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Introduction

Citizenship has been redefined in the United States, and its privileges and rights have been extended since the ratification of the Constitution.  While the initial conception of a citizen was a white male, it has been redefined to include women and people of color.  Although citizenship is no longer explicitly defined along gender or racial lines, the legacy of its original conception is salient in welfare state policies, lawmaking, and the exercise of constitutional rights.  A particular instance in which this is evident is in the arena of abortion politics.  Since the legalization of abortion, state and federal governments have imposed restrictions that serve as barriers to access.  Furthermore, the United States has a stratified welfare state that lacks uniform policies and fails to provide adequate social support for parenthood.  Due to the nature of pregnancy and childrearing, these policies and restrictions are gender specific and hinder the ability of women, particularly those of color, from exercising their constitutional and social rights.  Consequently, this initial conception of citizenship is problematic because each law and right is modeled after a white male and disregards the different experiences and positions of women and those of color.  Reproductive choice is constrained and shaped by race and gender.  


In this paper, I will examine the utilization of abortion according to the theories of citizenship and the welfare state.  I will look at how access is shaped by race, gender, and social policy.  This paper is organized into four parts.  Part I reviews theories of citizenship and the welfare state and part II outlines the research methods used to analyze the predictors of abortion rates.  The third part analyzes these findings, and the final part discusses the implications of these findings.   


Conceptions of Citizenship


Citizenship can be defined in many ways, but historically it has been grounded in the conception of a man (Schwarzenbach, 2003; Isenberg, 1998).  In the United States, the initial conception of a citizen was equated with being a white male.  Race was socially constructed to privilege whiteness, and this was a prerequisite for citizenship (Haney-Lopez, 1996).  Birthright was not equated with rights, citizenship, and an American identity.  As a result, one was entitled to citizenship based solely upon skin color.  To be white meant to be a citizen and a moral, self assured, independent, and politically sophisticated being; to be non white was to be unfit for citizenship, immoral and dependent (Haney-Lopez, 1996).  It was impossible for one to claim to be a citizen if one was not white, regardless of gender.

Besides being white, a citizen was an abstract legal person assumed to be autonomous, self determining, and self interested (Schwarzenbach, 2003).  These qualities were typified as masculine characteristics, and women were inherently excluded.  Collectively, women did not possess the qualities associated with citizenship, and their status as native-born citizens did not garner them the same rights afforded to similarly situated men (Isenberg, 1998).  Even though women were born in the United States, they could make no claim to citizenship because they were not men.    

Through long and difficult struggles that for black women continued into the 1960s, formal citizenship was extended to women and non whites.  However, women have not truly benefited from the extension of this male version of citizenship.  This “universal” definition has been thrust upon them and women and non whites have not been fully incorporated as full members within society.  In the realm of civil, political, or social rights, the incorporated actors were imagined to be men (Ramirez and McEneaney, 1997).  Laws assume a generic (white male) citizen.  Women are disadvantaged because these laws fail to consider their specific circumstances and experiences such as pregnancy, childbirth, and caregiving.  Not only are these impacted by gender, but these experiences of motherhood are also shaped by race.    

Women have been extended citizenship rights on the same terms as men instead of citizenship rights that accommodate women’s specific interests (Lister, 1997).  Although all persons can make claims to formal equality, informal discrimination continues to abridge citizenship.  Women and men gained the constitutional right to abortion in the 1973 Roe v. Wade decision.  Although this was grounded in the right to privacy derived from the Fourteenth Amendment, the Court decided that as a pregnancy progressed, the states have a compelling interest in protecting the potential life of a fetus (Hull and Hoffer, 2001).  Since the Roe decision, states have passed legislation eroding access to abortion.  Because a citizen is assumed to be a white male, these laws assume a male actor and as a result, these restrictive abortion laws discount or ignore women’s rights and interests (Porter, 1994; Peach, 2003).  The right to privacy and abortion is a constitutional right, yet legislation infringes upon the exercise of these rights.  Men are inherently able to exercise their constitutional right to an abortion, and they benefit from the assumptions of citizenship and laws.  Due to the biological nature of pregnancy, it is the rights of women that are being encroached.  

Despite this recognition, laws and practices create barriers to abortion access that inhibit a woman’s constitutional right to an abortion.  The “gender neutral” and “race neutral” laws and constitutional rights that are granted to women and people of color are meaningless if they are unable to exercise those rights.  Although women have the constitutional right to abortion, various “gender neutral” and “race neutral” laws and practices serve as barriers to its access.  However, since only women are afflicted with pregnancy, only they have been unable to exercise this right.  Even though citizenship and laws are believed to be neutral, they have unfavorable consequences for those who are not white men.  The experiences and interests of women have been forced to fit into the patriarchal paradigm of citizenship that has privileged white men’s behaviors and norms (Jones, 1990).  Attempts to be gender neutral do not acknowledge the inherent biological differences between women and men.                   


Though women have been bestowed with citizenship rights, this does not mean that they are full members in the community or equal to men (O’Connor, 1993).  To be a full member of the community means having the ability to exercise the constitutional right to an abortion.  The extension of a white male version of citizenship does not mean that citizens are equal before the law and the Constitution.  It does not consider the biological, economic, and social conditions that inhibit the practice of formal equality (O’Connor, 1993).  If reproductive choice is constrained, then women have not been fully incorporated in society and can hardly claim to be full citizens.  To be equal means to be equal with respect to the rights and duties which come with being a citizen (Lister, 1997).  Due to the biological nature of pregnancy, barriers to abortion access limit women’s ability to exercise this same right and be truly equal to men. 

Laws that govern abortion are shaped by traditional attitudes towards women and assume that their most important role is as a wife and mother (Nossif, 2007).  A gendered version of citizenship is bestowed upon women when the state assumes responsibility over women’s reproductive lives and primacy is given to their role as a mother instead of an individual (Nossif, 2007).  When this occurs, it is assumed that women are incapable of making their own decisions.  Yet, a citizen has been defined as an autonomous and independent thinking individual.  Citizenship rights are abridged when the state questions women’s competency and ability to make decisions regarding their reproduction (Nossif, 2007).    

Reproductive restrictions inhibit the exercise of full citizenship because it views women as mothers first and as individuals second.  This is evident because funding is available for non-elective abortions; thus it makes assumptions about women’s roles as mothers and gender their rights and liberties as citizens (Nossif, 2007).  Citizenship encompasses more than political rights; it also includes social rights.  Fundamental to citizenship is the reproductive freedom to not only have access to abortion, but also favorable conditions and resources to raise children (Porter, 1994).  Although women are granted a gendered version of citizenship that encourages motherhood, welfare state policies promote a specific type of motherhood.  If states view women primarily as mothers, then it would make sense for them to have policies to assist and promote parenthood.  Instead, our welfare state has policies that seem to simultaneously discourage parenthood and abortion.  

Lit Review

Conceptions of motherhood and citizenship are shaped by social policy, race, and gender.  These can impact abortion rates in the United States.  Past research has been devoted to determining the factors that impact abortion rates in the United States.  However, these focus on the effect that demographics, region, and abortion access have on abortion rates.  Instead of considering how abortion and motherhood are shaped by state policy, past studies have taken a more limited economics of abortion approach by considering the impact of supply and demand on rates.  

Studies conducted after the passage of Roe in the 1970s show that abortion rates are lower in areas with rural populations (Borders and Cutright, 1979; Hansen, 1980; Gober, 1994; Blank, George, and London, 1996; Wetstein, 1996).  This is because there is a scarcity of abortion providers in these areas.  Abortion access may also be inhibited in areas with a large Catholic population.  Borders and Cutright (1979) and Wetstein (1996) find that rates are lower in these areas, but Hansen (1980) finds that a higher proportions of Catholics actually increases the abortion rate.  Conversely, rates tend to be higher among areas with high Jewish populations (Gober, 1994).  Studies show inconsistent evidence that increased black populations lead to higher abortion rates (Matthews, Ribar, and Wilhelm, 1997; Gober, 1994; Blank, George, and London, 1996).  States with higher socioeconomic status have higher rates (Blank, George, and London, 1996; Wetstein, 1996).   

Abortion rates are strongly predicted by provider availability and abortion funding; these may be the most powerful predictor of abortion rates.  Rates are higher in areas with increasing numbers of abortion providers and available physicians (Borders and Cutright, 1979; Hansen, 1980; Matthews, Ribar, and Wilhelm, 1997).  Rates are also higher in areas in which Medicaid funds the procedure (Hansen, 1980; Wetstein, 1996)).  Restrictive abortion policies serve as barriers to access and lower rates (Gober, 1994; Wetsein, 1996; Matthew, Ribar, and Wilhelm, 1997).  Abortion policy has an indirect effect on rates because it governs provider availability and funding (Wetstein, 1996).  Access to publically funded abortions leads to higher rates (Gober, 1994).  Lower abortion costs increase the abortion rate and not funding abortion increases the rate (Cook, Parnell, Moore, and Pagnini 1999).

Abortion rates are also lower in states with a high proportion of poor families (Hansen, 1980), but Borders and Cutright (1979) find that rates are higher in states with high rates of poor women and women on public assistance.          

Further research shows that public opinion can impact abortion rates.  Wetstein (1996) argues that mass preferences, policy, and mass behavior are related.  Attitudes toward abortion will impact state policies that will in turn impact abortion rates.  For example, in states with more support for abortion, there are less access restrictions so rates are higher (Wetstein, 1996).  In contrast, in states that are more hostile to abortion, rates are lower Gober, 1994).  Differences in state policies reflect the mass attitudes towards abortion and sexual behavior (Lundberg and Plotnick, 1990).        

Employment and educational opportunities for women have an impact on abortion rates.  As increasing numbers of women enter the workforce and higher education, abortion rates increase (Borders and Cutright, 1979).  Welfare state benefits can also impact rates.  Higher wages for men and women and generous AFDC benefits have lower abortion rates (Matthews, Ribar, and Wilhelm, 1997).  In contrast, states with low welfare benefits operate to encourage young pregnant women to marry while state with increased welfare benefits operate to encourage single motherhood among whites (Lundberg and Plotnick, 1990).   Not surprisingly, higher marriage rates lead to lower abortion rates (Blank, George, and London, 1996).  

Finally, the composition of the state legislatures impact abortion rates.  Republican governors are shown to have an increase in abortion rates (Matthews, Ribar, and Wilhelm, 1997).  The presence of pro-choice governors and greater percentages of women in the state legislatures leads to few abortion restrictions and thus, abortion rates (Wetstein, 1996).  Blank, George, and London (1996) find that party control and voting patterns in the state legislatures have no effect on abortion rates.

For a more comprehensive understanding of the abortion rates in the United States, we must also consider how reproductive choice and abortion rates are shaped by social policy and race.  Because the United States does not have a comprehensive welfare state, this lack of public assistance may constrain a woman’s choice to have children and inadvertently encourage abortion.  There are several theories as to why the United States has not developed a comprehensive welfare state.  
Welfare State Theories
American Exceptionalism
Social policy in the United States is shaped by its political history and is consistent with a liberal regime type (Amenta, Bonastia, and Caren, 2001).  The country was founded upon general attitudes of distrust of a central government (Lipset, 1996).  Thus, nobody trusted the government to adequately and efficiently manage a comprehensive welfare state.  More importantly, attitudes of individualism and meritocracy meant that it was not appropriate for the government to redistribute benefits to mitigate inequalities.  It is widely believed that equality of opportunity is equated with minimal government intrusion (McCloskey and Zaller, 1984).  Each person is assumed to be on a level playing field, and upward mobility is possible with a strong work ethic.      
The guiding values of the welfare state disadvantage women, particularly those of color.  Capitalist values of meritocracy, achievement, and individualism are values constructed by white males (Lipset, 1996).  The American welfare state assumed a white male actor, and its extension has forced women and non whites to adopt and conform to these values.  Welfare state benefits such as Social Security initially assumed a white male breadwinner with a dependent wife at home to assume the caregiving role.  As a result, the welfare state is a two-tiered track that reproduces gender and racial hierarchies (Quadagno, 1987; Orloff, 1996).  Instead of expanding the welfare state to accommodate women’s unique needs and experiences, they are instead expected to conform to the male model of the welfare state and its values. 

Institutional Racism and Sexism
The institutional structure of the welfare state shaped its policies and its impacts.  Federalism prevented the formation of a strong, unified central government, and this was an obstacle to the formation of centralized redistributive policies (Alesina, Glaeser, and Sacerdote, 2001).  As a result, states were responsible for the administration of welfare benefits.  This allowed inconsistent administrations of varying degrees of welfare benefits.  Race inhibited the development of a strong, centralized welfare state, and its institutional structure shaped the differential treatment of citizens of different races (Lieberman, 1998; Brown, 1999).  A decentralized welfare state allowed local and state politicians and bureaucrats to decide the terms of exclusion and inclusion (Lieberman, 1998).  It allowed states to discriminate against blacks and prevent them from claiming benefits.  They could discriminate against recipients and dictate the development of policies and programs.  

Race is a divisive issue in welfare state politics, and policies reflect the racial structures and hierarchy in the United States (Lieberman, 1998).  Policymakers did not favor universal policies and social assistance because it was antithetical to American values and because these would benefit blacks.  Race institutionalized a hierarchical structure of social policy by assigning social insurance to white working and middle classes and assigning poor women and non whites to public assistance (Lieberman, 1998; Abramovitz and Withorn, 1999).  Social insurance was considered a socially acceptable form of welfare with deserving recipients, while public assistance was a socially unacceptable form that stigmatized its recipients.  White workers were worthy recipients of Old Age Insurance.  Blacks were initially excluded from this form of social insurance, and the classification of beneficiaries by class and labor market attachment promoted racial divisions (Lieberman, 1998).  This two tiered welfare state distinguished socially acceptable welfare benefits from stigmatizing benefits.  The path dependent nature of the liberal welfare state institutionalized and reinforced race and gender hierarchies.  These practices failed to grant women and non whites complete social rights.
The structure of the welfare state is a reflection of our political institution and race and gender relations.  It is embedded in a society that grants unequal status to different racial groups, resulting in an order that reflects power structures and reinforces racial differences (Lieberman, 1998).  The institutionalization and path dependence of these policies will inhibit more inclusive and comprehensive policies.  Social support is scarce, and women and non whites are stigmatized when they accept public assistance.  This is because our value system discourages a reliance on the government to overcome disadvantages.  Instead, many think that women and the poor should rely upon their own resources and are responsible for their own position in society. 

Race shapes attitudes toward welfare state spending and programs.  Opposition to welfare spending is largely a result of the perception that those who benefit are lazy and overwhelmingly black (Gilens, 1996 and 1999), and many Americans are reluctant to fiscally support social spending that may benefit this particular group (Brown, 1999).  Because of this, I expect that in states with higher populations of blacks will have lower levels of social support that may lead to higher abortion rates.  Programs that are oriented towards poor and disadvantaged children do not receive overwhelming support because its beneficiaries are likely to be black (Quadagno, 1994).                 
Conceptions of Motherhood
Access to abortion and public assistance are shaped by conceptions of motherhood.  Historically, women have been incorporated into the welfare state as dependents since workers were assumed to be men.  The welfare state effectively separates the wage earners from the caregivers by promoting individualism, independence and self-reliance for men while promoting dependence, reliance, and paternalism for women (Nelson, 1990; Sapiro, 1990).  This creates a two-tiered system in which the former deserves welfare benefits while the latter is stigmatized.  Because citizenship is linked with employment, state supported dependence undermines women’s claim to citizenship (Pateman, 1992).  According to the male model of citizenship, employment is a prerequisite for autonomy and independence.              

Universal conceptions of work and citizenship are gendered, and women cannot depend on liberal welfare policies to mitigate inequalities and grant them full personhood (Brush, 2002; Orloff, 2002).  Welfare state policies were modeled after a male worker, and it has inadequately accommodated women since they have entered the labor force.  Women are faced with the dilemma of pressing for equality with men while also pressing for support for women in their roles as housewives and mothers (McIntosh, 2006).  

Support for motherhood is bound in racial and ethnic terms, as well as marital status.  Welfare state policies promote motherhood and implicitly discourage women’s employment and independence.  Social policy aimed at women was initially designed to benefit them as wives and mothers and discourage their employment (Sapiro, 1990; Mink, 1990).  Support for public day care and aid to single mothers is divisive because opposition fears that it will break up the traditional family and promote women’s independence (Amott, 1990; Quadagno, 1994).  Welfare benefits do not allow mothers to be completely independent.  Instead, they are faced with the double burden of balancing work and caregiving, or they must be dependent upon a man for financial support.      
Women’s citizenship is further compromised and shaped by race.  Motherhood serves as a gatekeeping function, and the racially stratified welfare state is mediated by gender (Mink, 1990; Boris, 1995; Collins, 1999).  Historically, white women became guardians of civilization, and the fitness of the nation depended on women(s reproduction and their role as mothers (Liu, 1994).  Race is used to organize society, and since this is transmitted through blood lines it became necessary to control white women(s fertility (Liu, 1994).  White women fulfilled their destiny and womanly duties by producing white babies to populate the free world.  Reproduction was white women(s gift and duty to the family, community, and nation (Solinger, 2005).       
The structure of the welfare state continues to privilege white motherhood.  The right to motherhood is a class privilege, and social policy inadvertently discourages poor women, particularly those of color, from being mothers.  Welfare state benefits differ according to race and gender; white middle class women are encouraged to stay home with their children, while poor mothers are required to work outside the home (Williams, 1995; Orloff, 2002; Abramovitz, 2006).  Implicit in these policies is the belief that poor women and women of color are not suitable for motherhood.  These women are not considered to be deserving of welfare benefits because poverty is a personal shortcoming that can be reproduced in subsequent generations (Thomas, 1998; Collins, 1999).              

Women in Legislatures

I expect abortion rates to be higher in states with higher proportions of women in the state legislatures.  Past studies show that women legislators feel an obligation to act on behalf of women, and they are usually more liberal than their male counterparts with respect to women’s issues and social welfare issues (Thomas, 1994; Carroll, 2002).  Furthermore, women are more likely than men to sponsor bills and propose legislation that benefits women and children (Thomas, 1994; Wolbrecht, 2002; Swers, 2002).  
Table 1.  Abortion Rate Predictors, 2004.

	State Social Spending on Children, 2004
	-3428.556* (1501.564)

	Percent of Women in State Legislatures, 2003
	.490** (.130)

	Percent Black Population, 2000
	.258** (.091)

	Abortion Providers, 2000
	.065** (.013)

	Women’s Labor Force Participation, 2004
	1.640* (.738)

	(constant)
	-70.802 (33.442)

	R-squared
	.614


* p<.05    ** p<.01

Table 2.   Abortion Rate Predictors, 2005.

	State Social Spending on Children
	-2702.54 (1397.142)

	Percent of Women in State Legislatures, 2004
	.512** (.131)

	Percent Black Population, 2000
	.294** (.093)

	Abortion Providers, 2000
	.062** (.013)

	Women’s Labor Force Participation, 2005
	.518 (.784)

	(constant)
	-20.657 (35.882)

	R- squared
	.582


* p<.05    ** p<.01 

Appendix A.  Measures and Sources of Dependent and Independent Variables

	Abortion Rates
	State abortion rate per 1000 women, age 15-44
	Guttmacher Institute

	Women in Legislatures
	Percent of women in the state legislatures
	Center for American Women and Politics

	Racial Composition
	Percent of black population in the state
	United States Census Bureau

	Abortion Providers
	Total number of abortion providers in the state
	Guttmacher Institute

	Women in the Labor Force
	Percent of women over the age of 16 in the labor force in the state
	United States Census Bureau

	Child Care Spending
	Total spending on child care in the state
	Center for Law and Social Policy

	Head Start Spending
	Total spending on Head Start in the state
	National Child Care Information Center

	Pre Kindergarten spending
	Total spending on Pre Kindergarten programs in the state
	National Institute for Early Education Research

	State GDP
	State GDP
	Bureau of Economic Analysis
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