished and the mother has an abortion, the father received a
prison sentence but the unborn child receives the death sentence. How is that justice?

“You only care about them until they’re born and you
don’t care about the mother afterward.”
This accusation often gets levied as if to say that Pro-life people only care about the life of
the baby so far. This may seem to be true due to how vocal people get over the topic of
abortion and how little discussion there seems to be about care after the baby is born. But,
just because there isn’t a lot of noise being created around the topic doesn’t mean
something isn’t being done about it. That Pro-Life people don’t care about the mother or the
baby after the baby is born is just false. Crisis Pregnancy Centers – centers that give
mothers training, supplies, and support should they choose to give birth) outnumber
abortion clinics 3 to 1 in most areas. That means there is more support for women who want
to keep their babies than those who want to have an abortion.
Many Christians also support mothers and their children directly or indirectly through their
offerings at church. Families are supported indirectly by donating money to places like
CPCs. Direct support is given by having resources there at the church should a family be in
need Special collections are also taken frequently to meet a specific need that has arisen.
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So, just because people don’t make a big hoopla about something doesn’t mean it isn’t being
done.

Objections Overruled
Believe it or not, I actually understand the motivation behind most of these objections. Most
of them are centered around the mother and her well-being. Most of the Pro-Choice crowd
really does have a heart for the mother and the effect a new child will have on her life.
Keeping the mother in mind and having a heart for her is important.
But, do any of these objections justify killing an innocent human being? Not even close.
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