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In the course of my involvement in the immigrant The rally that day in fro-nt of the Federfil Pl;;a},:
rights movement since it was reenergized in 2006,  which houses the immigration court, was 1ot a;k 1
when documented and undocumented migrants  organizer, the then ﬁfty-two-year—orldhfﬂirq yn
poured out on the streets of cities across the United  resident, Roxroy Salmon, a Jamaican natxmjxal almd a
States to protest anti-immigrant federal legislation, ~ LPR. He was appearing before an immigration )udge
BB, I joined an anti-deportation rally in Manhattan at for a hearing on his _deportanoq_casg. »Mafny qf us
7 the invitation of Families for Families in the summer ~ who had gathered that morning held signs t‘hfat read
! of 2009. T was in New York for a few weeks to learn  “Broken Hearts, Broken Families. Stop Deportation
about migrant organizing, and was curious about  Now,” “Help Keep Children Safe. Stop Deportation,
/' Families for Freedom (FFF), which had been formed  and “A Family United Is a Happy Family.” During
{7000 in the wake of escalating deportations post- the several hours we waited for Roxroy, we sang and
9/11. From its inception, it has been made up en- chanted about the attentiveness with which Roxroy
" . : FETES
i i cared for his mother and his children, three of whom
f tirely of deportees and their loved ones. Those not ,

directly affected by deportation are allies b}.lt not
members. The organization represents mMmigrants
from the Caribbean, Latin America, Asia and Africa.
The members have a range of immigration status—
some are undocumented, others legal permanent res-
idents (LPRs), and still others asylum seekers. Many
of them live in mixed-status families with members

who are US citizens.

lived with him; we communicated to all those who
passed us on that busy street that we were standing
up against a state practice that separated children
from their parents. Hours later, Roxroy, who had
been building the campaign against his deportation
for two years, emerged to tell us that the judge had

ordered his deportation for two minor drug convic-
tions over twenty years ago.
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As I examined FFF’s representational strategies,

I wondered what would make criminalized men

of color, like Roxroy, sympathetic figures. Reading

member testimonies on its older website," I found
that the emphasis on Roxroy’s caregiving in his
family was not exceptional. It was a theme that
ran through the narratives of and about other men
who had been deported or were in deportation pro-
ceedings. Was the portrayal of these men as loving
and caring fathers a move on their part to represent
themselves in the public eye as migrants deserving of
reprieve? As a feminist, I wanted to find out how the
organization mobilized families, the public appeal
to which made me wary because “the family” and
family values have been appropriated by the Right to
push a conservative white heteropatriarchal agenda
to promote sexual, economic, and political control
over women, measures that are particularly punitive
for poor women.

What set FFF apart from many others, which
appealed to normative ideas of the family in fight-
ing deportation, was its unwavering commitment to
publicly advocating the rights of criminalized mem-
bers, most of whom, mirroring the prison popula-
tion, were men of color. Its entry point—the _role
of deportation in tearing apart families—helps us
piece together how deportation, working hand in
Fand with mass incarceration, reorganizes kinship
g i P . .
arrangements as well as the division of labor within
families. The testimonies that were carried on its
older website and my interviews with organizers
reveal the ways in which the state intrudes in the
lives of migrants of color to put not only their eco-
nomic viability at risk but also their ability to do
carework in the private sphere, This type of state vio-
lence, feminist theorists of color have reminded us,
have historically shaped communities of color, which
are not allowed to shield their private lives from state
intervention (Cohen).

Migrants, who often share the same inner-city
nelghborhm.ds with African Americans and Chica-
nos, are subject to heavy policing and racial profil-
ing, which have led to the mass incarceration of the
minoritized citizenry in the United States, But for
noncitizens the consequences of encounters with the

criminal legal system are somewhat differer, f e © e€  amig
chose suffered by citizens. Under currep, lawy, ;:rn b entedhou\d b
are barred for cheir lifetime from returning ‘\Z'.miﬂa‘s pat it
United States rega'rdless {)st fEerlwes they by;), a inﬂlysis-’ (:‘ arpose
of their intimate ti€s to 0rn Spouses, Childrg, misf“t;io q offert!
iblings- ‘ e ) :
and rlfliihlr:aiﬂl grounds fc?r the permanent (emong :’;; - ksh;ﬂd:;(
of lawfully present immigrants & nd undocUmem:d 5ith‘“mg ti rants
migrants with criminal convictions had beer, o b ?F% o
solidated in 1996 With the passage of the lligy jcrions,
Immigration Reform and Irrx'nnlgffmt ‘Responsibiu ol B ::d e
Act (IIRIR A) in 1996, immigration judges logt the Sboulder pg
discretion they had exercised from 1976 onwarg . ecause Ly
waive the removal of long-term LPRs with cripy. eadbfa -
nal records by taking into account the hardship m emocioﬂa_l y 4l
US-born or LPR family members (Hing 58~64) expecf_auoﬂs
The IIRIRA expanded the definition of aggravateq fed int© 13’?" 1
felony to misdemeanors and low-level offenses fy and ,_.educmf%
noncitizens. Those with such convictions are subjeq; whose penefit
to mandatory detention and removal. The changes collection 210
the law have been applied zealously in the twenty. (Curran 2D
first century. In this period, several federal programg well as those
authorized local police to find out whether arrested counter the

criminal €O
(see Pallare
political su
the immig

noncitizens had immigration (civil) violations. This
federal-local law enforcement cooperation enhanced
the ability of immigration authorities to identify
deportable migrants. In 2014, the Immigration and

Customs Enforcement removed 315,943 people and loving det:
reported that 85 percent of the 102,224 individuals for their |
removed from the interior (i.e., not at the border) had from thei
criminal convictions (United States). These numbers elderly pa
show that the criminal legal system has become a which the
key partner in the business of deporting migrants or their ¢
who lived in the United States. their abil
. The'removal of “criminal aliens” as an immigta- Howz
e P'flmfifY has broad public support fed by racial- for not
1Zed discourses about criminality and the need for describe
l:::wif;i ‘("fde‘ri-"Th‘e division this discourse creates US citi;
and * bad”g(();(:' migrants, who deserve legalization, and th;
pelled perm el Jgrants, who need to be € B |
entrenched i:nel?t-ly’ 880 powerful that it has als0 T spe:
zanizer o these | !0 Immigrant activism. A FEF or- gether
pervasiveness otftm?' N‘Ia.m'sha Vaze, pointed out th¢ @ fathy
menc whey . this divisive argument in the move” testipy
€ observed, “I hear it all over—%¢ the ¢|



ant to keep the'hardworking undocumented fam.
jjg-oriented immigrants in this country. But those
criminals should be deported. And there is no rea]
analysis of what it means to be a criminal for im-
migration purposes” (Vaze). The importance of FFR's
work lies in offering an analysis of how criminaliza-
ion works in the lives of migrants of color and in
siruating the deportation crisis in the daily struggles
of these migrants.

The FFE members, many of whom had crimi-
nal convictions, faced a difficult task, akin to that
shouldered by those who advocate prisoners’ rights,
because the public perceives them as lawbreakers
and deadbeat dads who are unable to financially and
emotionally support their families. These racialized
expectations about normative fatherhood were codi-
fed into law in 1996 as part of restructuring welfare
and reducing public assistance for single mothers,
whose benefits were tied to stringent child support
collection and paternity establishment requirements
(Curran and Abrams). The FFF men’s accounts as
well as those of their partners and children directly
counter the stereotypical casting of men who have
criminal convictions as uncaring and irresponsible
(see Pallares on the emergence of the family as a
political subjectivity and site of racial resistance in
the immigrant rights movement). They present in
loving detail the work they did in caring not only
for their biological children but also stepchildren
from their partners’ previous marriages as well as
elderly parents. They eloquently express the ways in
which their indefinite separation from their children
or their constant fear of deportation interfered with
their ability to be good fathers.

Howard, a FFF member deported to Jamaica
for not complying with a prior deportation order,
described his feelings on being separated from his
US citizen wife, who sponsored him for residency,
and three children: “Even though I'm not locked
up, it feels like prison. I worry about time I used
to spend with kids. We spent precious time to-
gether. I don't want my kids to grow up without
2 father” (“Barbara and Howard”). From his wife’s
wstimony, we learn that Howard used to “pick up
the children from school; take them to the library,
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park and McDonalds.” After Howard's deportation,

his wife, who worked at a drug store, had difficulty
picking up one of their children from school on
time because of her work schedule and was told that

the school would notify the Office of Children and
Family Services for neglect if she were repeatedly
late. Like Howard's wife, who remarked, “Life has
turned upside down since our husbands were taken
away,” Carol, whose Guyanese husband was arrested
for marijuana possession, expressed her frustration
with her new role as a single mother as a result of
her husband’s nine-month-long incarceration at an
immigration detention center, In her testimony, sh.e
confessed, “Raising a daughter without any help is

a struggle. . . . Natasha got sick last week. . . . No
matter how much it hurt, I had to send her to school
and go to work as a home health aide” (“Carol and
Linden”), Carol’s narrative points to an irony that
is typical of a society where commodified and paid
carework is done by women of color for other, better-
off families while scruggling to take care of their
own. In this racialized and gendered division of
labor, families that lose a caregiver to deportation do
not have the resources to replace the emotional and
physical labor. Jani, an African American woman, in
asking for sanctuary for her Haitian husband, Jean,
who had a criminal record, recounted the crucial
role he played in her life by taking care of their chil-
dren so that she could attend college and earn her
bachelor’s degree.

Joe, an asylum seeker from China, in his testi-
mony to the congregants of St. Paul of the Apostle
Church, expressed his and his wife’s constant anxiety
of being separated from their small children. He said,
“As parents facing deportation, we feel helpless to
protect out own children. . . . We love our children’s
smiles. We want to see them grow. We want to be in
their daily life. . . . I have been working in a restau-
rant for 10 years, . . . Today I am 28. I am a young
father. I want to be a good father. . . . My daughter
here—she is the oldest child. She is 2 now. I take
her to the playground, even if | am tired. She has a
lot of energy. She deserves the best.” Both Howard
and Joe articulate what they consider to be the quali-
ties of good fatherhood; both emphasize time spent
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with their children and focus on everyday tasks of
taking care of them and the daily, mundane plea-
sures of fatherhood. Similarly, when testifying with
her nine-year-old son, Joshua, to the United Nations
Special Rapporteur, Kathy McArdle, who continues
to sit on FFF’s board, shared an ordinary but tender
domestic moment while recounting the horrors of
Calvin’s arrest at their home early one morning by
eight armed immigration agents. Recalling the in-
teractions Calvin had with their son, she said, “Their
greatest joy was probably the tickle fights they used
to have, and just quiet moments together that can
never be duplicated by phone calls.” In the magazine
Colorlines, an older Joshua is quoted as remember-
ing his father’s cooking: “I miss his cooking. I really
liked his rice that he used to make, It had coconut
milk in it” (Wessler). Calvin, a LPR, had lived in the
United States for thirty-three years at the time of his
arrest and deportation in 2004.

Janis Rosheuvel, former executive director of FFF,
artribures the focus on men’s caregiving in their
households to the lived experience of these families.
Fathers struggling to find work often become the
primary caretakers, cooking their children dinner,
taking them to the park, and helping them with
their homework. FFF, she noted, represents men
and women who jointly care for their children and
elderly to survive in decaying urban areas while
working low-paying jobs without adequate benefits
(Rosheuvel). These inner city men of color have few
prospects of gainful employment, especially if they
have a criminal record or are undocumented. Roxroy,
for example, could not financially support his family,
Instead, he took on the role of the person who took

care of his children, his mother, who suffered from
Alzheimer's disease, and his infant grandchild, This
work ensured that his eighteen-year-old daugh-
ter could atte'nd a local university, His life story,
Rosheuvel points out, is not an exception when j
comes to members of the organization ‘
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are rare outside of femninist and queer spaces. As an

immigrant feminist who is involved in the moves
ment, the process of interrogating my skepticism
about FFF's mobilization of “families” and attend-
ing to FFF's analysis of the intersection between the
criminal legal system and immigration enforcement
underlines the importance of recognizing that the
organization of gender and sexuality lies at the heart
of immigration policy and, thus, addressing stat€
control over our intimate lives needs to be central to
visions of justice for migrants and their loved ones.
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The second decade of the twenty-first century is
witnessing significant political attacks on women’s
ability to use birth control—the Supreme Court case
Burwell v. Hobby Lobby (2014), the presidential cam-
paigns of Mitt Romney, Ted Cruz, and Rick San-
torum, and a plethora of state-level initiatives from
conservative and religious sources: such assaults often
elicit disbelief from progressive women. We thought
those battles were over. We thought we had won.
A Planned Parenthood ad reminds us that it's not
the 1950s anymore: “It is unbelievable that in 2014
we are still fighting about women’s access to basic
health care like birth control.” Progressive women
often ask, sarcastically, if this is 1915, not 2015, as
if the passage of a hundred years were a guarantor
of progress.

However, a stronger grasp of the history of the
birtl’ll control movement suggests otherwise: the an-
archists and socialists who fought those battles in the
ea'rly twentieth century would not, I think, be sur-
g::;ci réiiiiif’“;i eis stiill vgch us. I imagine chat
B s, Pipin] Bt -
Adolphe l,lobe);ts anZStman’ Puene Debs, Walter
for access to cont, fany, many others working
ddetihed raceptfon would know better, be-

of a Iarge):' struegrsizo ‘li{ bl;th concrolas 'a iy
tion to birth coﬁ P 'than looking at opposi-

. trol as a lingering r
otherwise settled =\l KSERROL i )
us to see birch F e'arher radicals encourage
control as inextricably woven inco

B

11t
mef"s-se;:?d |
2 - «0 iﬂbdofg cept!
4 sf‘;(mg &y
" fﬂsed. on*
o se* mer
A0 of chat %
ence and women’s studies at the Uni- Cef‘;ﬂhﬂe e o
he activism of anarchist women e85, ! ?ﬂ:d?
bor rights, and an end to war. (;e Sﬂfpﬂsnﬁo'
ice awards from the Universicy disb‘e,liz:f;itics 1
recently for scholarship that age?l (d” ot
peared in b’dcw he cloc
bz;lz | timeh
[one P"'She.s t:
other ongoing struggles for freedom and communigy, Vi _f e
Rather than assuming progress and being repeatedly vicm”esj
surprised at its absence, we could learn from earlie en-en® é
struggles to locate our understanding of birth cop. olding
trol in a more radical frame. f efforts ¥
The anarchists and socialists who fought for birth up the corr
control in the late nineteenth and early twentieth f progres:
centuries did not think they were winning a defini- che termsS
tive war but that they were engaging in a prolonged
and messy set of battles in which victories came at
significant costs, They understood that if women did RECLA
not control their own reproduction, someone else
would control it, since states, capitalists, churches, Linda G
and families have serious investments in controlling study W
women'’s bodies. It wasn't just attitudes that needed cal root:
to be changed but also institutions. They fought unknow
for birth control, not as a private decision between the Un
a woman and her doctor but as a potentially revo- with re
%utionary practice that radically challenged prevail- dire, T
ing power arrangements, including that of men over birth
women, capitalists over workers, militaries over sol- ments
diers, and churches over parishioners. Sﬂecri‘
The Supreme Court decision in Burwell v. Hobby been
Lobby offers an unwelcome opportunity to think sageé
abo.ut birth control through ‘an appreciation of its ing *
rad1cz.1' past. Many good questions have been asked birth,
regardmg the Hobby Lobby ruling—why do for-profit intg
corporations have religious rights? Why is men's Varig
Sex“ahtY. unproblematic, so that insurance COVer" Sar
age for Viagra and vasectomies is uncontested, whilé the
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en's sexuality is subject to scrutiny? Why are
o heforward medical distinctions between pre-
str8 conception and aborting a fetus ignored or
veﬂ;il‘:id? Why do many conservatives decry recre-
m,n a] sex on the part of women but seem uncon-
anO‘;d chat men might have sex for fun?
er%(]hile recognizing the legitimacy of these que-
ies, 1 want t0 raise a different question: Why are
e surprised? Why is our indignation tinged with
Jisbelief: “How could this happen in this day and
age?" Critics routinely call the decision “hopelessly
backward” and accuse critics of wanting to “turn
pack the clock,” as though there were a single his-
corical rimeline that carries us forward unless some-
one pushes us back. This is an utterly inadequate
view of history. Instead, we need to locate both our
victories and our defeats within multidirectional and
open-ended historical processes, not steps in a single
unfolding drama. We won't understand the tenacity
of efforts to control women’s sexuality until we give
up the comforting assumption that history is a story
of progress, and look more closely at the stakes and
the terms of political struggle.

RECLAIMING OUR RADICAL PAST

Linda Gordon rightly points out, in her landmark
study Woman's Body, Woman's Right, that the radi-
cal roots of the struggle for birth control are largely
unknown today. The situation faced by women in
the United States in the early twentieth century
with regard to controlling their reproduction was
dite. The main problem was not a lack of known
birth control technology, since, as Gordon docu-
ments, ancient, effective forms of birth control were
selectively available, but in the United States it had
been largely forced underground. In 1873 the pas-
$age of the Comstock Law, which criminalized send-
Ing “obscene” material through the mail, gathered
i‘u“h. COﬂtro!, sexuality, and radical ideas in general
Var(i)olts elﬂSt'lc net of prohibitions. During this time,
Sariesus barrier and suppository methods, called pes-
o, :e'-'e k'nOWn and available to wealthy women
Ugh their doctors but largely unknown or

unavailable to the poor. Diaphragms and condoms
had to be smuggled into the United States from
Europe. Politics, rather than technology, made birth
control unavailable to most American women, and to
change that situation political struggle was required.

From a contemporary point of view, it is startling

to realize that many anarchists and socialists placed
women’s access to birth control at the heart of social
revolution. We are accustomed to seeing the medi-
calized perspective—the claim that reproductive
choices are questions of women’s health and should
be left to women and their doctors—as the feminist
position, the position we must defend. Yet, there is
another set of feminist voices, radical voices, voices
that aimed to free women as well as liberate work-
ers, end war, and transform society. Jamaican writer
Walter Adolphe Roberts championed birth control
both to enhance women’s freedom and to advance
the cause of social revolution (Roberts 7). Emma
Goldman and Alexander Berkman located women’s
control over their reproduction as a central aspect
of workers' struggles and antiwar activism. Emma
Goldman’s journal Mother Earth devoted its April
1916 issue to birth control. Alexander Berkman's
journal The Blast concentrated on birth control in its
February 12, 1916, issue and mentioned it in sev-
eral others. While they supported Margaret Sanger
in her early activism, they objected to Sanger's later
strategy, which legitimized the birth control move-
ment by aligning it with (mostly male) doctors. The
radicals felt this approach removed birth control
from the larger political context while giving power
over women (including midwives) to doctors rather
than to women themselves. Understanding these
arguments can help feminists today learn from our
own movement's past and perhaps shape current re-
productive struggles as steps toward more radical
political change.

Anarchists and socialists who embraced birth
control framed it as a revolutionary demand to in-
clude sexual and reproductive freedom as necessary
aspects of social justice and individual autonomy.
Controlling one’s own reproduction was part of trans-
forming society. These progressive women and men
integrated the liberation of women’s sexuality into
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icapitali i ts.
their vocal anticapitalist, antiwar mass movemen

ght to control the laboring

Just as capitalism sou,
ntrol

bodies of workers and militaries sought to o
the fighting bodies of soldiers, so did pamarchal
families, churches, professions, and governments
seek to control the reproductive bodies of women.
Restrictions on birth control, they concluded, served
the interests of states by producing an endless supply
of cannon fodder for imperial wars, the interests of
capital by generating a reserve army of labor to keep
wages down, and the interests of organized religion
by maintaining women’s subservience and vulnet-
ability within families and communities. A free so-
ciety would be a society in which workers control
their own labor, soldiers control their own fighting,
and women control their own wombs. The radicals
watched with dismay as their vision of a transformed
society was displaced by the rise of a coalition be-
rween feminists, doctors, and the state to privatize
contraception as an issue “between a woman and
her doctor.” Understanding the potentially radical
implications of women’s reproductive freedom, they
also saw that some kinds of birth control reform
could reinforce patriarchy rather than challenge it.
Attention to these struggles can reframe contem-
porary debates over birth control. The Hobby Lobby
decision and other contraceptive losses for women
are not temporary backsliding or inexplicable throw-
backs to an earlier era but instead indicate ongoing
and predictable unrest over proper standards of sex-
uality and of women’s place. It would not surprise
earlier anarchist and socialist feminists that the cur-
rent Gilded Age, driven by neoliberal values and
global corporate priorities, includes 2 resurgent war
on women’s reproductive autonomy. These radicals
would, however, likely recoil from the pallid notion
thar birth control is a “women's issue” rather than
central aspect of a larger system of g a
contr?l. A fuller grasp of our radical
us think of history as a dynamic net
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W CAN BIRTH CONTROL
E‘é’ MORE RADICAL?

How might a greater app r.ECi%tion of hirel Contryg
radical past change fesinisms present and future
Perhaps it could give us an altemnative to being o
defensive: rather than asking for healthcare, we Mighe
demand freedom. Rather than s?eing doctors ag our
main partners, we might See unions, antiwar groyy
civil rights organizations, environmental groups, alge,.
native spiritual movements, and other radical comp,,
nities as coalition partners. There is a vibrant history
of such coalitions: the early years of the journal T,
Birth Control Review brought together labor leaders like
Bugene Debs, antiwar activists such as John Hayne
Holmes, and civil rights activists including W. E.
Dubois to endorse women's access to birth control a
a central aspect of freedom for all oppressed people.
Today, we could make common cause with others who
are similarly disadvantaged by, for example, judicial
rulings granting corporations personhood, defining
money as speech, and attributing religious identity
to for-profit businesses. We might become bolder, not
more cautious, in our thinking and acting,

For example, feminists often stress the difference
between preventing and terminating pregnancy in
order to use opposition to abortion to promote ac-
ceptance of birth control. Abortion and contracep-
tion are two separate issues, we say. Hobby Lobby’s
coure arguments are invalid because they confuse
technologies that prevent fertilization wich technolo-

igrlles. that remove fertilized eggs, we point our. We
ab‘(,)!;i Ei‘:iliowho oppose abortion to agree with uS
to birth cone merl because, if all women had access
These are ver . idthem would be fewer aborti‘or'ls-
Mary Ware Dyeo arguments: birth control activist

nnett made the exact same claims in

her 192 :
tion frorﬁntiiok advocating the removal of contracep”
€ category of obscenity (12). Perhaps W¢

primary
pefore €
oral cor
than pr
titute @
deman
we war
sexual
“pligh
sexual
are so:

a “pli
wome
over-
fOt fr
want
Nitje



.j()“]
lewS

op concentratin,
3 to Stop " 2 on these arguments. Eyen
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» be working. I suspect they give —— TEP ?r
uch,

.. clearly abortion and
While clear’y fid contraception are djffer-

ent, i€ 18 thFir common value to women who want ¢
conff"l ch'elr 'Eerullty that makes both birth c0mr0(;
and abort;on 'm.t(; Sta;ieets of conservative wrath.
Also, feminis n stress the priori
o discredit other possible relations, say, between a
woman and her employer, a woman and her husband
, woman and her Supreme Court justices. Perhap;
we need to stop doing that too. Medicalization of
concraception has come to be the progressive posi-
+ion, the position we have to defend. But that only
happened because more radical, more feminist per-
spectives Were sidelined. Maybe it’s time to stress
women's freedom—and access to affordable and
high quality healthcare would surely be an aspect
of that freedom—rather than women’s health as our
primary goal. When Sandra Fluke bravely testified
before Congress in 2012 about the importance of
oral contraception for treating health issues other
than pregnancy, she was vilified as a slut and a pros-
ritute anyway (Moorhead). So perhaps it’s time to
demand access to the birth control techniques that
we want rather than parsing our desires to downplay
sexual freedom. Calling on the courts to consider the
“olight” of women who use contraception for non-
sexual purposes implicitly suggests that those uses
are somehow more legitimate, that women who have
a “plight” are more worthy of consideration than
women who have a cause. If contraceptives wete sold
over-the-counter at affordable prices or distributed
for free at accessible clinics, then women's reasons for
wanting them would be irrelevant and the opportu-
nities to judge women’s sexuality might diminish.

NOTE

b My_‘tha“ks to Nicole Sunday Grove, Jairus Grove, and
Lori Marso for their help on this essay. An eaclier version
appeared in The Contemporary Condition, 14 July 2014.

Ferguso

K of oppositio?
n of men

Walsh of
freedom

es sped

Further, feminists sometim ]
l,a questh

to birth control as psychologica Jaan
fears of women's sexual autonomy-

omen’s
Salon.com writes of a deep fear - wSl wi's sex for
on the Right; Dan Savage VLIRSS o.n Ogé with either
pleasure that they hate.” 1 don't disagre

==
m furthe

of these claims, but I want t© pu?h dfle edom is nOt
opposition to women's reproductive 1

he
_ : ang-up- T
primarily a bad attitude of e:moﬂodn(fll k':'nug(:ions that
. . ins

structures an

interests of material conduct Wat,

distribute resources, organize labor, g
and administer spirituality 2r€ fu-ﬂy in p‘C Y.ust o
control keeps coming back as an issue N0 h}s e
cause men don't get it but because C?tha e, b
and patrlarchal religions af

state, empire, war
’ i ’ ons have 20 enormous

in power, and those institutt e Congralling
stake in controlling women's sexuality. Lom

access to physical pleasure, managing d.em Og?aph“:
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d to give up the comforting
idea that history is on our side, that progress toward
fuller rights and greater equality is written into- the
order of things, once we dispense with those irra-
tional, wrong-thinking obstructionists. History, 1
think, isn’t on anyone’s side; more importantly, there
are many histories, many trajectories, and many dif-
ferent futures past. When feminists assure us, as Joan
Walsh recently did, that “the right's crippling panic
over women’s autonomy will eventually doom it to
irrelevance,” or, as Amanda Marcote commented,
“the anti-sex argument is a losing argument,” we
should question the implicit progress narrative

among other outcomes,
Finally, feminists nee

folded into such guarantees. We are neither doomed
nor blessed—rather, we have multiple opportunities
to struggle for a better world and we should think

carefully about their possibilities.



