	Abortion is among the major issues that have generated heated debates in the society. The stance between the pro-choice and pro-life groups is supported with numerous and contrary arguments. When inclining on one side of the divide, advocates try their best to prove their point and back it up. However, sometimes the arguments are characterized by informal fallacies. According to Vaidya (2013), informal fallacies are poorly structured arguments that depict week logic. This paper will explore the informal fallacies that are depicted in the arguments of the pro-choice part of the divide.                
	The NARAL pro-choice America is an organization that advocates for the legalization of abortion. One of the major informal fallacies made by the pro-choice is that the pro-lifers should not be against abortion unless they are ready to take care of the child. According to Garcia and King (2013), this argument shifts the discussion from the morality of abortion to the moral character of the pro-lifer. As a principle of moral conduct, this argument portrays a weird allegation. This kind of an argument is likely to generate bizarre principles. It would be likened to the argument that unless one is willing to adopt a child who is being abused, they should not prevent them from the abuse; and other logically weak arguments.    
	The other argument that the organization makes is that illegalizing abortion would lead to the coat-hanger and back alley abortions. While this may be a sentimental argument, it offers no logic. Rather it creates the fallacy that begs the question of whether the life of the mother is more important than the life of the unborn child. The argument would only stand if the fetus is not considered as a human.
The other argument offered by the NARAL pro-choice is that illegalizing abortion will not prevent the rich women from seeking the abortion in countries where abortion is legal. In this case, the pro-choice advocates bypass the vital question of whether it is right to kill an innocent human while appealing for fairness. This is like implying that one moral action is more important than the other
	Similarly, advocates of abortion argue that abortion is necessary for reducing poverty as some mothers are not able to take care of their children. This illustrates an informal fallacy that appeals to pity. It would mean that the morality of the actions of a person in a pitiful situation should not be questioned. Notably, illegalizing abortion would make it hard for parents going through economic hardships. Yet, legalizing abortion would infringe on the right to live.
	Another pro-choice argument that depicts informal fallacy is that the pro-lifers are trying to force their religious beliefs on others. However, it is not all pro-lifers who share the Christian beliefs. On the contrary, arguing from this point of view begs the questions of whether other public policies including nuclear testing and increase of welfare should be abandoned because they are connected to the religious support (Vaidya, 2013).
	In conclusion, advocates of legalizing abortion have numerous arguments. However, most of those arguments do not depict logic and thus they are considered as informal fallacies.
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