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Searching for the 
“Both” in  
“Value Them Both” 
Will Kansas women benefit from the proposed  
anti-abortion constitutional amendment? I asked  
supporters to explain how the amendment “values”  
women. Here’s what their answers revealed about “Value 
Them Both” and the anti-abortion movement in Kansas. 
 
By Chase M. Billingham 

 For decades, acrimonious political de-
bates regarding the right to abortion have pit-
ted the interests of  pregnant women against 
the interests of  zygotes, embryos, and fetus-
es—and not unreasonably so. While many 
pregnant people wish to carry their pregnan-
cies to term, others—for a wide variety of  rea-
sons—cannot or do not wish to do so. Preg-
nancy and parenthood provide financial bur-
dens and career obstacles for many women, 
impeding their economic livelihood. Carrying 
and delivering a full-term infant can pose sig-
nificant health risks for women, and in some 
extreme circumstances, allowing a pregnancy 
to continue can threaten a woman’s health and 
safety and may ultimately cause her death. Ig-
noring those realities, a slew of  legislative pro-
posals that would ban all abortion, even in cas-
es where the life of  the mother is endangered, 

have rightly led abortion advocates to label 
hardline abortion opponents as anti-woman 
for their single-minded focus on the interests 
of  the fetus in all circumstances and at all 
costs. 
 Recognizing the challenges that their 
misogynistic reputation poses to their political 
objectives in a society in which women vote 
and hold considerable political power, propo-
nents of  a proposed amendment to the Kan-
sas Constitution that voters will decide on Au-
gust 2 have attempted a clever rhetorical strate-
gy, branding their anti-abortion amendment 
“Value Them Both.” Marketing campaigns for 
the amendment feature an image of  a loving 
mother holding an infant to her breast, and the 
preamble to the amendment states as the moti-
vating factor necessitating its adoption the fact 
that “Kansans value both women and chil-
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dren.” In this way, abortion opponents hope to 
stave off  charges of  disregard for women’s 
rights and bodily autonomy by flatly declaring 
that they do, in fact “value them both.” 
 It is certainly true that anti-abortion ac-
tivists, like all members of  our society, value 
women and motherhood, or at least that they 
believe they do. But whom does the “Value 
Them Both” amendment value, and how? If  
adopted, the amendment would nullify the pro-
tections provided by the state Supreme Court’s 
2019 decision in Hodes & Nauser v. Schmidt, 
which found that a woman’s right to bodily re-
productive autonomy 
was protected by the 
Kansas Constitution. 
T he amendment 
would supersede the 
Court’s decision, une-
quivocally specifying 
that “the constitution 
of  the state of  Kansas 
does not require gov-
ernment funding of  
abortion and does not 
create or secure a right 
to abortion.” With the 
fall of  Roe v. Wade like-
ly imminent, and in the midst of  draconian re-
strictions on abortion access in neighboring 
states, abortion rights advocates reasonably 
fear that the dismantling of  the Hodes protec-
tions will quickly clear the path for a near-total 
ban on abortion in Kansas, especially if  Attor-
ney General Derek Schmidt (the named de-
fendant in Hodes) is elected governor this fall. 
Amendment proponents frequently play coy 
with the purpose of  this endeavor, haughtily 
explaining to opponents that the amendment 
does not, in itself, limit or ban abortion, which 
is true. Anyone who is paying attention, how-
ever, can see that far-right legislators are 
champing at the bit to impose the same sorts 
of  restrictions recently adopted in Texas, Okla-
homa, and other states. 

 The manifestations of  the anti-abortion 
movement’s “value” for the fetus is clear in the 
text of  the amendment, but there is nothing in 
the proposal that would confer additional 
rights, privileges, or benefits to women that 
they do not already enjoy; instead, the amend-
ment seems clearly designed as the first step in 
an attempt to revoke, as other states have al-
ready done, rights over women’s bodily auton-
omy and health care decision-making power. 
Who, then, is the “both” in “Value Them 
Both”? How are women “valued” by this pro-
posed amendment? 

 To find out, I 
asked these questions 
directly to proponents 
of  the amendment on 
social media pages 
dedicated to advocat-
ing for its passage. Do 
supporters truly be-
lieve that women will 
feel more valued by 
the State of  Kansas 
than they already do 
if  it is adopted? Do 
they sincerely believe 
that the “both” in 

“Value Them Both” is an accurate reflection 
of  the content of  the amendment? And how, 
specifically, will women be “valued” if  it is en-
acted? Their responses were illuminating. 
 I received a wide range of  responses to 
my inquiries, making it somewhat challenging 
to summarize the factors motivating Kansans 
to support the amendment. Still, a review of  
the responses reveals three major themes that 
emerged in my exchanges with amendment 
proponents. 
 The first category of  responses involved 
supporters simply asserting—often in a defiant 
manner—that they do, in fact, value women, 
while sidestepping the question of  what specif-
ic provisions in the amendment would deliver 
tangible benefits to Kansas women. As one 

Do supporters truly believe that 

women will feel more valued by the 

State of Kansas than they already 

do if it is adopted? Do they sincerely 

believe that the “both” in “Value 

Them Both” is an accurate reflection 

of the content of the amendment? 

And how, specifically, will women be 

“valued” if it is enacted?  
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woman explained to me, “pro-life means we do 
value both mother and child.” She continued, 
noting that “it’s very easy for you to say we 
don't care about them but you are wrong! It’s 
about believing that a loving God created both 
the mother and her baby, and that we as fellow 
human beings will step up and help the baby to 
live and to help the mother to make the best 
choices for them both!” Another man in-
formed me that the amendment would coun-
teract prevailing ideas about the anti-abortion 
movement, asserting that “pro aborts always 
say that pro lifers don’t care about the Mother 
after the baby is born which is total hogwash.” 
A third respondent attested to the compassion 
for mothers held in general by amendment 
supporters, explaining that “it’s the prolife peo-
ple that are stepping up and actually helping 
the mothers and babies. All you guys want is to 
murder innocent babies!!”  
 Left unspoken in these responses was 
any indication of  what would be done to pro-

vide tangible improvements to 
pregnant people’s lives after they 
carry their pregnancies to term. 
In a country with high rates of  
maternal mortality and child pov-
erty, and in a state hampered by 
perennial opposition in the Legis-
lature to the expansion of  Medi-
caid, childbirth remains far more 
medically dangerous for women, 
on average, than abortion. There 
are numerous public policy initia-
tives that the anti-abortion move-
ment could propose to demon-
strate their bona fides when it 
comes to “valuing” women; 
“Value Them Both” includes 
nothing of  the sort. 
 The second category of  
responses involved supporters 
who believed that the main bene-
fits to women would be emotion-
al or spiritual, protecting them 

and their bodies from the presumed horrors of  
abortion. By adopting “Value Them Both,” 
one woman explained to me, women “will be 
spared the deep pain in their hearts that comes 
after the abortion, the reality that hits them 
long after others have moved on and forgotten 
them. They feel regret, sorrow and guilt when 
they realize that they have taken another hu-
man life, the life of  their own child. That is 
what these women are left with, and they need 
to be valued too.” Another informed me that 
the amendment is needed because “mothers 
deserve to not become the site of  a grisly mur-
der.” A man who supports the amendment 
noted that abortion “damages the mother. 
Sometimes, the mother doesn't even realize 
that for years. There is much documentation 
on this.” It was not clear if  this man was refer-
ring to physical “damage” or psychological 
“damage,” but another respondent was less 
ambiguous, claiming that “there is a terrible 
psychological toll that many women who have 

https://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/issue-briefs/2020/nov/maternal-mortality-maternity-care-us-compared-10-countries
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had abortions experience for many years after 
their abortion.” Another told me that the 
amendment would save women from “the re-
morse that results” from their choice to termi-
nate a pregnancy. Value Them Both, these sup-
porters suggest, would protect women from 
these sorts of  adverse consequences emerging 
from their own willful choices, presumably by 
removing their ability to make such choices. 
 The existence of  widespread abortion 
regret or remorse is a common claim within 
the anti-abortion movement, but there is little 
empirical evidence to support it. Researchers 
have consistently found that the vast majority 
of  people who 
choose to termi-
nate a pregnancy 
express no regret 
for the decision 
years later, and 
most say they still 
believe it was the 
best option for 
them. Protecting 
women from psy-
c h o l o g i c a l 
“damage” that 
does not exist in 
reality hardly seems 
like a robust manifestation of  “value.” 
 A third category of  respondents did at-
tempt to address my question about the provi-
sions of  the amendment more directly, alleging 
that Hodes impeded any attempt to regulate 
abortion in Kansas and that the amendment 
would protect women by allowing for the rein-
troduction of  health and safety measures in 
abortion care. “Value Them Both empowers 
women,” one man explained, “especially those 
who have been victims, by giving them all the 
information regarding their pregnancy.” An-
other man informed me that he believes “The 
Cleanliness standards law will go back into ef-
fect.” One woman responded to my query by 
stating that she supports the amendment be-

cause it would ensure that “mothers are given 
proper care, such as a clean facility and not 
pressured by sex traffickers and/or other peo-
ple with bad intentions. It does not ban abor-
tion, but merely allows Kansas to have laws 
such as 1. restricting late term abortions 2. Tax 
dollars paying for it 3. Allowing parents to help 
young daughters for their protection.” 
 It was telling that these—the answers 
that most clearly and directly addressed my 
questions—were simply inaccurate, reflecting a 
fundamental misunderstanding of  the repro-
ductive landscape in Kansas today. Though 
abortion remains legal in Kansas, and it is easi-

er to access abor-
tion care here 
than in many 
n e i g h b o r i n g 
states, the steady 
whittling away of  
abortion rights 
over the past years 
has severely lim-
ited access in 
Kansas. Indeed, 
many of  the limi-
tations that pro-
ponents told me 
would be impossi-

ble to enact without “Value Them Both” are 
currently already the law of  the land in Kansas. 
Though it is true that some of  the state’s legal 
restrictions have been enjoined due to the 
Hodes decision, many other limitations remain 
in place. As the Center for Reproductive Rights 
explains: 

“Kansas law generally prohibits abor-
tion at twenty-two weeks LMP [i.e., from the 
last menstrual cycle] and post-viability. It pro-
hibits D&X [i.e., dilation and extraction] pro-
cedures and D&E [i.e., dilation and evacuation] 
procedures, although the latter ban is enjoined, 
and abortions sought for reasons of  sex selec-
tion. Pregnant people who seek abortion care 
must undergo a mandatory twenty-four-hour 

“Value Them Both” is an empty rhetorical 

strategy designed to couch a very 

traditional anti-abortion campaign in the 

language of feminism and women’s 

empowerment. If the amendment is 

approved by voters in August, pregnant 

people will very likely see their existing 

rights to bodily autonomy greatly 

weakened or stripped altogether.  
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waiting period and biased counseling. Kansas 
also limits public funding for, and private in-
surance coverage of, abortion. Kansas law gen-
erally requires that both parents, the legal 
guardian, or a judge consent to a minor’s abor-
tion. 

“Kansas’s targeted regulation of  abor-
tion providers (TRAP) laws include require-
ments related to facilities, temporarily enjoined 
admitting privileges, and reporting. Kansas law 
restricts the provision of  abortion care to li-
censed physicians, and restricts physicians 
from using telemedicine for the provision of  
abortion care, although the latter restriction is 
enjoined. Providers who violate Kansas’s abor-
tion restrictions may face civil and criminal 
penalties.” 

In sum, then, ardent supporters of  
“Value Them Both” had few legitimate re-
sponses to queries regarding the ways in which 
their proposed amendment would actually 
demonstrate their “value” for women, and not 
just for embryos. They appealed to their own 
personal appreciation of  women and mother-
hood without addressing the substance of  the 
amendment at all, or they made moralistic 
claims regarding the need to protect women 
from their own decisions regarding their bod-
ies, or they cited mostly inaccurate claims re-
garding the current reproductive health care 
landscape in Kansas in order to demonstrate 
the need for greater restrictions that would be 
made possible by amending the constitution. 
 It should be emphasized that these pat-
terns were not simply a reflection of  the ex-
treme views of  a few misinformed users of  
social media. Instead, they reflect the substance 
of  the entire “Value Them Both” political 
campaign. Advertisements in favor of  the 
amendment and informational material on the 
campaign’s website make little or no mention 
of  the means by which their proposal would 
improve the lives of  pregnant people or par-
ents. Indeed, in substance, the “Value Them 
Both” campaign is a very traditional anti-

abortion campaign that uses false, misleading, 
or exaggerated information to condemn abor-
tion, stressing the importance of  protecting 
embryos while sidestepping or ignoring alto-
gether the rights and human dignity of  preg-
nant human beings. When pressed on the mat-
ter, as I have demonstrated, the amendment’s 
most ardent supporters cannot adequately ex-
plain how their proposal would do what its 
name suggests—that is, provide greater socie-
tal “value” not just for the potential future hu-
man lives that exist in utero but for the exist-
ing, living, breathing women who carry those 
embryos and whose lives are deeply affected by 
the experience of  pregnancy. 
 The truth of  the matter is that “Value 
Them Both” is an empty rhetorical strategy 
designed to couch a very traditional anti-
abortion campaign in the language of  femi-
nism and women’s empowerment. If  the 
amendment is approved by voters in August, 
pregnant people will very likely see their exist-
ing rights to bodily autonomy greatly weakened 
or stripped altogether. They are unlikely to 
benefit from any new or strengthened protec-
tions for their bodies or livelihoods. 

Amendment backers have no concrete 
plan to put their rhetorical “value” for women 
into practice. This fact may seem obvious to 
opponents of  the amendment, but it is critical-
ly important to discuss it explicitly, because the 
rhetorical strategy of  the “Value Them Both” 
name is the major device that anti-abortion ac-
tivists are using to persuade swing voters to 
endorse this constitutional amendment. In re-
ality, there is no “both” in “Value Them Both.” 
This is a profoundly anti-woman proposal, 
firmly in the longstanding tradition of  the 
American anti-abortion movement, and Kan-
sans who favor the preservation of  the rights 
that the state’s residents currently enjoy must 
draw continuous attention to the hollowness 
of  the “Value Them Both” promise each and 
every day until the August election. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=70bPeRZJBZQ
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