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Abstract
This paper asks why reproductive gains have sometimes
amounted to reproductive abuse for Indigenous women
in Canada. Guided by an intersectional and decolonial
approach, it provides a historical material critique of
the individualized rights discourse and reformist goals
that tend to underlay feminist struggles in Canada. It
explores how Western feminism might support decolonization and reproductive justice.
Résumé
Cet article demande pourquoi les gains en matière de
reproduction se sont parfois traduits par des abus en
matière de reproduction pour les femmes autochtones
au Canada. Guidé par une approche intersectionnelle et
décoloniale, il fournit une critique matérielle historique
du discours sur les droits individualisés et des objectifs
réformistes qui ont tendance à sous-tendre les luttes
féministes au Canada. Il explore comment le féminisme
occidental pourrait soutenir la décolonisation et la justice reproductive.
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There is presently much discussion among
scholars, activists, and social policy researchers over the
meaning, methodology, and theory of intersectionality.
What began as a critique by women of colour and Indigenous women of social movements that overlooked the
realities of life for those marginalized because of their
gender, but also because of their race, class, sexuality,
indigeneity and/or (dis)ability (Crenshaw 1991; Combahee River Collective 1983; Collins 2000; Davis 1983;
Smith 2000; Smith 2005c; Lorde 1984), has expanded
to include a vast literature on the multifaceted aspects
of oppression and how laws, policies, and social structures are experienced differently based on the social
location one occupies. Intersectionality is now increasingly incorporated into Women’s and Gender Studies
programs as a legitimate approach to social theory and
is being adopted by mainstream scholars and activists
as a tool guiding research, organizing, and analysis
(McCall 2005; Hankivsky 2011; Mason 2010; Simpson
2009). Through this mainstreaming process, much of
the radical potential that comes from understanding
the interlocking social relations that oppress risks being blunted or misunderstood as a plea by marginalized
populations for assimilation into the current system
(Dhamoon 2011; Puar 2007). Worse still, this approach
is in danger of being used to reify identities into objects
of study, or of it becoming the object of study, rather
than a prescription for transformative action (Hillsburg
2013; Jordan-Zachery 2007; Simien 2007). Although no
definitive conclusions have been reached, current discussions confirm the need to keep “intersectionality”
grounded in the struggle for social justice by developing
politics of liberation that seek explicitly to challenge, on
a material level, the social relations that oppress while
paying attention to our interconnectedness and differences, or the different work required of us to ensure justice for our communities.
For this thematic cluster, I contribute to ongoing discussions by outlining a grounded politic of liberation that employs an intersectional approach and

110

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

focuses on issues of reproductive justice as one aspect
of a larger project of social justice. Starting from the
lived experiences of Indigenous women in Canada,
this essay refers to rarely acknowledged instances of
coercion, like forced sterilization, abusive abortions,
and the promotion of birth control for population
control ends, which took place while mainstream feminism was fighting for or celebrating increased access
to these same services. Seeking to develop a decolonial analysis useful to non-Indigenous peoples living
on Indigenous lands, this work provides a historical
and material critique of what could more accurately be
termed a form of settler feminism and the individualized rights discourse and reformist goals that, by and
large, underlay the movement. It is a central premise
of this paper that reproductive rights gained from
within an inherently unjust system have reinforced relations of exploitation and subjugation for all women
despite the improvement in quality of life some may
experience from these. Conceding these rights has allowed the state to shape our movements in ways that
has limited their relevance for many. This has restricted the ability of Western feminism to call for a radical
transformation of the social relations of oppression in
ways necessary to ensure justice for anyone. I argue
that by falling short of fundamentally revolutionizing
the relations of exploitation upon which the current
capitalist, heteropatriarchal, and colonial system is
based, what is being offered to women as reproductive rights pales in comparison to the knowledge and
self-determination women could hold and have held
over our bodies under different modes of social organization. At the same time, these options have helped
reinforced reproductive regulation and relations of colonialism for Indigenous women and their peoples. To
achieve reproductive justice requires that we explicitly challenge the larger social relations that have led to
our lack of bodily self-determination in the first place.
It also requires that we grapple with the longstanding
criticisms waged against our movements.
In discussing possible ways forward in our
struggles, as settlers, this work engages Indigenous
critiques that highlight intersecting issues, which are
central to Indigenous understandings of reproductive
justice, a concept directly connected to questions of
decolonization and Indigenous resurgence. These critiques have direct implications for western reproducAtlantis 38.1, 2017

tive rights movements and settler feminism in general. I
apply these in conjunction with other feminist works to
better understand what it means for Western feminism
to adopt a justice approach in its struggles for bodily
self-determination with hopes that it can also become
a tool of decolonization. To take a reproductive justice
approach necessitates a change in conversation and a
broadening of the nature and scope of the struggles we
face. Our physical and reproductive bodies are intrinsically connected to the broader social world in which
we live, the structural relations that inform our social
locations, and our consequent experiences of privilege and/or oppression. To improve our reproductive
lives in ways that avoid reinforcing these polarities of
experience, we must understand the interconnections
between these and the social relations that create them
and intersectionality as a tool of analysis is useful here.
Insights gained by doing so hold the possibility of radically transforming our struggles in ways that could
allow us to cultivate necessary and decolonial alliances with others. Taken together, this work asks us to reflect on the meaning and purpose of intersectionality
as a tool for social justice. It pushes us to think beyond
identity politics by re-centering a systemic analysis and
a focus on structural change as key aspects of justice
work, goals which have always been central to the critical scholars whose thinking is often credited with informing the term.
Reproductive Rights or Reproductive Abuse? It
Depends on Who You Ask
I recently completed research on the coercive
sterilization of Aboriginal women in Canada (Stote
2015). This work confirms that up to 1200 sterilizations
were carried out from 1970 to 1976 on Aboriginal women from at least 52 northern settlements and in federally-operated Medical Services Hospitals. There are many
aspects of this history that make these sterilizations coercive, including the failure of health officials to follow
guidelines on when sterilizations could be performed
and the lack of informed consent and inadequate use
of interpreters when these took place. There also existed a general climate of paternalism that sometimes led
doctors to perform the procedure on women “for their
own good” (70-73). As this research progressed, it became clear that Aboriginal women experienced abuse
through the provision of other reproductive services as
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well. The documents reviewed tell us that prior to the
1969 amendment to the Criminal Code decriminalizing
contraceptives, the first high dose hormonal birth control pill was distributed to Indigenous women in areas
across Canada as a part of a “departmentally directed
course of instruction” in an attempt to reduce the birth
rate in Indigenous communities (60-70). At least some
officials hoped this would translate into savings by allowing government to decrease the size of the homes
it would need to provide for Indigenous peoples. Discussions at the time also show a concern with how this
practice was perceived by Indigenous peoples who were
charging genocide in response to their treatment at the
hands of government and this influenced moves toward
decriminalization. It was anticipated that making contraceptives available to all would protect government
from potential liability while influencing the birth rate
among specific groups, like Aboriginal peoples (68).
The passage of the 1969 Omnibus Health Bill also
allowed a woman to legally procure an abortion when
a therapeutic abortion committee agreed a pregnancy would endanger her mental, emotional, or physical
health (Statutes of Canada 1968-69). While some continued to be denied access to the service, others were
subject to the procedure for economic reasons (Stevens
1974a, 1974b). The Badgley Committee (1977), formed
in 1975 to study the equitable operation of abortion
law in Canada, also found that some women were
pressured to consent to sterilization when in the vulnerable position of applying for an abortion and that
this was sometimes used as a prerequisite to obtaining
the service (360). An investigation into abortion practices in the North began as a result of one Indigenous
woman claiming she was forced to undergo the procedure without anaesthesia. Her story led to nearly 100
complaints from others who had similar experiences
(Walsh 1992; Lowell 1995) and a subsequent medical
audit confirmed these and other abuses. In British Columbia, a Task Force on Access to Contraception and
Abortion Services (1994) revealed that, because they
lived in poverty, Indigenous women were sometimes
pressured by health care providers to have abortions,
consent to sterilization, or submit to long-acting contraceptives, denying them the right to make genuine
choices about their reproduction (10, 14). More recently, allegations were made that Aboriginal women were
subject to Depo-Provera as a first choice option in an
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attempt to alleviate strain on inadequately funded public health and social services (Hawaleshka 2005; Smith
2005a; Tait 2000, 14-15).
While these injustices were being carried out,
whether forced sterilization, abusive abortions, or the
promotion of birth control for population control ends,
others were mobilizing, and in some cases continue to
mobilize, for increased access to these same services.
Voluntary sterilization is a popular form of birth control
among primarily middle-class heterosexual couples;
birth control is viewed as a key means of reproductive
control; and access to safe, legal, and state-provided
abortion on demand is considered a fundamental right
that remains of central concern to Western feminism.
There are consistent contradictions between the sought
after reforms of Western feminism (relating to our reproductive lives and beyond) and how these are experienced by Indigenous women. To acknowledge these
contradictions is an important first step toward understanding that securing state-sanctioned and individually-based rights does not necessarily ensure justice for
communities of people. Rights and justice are in fact
two different ends, though one need not be exclusive of
the other. This reality also highlights the need to listen
to the voices of those most marginalized who have not
always experienced rights as gains.
Is Anybody Listening? Taking Critiques Seriously
There is no shortage of voices challenging the
relevance of a movement that has often been on the
wrong side of the history when it comes to the lived
realities of marginalized people(s). Western feminism
has been accused of various forms of racism and of
benefiting from or actively participating in colonialism
(Danforth 2011; Devereux 2005; Lawrence and Dua
2005). Sometimes, it has ignored or dismissed the fact
that women occupy fundamentally different positions
within Indigenous societies and are respected for these
(Grande 2004; St. Denis 2007; Wagner 2001). Other
times, feminism has appropriated this knowledge for
its own purposes or has imposed on Aboriginal women the need to choose between their gender identity
and indigeneity (Danforth 2010; Monture 1995; Smith
2005c). More recently, a swell of literature has called
on feminism to decolonize by paying attention to how
we teach and what we leave out and how our struggles are shaped in ways that erase Indigenous peoples
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and continue to make us complicit in the colonization
of Indigenous lands (Arvin, Tuck, and Morrill 2013;
Grey 2003; Morgenson 2011; Sehdev 2013; Smith 2013;
Tuck and Yang 2012; Walia 2012). Nearly 15 years ago,
anti-racist feminist Sunera Thobani (2001) pushed us
to realize that there will be no social justice, no anti-racism, no feminist emancipation, no liberation of
any kind for anybody on this continent unless Aboriginal peoples win their demands for self-determination.
She is quite right, but with few exceptions, I am not
sure conversations in non-Indigenous communities
have progressed much beyond this initial challenge.
Certainly little scholarship acknowledges the reproductive abuses mentioned here or ties broader Indigenous critiques explicitly to issues of reproduction justice (Cook 2008; Danforth 2010; Wiebe and Konsmo
2014). I seek to further these discussions from a settler
perspective by reflecting on the implications of these
critiques for Western feminism and its notions of reproductive justice and decolonization.
Western reproductive struggles have too often
overlooked the reproductive experiences of women
marginalized because of their racialized, poverty, and/
or Indigenous status. The very notion of reproductive
justice originates in this fact. Coined by a caucus of African American women in 1994, reproductive justice
can be defined as the ability of any woman to determine
her reproductive destiny and it links this ability directly
to the conditions of her life and her community (Ross
2011). Loretta Ross (2011) explains that the ability of
Indigenous women and women of color to control what
happens to their bodies is constantly challenged by poverty, racism, environmental degradation, sexism, homophobia, and a host of other injustices. This concept
challenges us to understand that our reproductive lives
do not exist in isolation from other aspects of ourselves
and that reproductive oppression is connected to other
human and Indigenous rights violations, economic exploitation, and the pollution of the environment (Asian
Communities for Reproductive Justice 2005; Sillman
et al. 2004; Wiebe and Konsmo 2014). Too often, the
struggle for legal access to abortion has taken precedent over the concerns of women of color, Indigenous
women, or those from other marginalized groups. As a
consequence, the experiences of reproductive oppression lived by these groups through state attempts to
control their fertility and undermine their communities
Atlantis 38.1, 2017

have been ignored (Roberts 1998; Torpy 2000). As Ross
(2011) states:
The isolation of abortion from other social justice issues
that concern all our communities contributes to, rather
than counters, reproductive oppression. Abortion isolated from other social justice/human rights issues neglects
issues of economic justice, the environment, criminal justice, immigrants’ rights, militarism, discrimination based
on race and sexual identity, and a host of other concerns
directly affecting an individual woman’s decision-making
process. (4)

Reproductive justice calls us to pay attention to how
broader social, political, and economic factors work to
discipline the reproductive lives of some and to privilege those of others while these conditions shape the
choices we all make (Luna and Luker 2013). At its core,
reproductive justice is an intersectional concept. It is
useful to understanding the experiences of Indigenous
women discussed here because it requires attention be
paid to the social relations which give rise to coercion
and calls on these to be transformed in order to achieve
justice.
The reproductive justice movement has offered
trenchant criticisms of mainstream reproductive struggles. A fundamental aspect extensively critiqued is the
notion of individual choice that underlies much reproductive rights discourse. Many point out that we cannot
ignore the fact that women make choices in different
contexts and there are multiple factors that constrain
the options available to us at any given time. Marlene
Gerber Fried and Loretta Ross (1992) tell us that freedom of choice is a privilege not enjoyed by those whose
lives are shaped by poverty and discrimination (36-37).
Because of this, as Rickie Solinger (2001) writes, choice
often has two faces. Even though the contemporary language of choice promises dignity and reproductive autonomy to women, when it is applied to the question of
poor women and motherhood, it begins to sound a lot
like the language of eugenics: women who cannot afford
to make choices are not fit to be mothers (223). Indeed,
eugenics played a role in legitimating coercive sterilization, and population control and economic interests
were motivating factors in the reproductive abuses experienced by Indigenous, racialized, and other marginalized women.
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We also cannot separate the reproductive violence experienced by Indigenous women from the larger systemic violence perpetrated as a result of colonialism. Sheila Cote-Meek (2014) argues that the process of
colonialism in whatever its form is necessarily violent.
Indigenous women and their peoples, and the environments upon which they depend to subsist, have been
subject to violence since settler colonists came to the
Americas. This violence has manifested in many ways,
whether through forced starvation policies (Daschuk
2013), the portrayal and exploitation of Indigenous
women as sexual objects (Anderson 2016), or through
legislative and policy means, including but not limited to residential schools and the Indian Act (Jamieson
1978; Chrisjohn and Young 2006). Leanne Simpson
(2004) highlights how this violence extends to the other
forms of life and the land in general, whether through
clear-cut logging, overfishing and hunting animals to
extinction, or resources extraction projects, which upset the ecological and cultural balance of communities.
All this negatively impacts the health and wellbeing of
Indigenous peoples, the ability of communities to subsist outside the wage economy, and hinders, though it
has not completely impeded, the ability of Indigenous
peoples to fulfill their responsibilities as caretakers of
the land (Brown 1996; Cook 2008; McGregor 2009).
It is this historical and material setting that informs the reproductive abuses experienced by Indigenous women in Canada and these cannot be fully understood outside of this context. Indigenous women
continue to make reproductive choices under conditions of colonialism and assimilation. The abuses mentioned here have been perpetrated by a colonial government with the help of Western institutions, including
Western medicine. Aboriginal women have the right, as
members of their own peoples, to decide what reproductive options to employ whether these originate in
Western or Indigenous ways. In Indigenous societies,
women practice/d autonomy over their bodies and reproductive lives and have alternate ways of controlling
fertility, inducing abortion and giving birth (Anderson
2011; Boyer 2014; National Aboriginal Health Association 2008). It is only through the process of colonialism
that this autonomy and these ways were undermined
(Jasen 1997; Lawford and Giles 2013). This was a necessary part of imposing colonial relations on Indigenous
peoples. As Theresa Lightfoot states, “It’s disrespectful
Atlantis 38.1, 2017

to pretend like RJ wasn’t alive in our communities…
Our RJ was made illegal on purpose, but that’s never
mentioned anywhere” (cited in Danforth 2010, n.p.).
Colonialism has created a situation where Western services are often presented as the only option and this allows for coercion and abuse.
Simpson (2014) states that Western feminism
has not been an ally in the fight against the violence
Indigenous women experience because this violence,
including reproductive violence, cannot be addressed
without engaging with issues of colonialism. Tara Williamson (2014) is more explicit when she says that
most Canadians “don’t give a shit” about the violence
Indigenous women experience because our existence
as settlers is vested in a system that depends on this
violence. The prominent focus on rights and individualized choice in our movements overlooks this larger
context and obfuscates any systematic abuse directed
toward certain populations. As Justine Smith (1999)
points out, in the current Native context, where women
often find the only contraceptives available are dangerous, where unemployment rates are as high as 80%, and
where life expectancy can be as low as 47 years, reproductive “choice” defined so narrowly is meaningless. Instead, Native women and men must fight for community self-determination and sovereignty over health care
(211). In order to create a context in which choice becomes a meaningful concept, decolonization on a material level needs to happen. Aboriginal peoples must be
returned the lands, resources, and freedom to provide
for their own subsistence in ways they choose without
stipulations.
But what implications do these critiques have
for Western feminism in its struggles for reproductive
self-determination? By pushing us to go beyond current rights discourse, which presupposes the existence
of fundamentally unjust relations, a justice approach requires us to connect issues more broadly by mobilizing
against the relations that create all of our struggles and
to see how these struggles are interrelated. As Andrea
Smith (2005b) highlights, we need to reject single issue politics as they have informed reproductive rights
discourse and feminism in general as an agenda that
not only does not serve Indigenous women, but actually promotes structures of oppression that keep all
women from having real choices or healthy lives. Instead, the dismantling of heteropatriarchal capitalism
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and colonialism needs to be made central (133, 135).
This means Western feminism needs to resist renaming our reproductive rights struggles as justice struggles
and carry on in a way that continues to take for granted
the current historical and material relations. If we are to
pursue goals that are good for all women, we must move
beyond reformist strategies by making the active transformation of these longstanding relations a priority. In
doing so, we are inescapably bound to Indigenous peoples in that our liberation, reproductive or otherwise,
cannot come without that of Indigenous peoples. As
Scott Lauria Morgenson (2011) has written, Natives and
non-Natives are “caught up in one another” (2) and, as
settlers, we need to learn to act in relationship to others
in struggle (230). A justice approach can allow for this
by requiring us to locate the struggle for control over
our reproductive bodies within a broader context that
is not disconnected from, but fundamentally related to,
these other issues.
Acting in Relationship: Connecting the Historical
Dots
As I follow the state of reproductive and broader
feminist struggles in Canada, I find myself wondering
whether Western feminism has forgotten that the capitalist, heteropatriarchal, and colonial system in place
is dependent on the oppression and exploitation of all
women (albeit in different ways)? For Western women, this includes a history of subjugation as patriarchy
was imposed and, later, with the rise of primitive accumulation and the removal of peasants from the land
(Lerner 1986; Federici 2004). The process of imposing these relations was accompanied by brutal attacks
against common folk, and against women in particular,
the most notable instance of this being the witch hunts
(Federici 2004; Mies 1986). The witch hunts were part
of a process which saw private interests solidify access
to land and the wealth flowing from it (Federici 2004).
This process involved the imposition of a set of laws and
practices that reinforced heteropatriarchal relations
conducive to capitalism by establishing strict gender binaries; by promoting sexual and other forms of violence
against women; and by policing alternative sexualities.
The witch hunts were also part of a war against women
as they were separated from their means of subsistence,
their labour was devalued, and knowledge and control over their bodies was expropriated (Federici 2004;
Atlantis 38.1, 2017

Riddle 1997). The increased medicalization of women’s
bodies also saw female healers, midwives, and alternative health and healing practices suppressed and discredited (Ehrenreich and English 2005). Modern Western medicine arose out of these relations and was based
on this theft. What does it mean, then, to turn to this
same state-supported medical system as the only option
for reproductive justice?
Current reproductive struggles that seek to establish, secure, or strengthen access to state-provided
services stemming from the medical-industrial complex leave our movements vulnerable to the whims of
the state and private interests. This reality effectively
works to frame the scope of our struggles by limiting
our demands to those rights that are offered and then
withheld or by us thinking institutions that have been
actively involved in our oppression are the most effective means through which to better our individual and
collective lives. It also impedes potentially more radical
and all-encompassing demands for collective change in
a way that reproductive justice demands. I believe this
is part of what Audre Lorde (1984) was getting at in
her much quoted words, “the master’s tools will never
dismantle the master’s house” (112). Pursuing change
within the already laid out parameters set by the state
may allow some of us temporary reprieve, but this route
alone will never bring about genuine change. She also
says this fact is most threatening to those who still define the master’s house as their only source of support
(112). By and large, Western feminism continues to be
invested in the settler colonial state as the only medium for change and Western medical services as the only
options from which to gain reproductive control and its
struggles are limited as a result.
We need to ask ourselves whether institutions
responsible for creating unjust relations or that have
arisen out of and are meant to perpetuate these can, at
the same time, be looked to for justice. I am not alone
here. More generally, Martha Gimenez (2005) writes
that reforms sought by Western feminism from within the system have been partial and incomplete because
these gains are only accessible to those with the privilege to take advantage of them. No doubt, the increase
in various rights has resulted in substantial improvements in the opportunities and quality of life of some
individual women, but as Gimenez points out, these
have not and cannot substantially alter the status of all
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women. They remain inherently limited achievements
because they have not altered the social relations that
form the basis of our struggles and that are presupposed
by the very existence of the state (28). This sentiment
is echoed by Barbara Smith (2000) whose words here
are directed at the gay rights movement, but which are
directly relevant to reproductive rights movements as
well. Smith writes:
If the gay movement wants to make a real difference, as
opposed to settling for handouts, it must consider creating
a multi-issue revolutionary agenda. This is not about political correctness, it’s about winning…Gay rights are not
enough for me, and I doubt that they’re enough for most
of us. Frankly, I want the same thing now that I did thirty
years ago…freedom. (184)

State-provided reproductive rights are not enough to
achieve justice. It is only by revolutionizing the relations upon which exploitation and oppression are based
that the abuses experienced by women can be overcome (Mies 1985, 553). In her critique of attempts by
Western feminism to secure concessions from the state
rather than overthrow the larger relations that oppress,
Lee Maracle (1993) tells us that our mutual survival as
settlers and Indigenous peoples requires that we cut the
strings that tie us to the current system and find new
threads to bind us together (158).
Jessica Danforth (2010) has written one of the
few pieces that explicitly addresses Indigenous reproductive justice in a Canadian context and, through her
work as the founder of the Native Youth Sexual Health
Network, she and her colleagues have connected Indigenous reproductive health to a host of interlinked
issues, including but not limited to the right to culturally-safe sexuality education, environmental justice, violence prevention and awareness, sex work outreach,
prison in-reach, two-spirit advocacy and awareness,
and the reclaiming of traditional knowledge of Indigenous masculinities and feminisms. In this piece, Erin
Konsmo offers a description of reproductive justice in
the following way:
Reproductive justice to me means having my cycles as a
woman being connected with the cycles of nature, it means
having that connection be strong and healthy. It means being able to make decisions over that health including when
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and if I have children, the ability to make decisions to not
follow full term with a pregnancy… It also means having
the ability to sit and listen to my kookum (grandmother)
tell me in her own indigenous language (which she lost)
with my feet in the dirt and hands planting seeds how my
reproductive system is interconnected with the earth. It
is not some foreign white concept written on cleaned up
white paper, it is poetry, beautiful and real. Beautiful with
my feet in the dirt. (in Danforth 2010, n.p.)

Reproductive justice for Indigenous peoples is intimately related to broader struggles for environmental justice,
cultural rights and respect for Indigenous ways of knowing and doing, and, ultimately, for material decolonization and self-determination.
Danforth (2010) also challenges us to consider
whether justice for Indigenous peoples can be achieved
without challenging the very legitimacy of the Canadian
state as it currently exists. She is not alone here either.
Zainab Amadahy and Bonita Lawrence (2009) point out
that the notion that Indigenous nations can coexist with
the Canadian state, whose ideologies, values and institutions lead to the poisoning of the air, water, and land
upon which we all depend and that form the basis of
Indigenous identities and cultures, is increasingly being
questioned. The existence of a nation-state presupposes relations of domination and control that are at odds
with Indigenous struggles and approaches to the world
(105-136). These relations give rise to reproductive coercion and abuse and there are direct connections between environmental injustices in Indigenous communities, reproductive health, and the cultural wellbeing
of a people (Cook 2008; Wiebe and Konsmo 2014). As
non-Indigenous people, we need to know that the existence of the current nation-state presupposes social
relations that also deny us the ability to exist in healthy
ways or to justly provide for our subsistence as well.
The relations that undermine the rights of Indigenous
peoples to self-determination are products of a system
that is responsible for polluting our bodies and environments too.1 It is erroneous for feminism to think that
reproductive justice for anyone can be achieved from
within this context.
Possible Ways Forward? Or, Things to Think About
In practice, what does all this mean for Western
feminism and our reproductive struggles? As first step,
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I think we must critically assess the types of choices we
are being offered and from which we all must choose.
Many of the options available are developed by pharmaceutical companies with profits in mind and they are
harmful to our bodies or are only available from an expert-based, male-dominated medical system (Minkin
1980; Shea 2007; Warsh 2010). Are these state-sanctioned choices truly gains or do they pale in comparison to the control and understanding we could hold
and have held over our bodies under different modes
of social organization? Judith Richter (1996) argues
that any method of reproductive control must be women-centered and the benefits and risks of technologies
need to be assessed before they are developed. This assessment should be based on the needs and concerns of
women and a consideration of how these technologies
may be employed within the larger social context. In
other words, society should not develop contraceptive
technologies just because it has the ability to do so if
these are harmful to our bodies or run the risk of being
wielded in coercive ways.
Twenty five years ago, Betsy Hartman (1987) argued there are two sets of rights at issue if women are
to gain reproductive freedom. This must include the
fundamental right of women to control our reproduction. To achieve this, we need to transform the relationship between the provider and recipient of reproductive services by taking control out of the hands of the
medical profession and placing it back into the hands
of women (32-34). This involves more than ensuring
informed consent protocols are followed. It includes
developing or (re)establishing alternatives to options
stemming only from state-supported Western medicine. Are there potentially safer options, which exist
or remain underexplored and under-researched, that
are not based on technologies controlled by for-profit
industries, but that rely instead on women having intimate knowledge and control over their bodies, lives,
and environments? Women cannot have control over
their reproductive lives if they do not have the choice
to choose otherwise.
To have reproductive justice also requires that we
consider as part of our reproductive lives the broader
labours necessary and vital to our ability to live, feed
ourselves, and reproduce, or for society to continue to
function. Silvia Federici (2004) highlights how the enclosure of lands necessary to impose current social reAtlantis 38.1, 2017

lations on Western peoples involved at the same time
the enclosure of our bodies and reproductive processes in the interest of capital (61-163). She pushes us to
consider reproductive labour as part of a broader social
reproductive work, or the complex activities, relations,
and institutions that exist to produce and reproduce
life (and labour power) under a capitalist heteropatriarchy (Federici 2012). Reproductive labor, which goes
beyond childbirth to include domestic work, child raising, daily provisioning, subsistence farming, or even sex
work, is disproportionately performed by women and,
in a capitalist heteropatriarchy, this work is devalued or
unvalued while it remains integral to our existence and
the continued functioning of the current system (Shiva
1989; Mies 1986; Waring 1990). Federici (2012) points
out that more recent structural adjustments imposed
through the politics of economic liberalization and globalization serve as a form of sterilization because of the
decline in life expectancy that results from policies that
are destructive to human life and the environment. In
this sense, reproductive justice is joined directly here
with economic justice in that the political and economic relations under which we live have direct impacts on
our life expectancy, quality of life, and, more broadly, on
our reproductive and social lives.
With respect to Indigenous peoples in Canada,
Pamela Palmater (2011) has argued similarly that the
effects of colonial policy and the structural poverty
conditions and chronic underfunding of vital social
services imposed by the federal government are causing a “death by poverty” in Indigenous communities.
This reality, too, is directly correlated with the reproductive and broader health of Indigenous peoples. Reproduction justice, then, depends on us having control
over our economic and social lives and this requires a
radical transformation of the political and economic
relations upon which Canada is based. Hartman (1987)
has also argued that everyone on earth has the right
to subsistence by having our basic human needs met
and by having society value and support all the labors
that go into meeting these needs (32-34). Despite government rhetoric, it is possible to create such a society. It is also possible for us to mobilize in ways which
make this vision a priority. The question we need to ask
is whether any of this can be achieved from within a
system based on values, principles, and relations that
are antithetical to this vision. In pursuing these goals,
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settlers, including Western feminists, also need to understand that it is not our lands or resources that need
to be redistributed to do all this, that we are living on
the territories of Indigenous peoples. The fact that our
existence has come to depend on what is not ours does
not negate this reality. As Janet McCloud states, feminism needs to lose the privilege it acquires as a settler
movement by joining Indigenous peoples in liberating
their lands and lives for as long as it takes to make this
happen (in Grande 2004, 150-151). Our conception
of reproductive justice needs to be explicitly linked to
these broader issues.
In order to decolonize, some argue that we actually need to make the state irrelevant by developing
new structures and ways of meeting our needs based
on mutuality, relatedness, and respect (Smith 2013;
Maile, Tuck, and Morrill 2013). To be effective, these
efforts need to involve Indigenous and non-Indigenous
peoples. Indigenous struggles for self-determination
are unique to each nation in question and often include
a focus on restoring land-based languages and ways
of life, revitalizing Indigenous institutions and social
structures as informed by Indigenous worldviews, and
dealing individually and collectively with the effects of
colonialism in Indigenous lives. This work is for Indigenous peoples to carry out in ways decided upon and
directed by their communities. However, these efforts
would be made much easier if Western impositions on
Indigenous peoples stopped and this is where settlers,
including Western feminism, can be most useful. Our
work toward decolonization needs to go beyond only
offering support to Indigenous struggles. We must also
take up our responsibilities as treaty partners and as
members of the natural world in ways that promote alternative ways of living, being, and relating to one another. As Nora Butler Burke (2004) writes:

lations with Indigenous peoples when its very existence
is meant to help facilitate the continuance of a system
based on exploitative relations and the control and suppression of viable alternative ways of life. It is up to us to
engage directly and collectively with the historical and
material relations of capitalism, heteropatriarchy, and
colonialism in ways that undermine their existence —
by creating alternate means of production and reproduction that are based on just relations with Indigenous
peoples and a direct connection with and respect for
our means of subsistence.
In our efforts, we would do well to listen to and
take the time to understand the fundamental critiques
Indigenous peoples have consistently voiced about our
way of life and worldviews. Krysta Williams (2011)
tells us that, without acknowledging Indigenous voices, there can be no peace and no choice and this ignorance and lack of will to listen comes not only from
oppressive forces, but from feminist and activist communities as well (Williams and Ligate, 153-164). The
act of listening has much to teach us about real, living,
and sustainable alternatives to the system in place. Indigenous ways of life have consistently stood in opposition to the ideologies, values, and ways of relating
to each other and the natural world that are inherent
to the current mode of production and, by and large,
they continue to stand in opposition to these today. It
is exactly these ways of life that need to be respected in
order to properly address the grievances of Indigenous
peoples. Re-learning different ways of living as we take
up our responsibilities as settlers has the potential to
shift our ideological frameworks and the nature of our
struggles, and this will place us in a better position to
reclaim autonomy over our reproductive lives as well.
As Jeanette Armstrong (1995) asks in relation to the
resurgence work being done by Indigenous peoples on
the west coast:

A decolonisation movement cannot be comprised solely of solidarity and support for Indigenous peoples’ sovereignty and self-determination. If we are in support of
self-determination, we too need to be self-determining.
It is time to cut the state out of this relationship, and to
replace it with a new relationship, one which is mutually
negotiated, and premised on a core respect for autonomy
and freedom. (4)

What do we stand for? What do we give our coming generations? How do we ensure a healthy lifestyle for them?
How are we going to implement the changes that are necessary for the survival of our communities?…What, historically, do we need to remember and relearn and reteach,
and what are the values that go along with that? (183)

These are not only questions for Indigenous peoples.
We cannot rely solely on the state to implement just re- As settlers, we also need to ask ourselves these quesAtlantis 38.1, 2017
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tions and begin the difficult work necessary to (re)
build our knowledge of practices and ways of living
prior to, or different from, those required by the current system.
Taken together, the voices highlighted here are
urging us to understand that justice needs to be all-encompassing or it is not justice. Neither is decolonization a metaphor (Tuck and Yang 2012). It is something
that should unsettle us internally, as individuals, but
most importantly, in how we collectively relate to the
lands and resources and with the peoples upon whom
we depend for our existence. Western feminism is being challenged to seriously reconsider and re-envision
how we shape our struggles and what exactly we are
fighting for. Patricia Monture (1999) once wrote that
in order for decolonization to be successful, we need to
imagine alternate worlds based on humanity, freedom,
and independence. Our movements need to think bigger about what control over our bodies looks like and
what steps are needed to achieve this. What type of
world do we want to live in and what is fundamentally
required to get us there? A struggle for justice is not
achieved by settling for less than what is required or
by limiting our demands only to those rights that the
system oppressing us is willing to grant. As history and
the present day shows, rights that are given too often
fall short of those that are truly needed and are consistently under threat of being taken away. To win reproductive justice for all women requires profound change
in our entire society. This is, at its core, an intersectional project. If intersectionality is going to be useful to
us in achieving liberation, we need to ask what purpose we have in adopting the term in our theorizing or
research. Intersectionality as a tool can push us to see
beyond ourselves by understanding how struggles are
different, yet interconnected. Most importantly, it can
help us to identify the structures and social relations
that inform these differences and to strategize on how
to transform the relations of oppression in ways that
ensure material change and justice for all.
Endnotes
This point should not be misconstrued as a “move to innocence”
by colonial equivocation or by asserting settler nativism (Tuck and
Yang 2012) in a way that erases the colonial relations that continue
to inform Indigenous-settler interactions or that diminishes Indig1
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enous claims to self-determination. It is meant to remind western
feminism that colonial and capitalist heteropatriarchal relations
have not always been, are not inevitable, and will need to be transcended for both Indigenous and settler liberation.

References
Anderson, Kim. 2011. Life Stages and Native Women:
Memory, Teachings, and Story Medicine. Winnipeg, MB:
University of Manitoba Press.
____. 2016. A Recognition of Being: Reconstructing Native Womanhood, 2nd edition. Toronto, ON: Women’s
Press.
Amadahy, Zainab, and Bonita Lawrence. 2009. “Indigenous Peoples and Black People in Canada: Settlers or
Allies?” In Breaching the Colonial Contract: Anti-Colonialism in the US and Canada, edited by Arlo Kempf,
105-136. New York, NY: Springer Publishing.
Armstrong, Jeannette. 1995. “Jeannette Armstrong.” In
Conversations about Nature, Culture and Eros, edited
by Derrick Jensen, 282-299. San Francisco, CA: Sierra
Club Books.
Arvin, Maile, Eve Tuck, and Angie Morrill. 2013. “Decolonizing Feminism: Challenging Connections between Settler Colonialism and Heteropatriarchy.” Feminist Formations 25 (1): 8-34.
Asian Communities for Reproductive Justice. 2005.
A New Vision for Advancing our Movement for Reproductive Health, Reproductive Rights, and Reproductive
Justice. www.forwardtogether.org/assets/docs/ACRJ-ANew-Vision.pdf.
Badgley, Robin F. 1977. Report of the Committee on the
Operation of the Abortion Law. Ottawa, ON: Supply and
Services.
Boyer, Yvonne. 2014. Moving Aboriginal Health Forward: Discarding Canada’s Legal Barriers. Saskatoon,
SK: Purich Publishing.
British Columbia Task Force on Access to Contraception and Abortion Services. 1994. Realizing Choices:

119

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

The Report of the British Columbia Task Force on Access Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review 43 (6): 1241to Contraception and Abortion Services. Victoria, BC: 1299.
Province of British Columbia.
Danforth, Jessica (Yee). 2010. “Reproductive Justice:
Brown, Rosemary. 1996. “The Exploitation of the Oil For Real, For Me, For You, For Now.” November 6.
and Gas Frontier: Its Impact on Lubicon Lake Cree www.jolocas.blogspot.ca/2011/11/reproductive-jusWomen.” In Women of the First Nations: Power, Wisdom tice.html.
and Strength, edited by Christine Miller and Patricia
Chuchryk, 151-166. Winnipeg, MB: University of Man- ____., ed. 2011. Feminism FOR REAL: Deconstructing
the Academic Industrial Complex of Feminism. Ottawa,
itoba Press.
ON: Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives.
Burke, Nora Butler. 2004. “Building a ‘Canadian’ Decolonization Movement: Fighting the Occupation Daschuk, James. 2013. Clearing the Plains: Disease, Polat ‘Home.’” www.theanarchistlibrary.org/library/no- itics of Starvation, and the Loss of Aboriginal Life. Saskara-butler-burke-building-a-canadian-decoloniza- toon, SK: University of Regina Press.
tion-movement-fighting-the-occupation-at-home.
Davis, Angela. 1983. Women, Race, and Class. New
Chrisjohn, Roland, and Sherri Young with Michael Ma- York, NY: Vintage Books.
raun. 2006. The Circle Game: Shadows and Substance
in the Indian Residential School Experience in Canada. Devereux, Cecily. 2005. Growing a Race: Nellie L. McClung and the Fiction of Eugenic Feminism. MontreVancouver, BC: Theytus Press.
al, QC and Kingston, ON: McGill-Queen’s University
Collins, Patricia Hill. 2000. “It’s All in the Family: Inter- Press.
sections on Gender, Race, and Nation.” In Decentering
the Center: Philosophy for a Multicultural, Postcolonial, Dhamoon, Rita Kaur. 2011. “Considerations on Mainand Feminist World, edited by Uma Narayan and Sandra streaming Intersectionality.” Political Research QuarterHarding, 156-176. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University ly 64 (1): 230-243.
Press.
Ehrenreich, Barbara, and Deidre English. 2005. For Her
Combahee River Collective. 1983. “The Combahee Riv- Own Good: Two Centuries of Experts’ Advice to Women,
er Collective Statement.” In Home Girls: A Black Femi- 2nd ed. New York, NY: Anchor Books, Random House
nist Anthology, edited by Barbara Smith, 264-273. New Inc.
York, NY: Kitchen Table-Women of Color Press.
Federici, Silvia. 2004. Caliban and the Witch: Women,
Cook, Katsi. 2008. “Powerful Like a River: Reweaving the Body and Primitive Accumulation. New York, NY:
the Web of Our Lives in Defense of Environmental and Autonomedia.
Reproductive Justice.” In Original Instructions. Indigenous Teachings for a Sustainable Future, edited by Me- ____. 2012. Revolution at Point Zero: Housework, Relissa K. Nelson, 154-167. Rochester, VT: Bear and Com- production and Feminist Struggle. Oakland CA: PM
Press.
pany.
Cote-Meek, Sheila. 2014. Colonized Classrooms: Racism, Trauma and Resistance in Post-Secondary Education. Winnipeg, MB: Fernwood Publishing.

Gerber Fried, Marlene, and Loretta Ross. 1992. “‘Our
Bodies, Our Lives: Our Right to Decide’: The Struggle
for Abortion Rights and Reproductive Freedom.” Radical America 24 (2): 31-37.

Crenshaw, Kimberlé. 1991. “Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Gimenez, Martha E. 2005. “Capitalism and the OppresAtlantis 38.1, 2017

120

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

sion of Women: Marx Revisited.” Science and Society 1 Lawrence, Bonita, and Enakshi Dua. 2005. “Decolonizing Antiracism.” Social Justice 32 (4): 120-143.
(1): 11-32.
Grande. Sandy. 2004. Red Pedagogy: Native American Lerner, Gerda. 1986. The Creation of Patriarchy. New
Social and Political Thought. Minneapolis MN: Univer- York, NY: Oxford University Press.
sity of Minnesota Press.
Lorde, Audre. 1984. Sister Outsider: Essays and SpeechGrey, Sam. 2003. “Decolonising Feminism: Aboriginal es. Berkeley, CA: Crossing Press.
Women and the Global ‘Sisterhood.’” Enweyin: The Way
Lowell, JoAnn. 1995. “NWT Abortion Review Puts
We Speak 8: 9-22.
Spotlight on the Politics of Medicine.” Herizons 9 (1):
Hankivsky, Olena. 2011. Health Inequities in Canada: 27.
Intersectional Frameworks and Practices. Vancouver,
Luna, Zakiya, and Kristin Luker. 2013. “Reproductive
BC: University of British Columbia Press.
Justice.” The Annual Review of Law and Social Science 9
Hartman, Betsy. 1987. Reproductive Rights and Wrongs: (1): 327-352.
The Global Politics of Population Control and ContracepMaile, Arvin, Eve Tuck, and Angie Morrill. 2013. “Detive Choice. New York, NY: Harper & Row Publishers.
colonizing Feminism: Challenging Connections beHawaleshka, Danylo. 2005. “A Shot in the Dark?” Ma- tween Settler Colonialism and Heteropatriarchy.” Feminist Formations 25 (1): 8-34.
cLean’s, November 24: 46.
Hillsburg, Heather. 2013. “Towards a Methodology of
Intersectionality: An Axiom-Based Approach.” Atlantis:
Critical Studies in Gender, Culture, and Social Justice 31
(1): 3-11.

Maracle, Lee. 1993. “Racism, Sexism and Patriarchy.”
In Returning the Gaze: Essays on Racism, Feminism and
Politics, edited by Himani Bannerji, 148-158. Toronto,
ON: Sister Vision Press.

Jamieson, Kathleen. 1978. Indian Women and Law in Mason, C. Nicole. 2010. Leading at the Intersections:
Canada: Citizens Minus. Ottawa, ON: Advisory Council An Introduction to the Intersectional Approach Model
for Policy and Social Change. New York, NY: New York
on the Status of Women.
University, Women of Color Policy Network.
Jasen, Patricia. 1997. “Race, Culture, and the Colonization of Childbirth in Northern Canada.” Social History McCall, Leslie. 2005. “The Complexity of Intersectionof Medicine 10 (3): 383-400.
ality.” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 30
(3): 1771-1800.
Jordan-Zachery, Julia S. 2007. “Am I a Black Woman or
a Woman who is Black? A Few Thoughts on the Mean- McGregor, Deborah. 2009. “Honoring Our Relations:
ing of Intersectionality.” Politics & Gender 3 (2): 254- An Anishnaabe Perspective on Environmental Justice.”
263.
In Speaking for Ourselves: Environmental Justice in Canada, edited by Julian Agyeman, Peter Cole, Randolph
Lawford, Karen, and Audrey Giles. 2013. “Marginal- Haluza-DeLay, and Pat O’Riley, 27-41. Vancouver, BC:
ization and Coercion: Canada’s Evacuation Policy for University of British Columbia Press.
Pregnant First Nations Women Who Live on Reserves
in Rural and Remote Regions.” Pimatisiwin: A Journal Mies, Maria. 1985. “‘Why Do We Need All of This?’ A
of Aboriginal and Indigenous Community Health 10 (3): Call Against Genetic Engineering and Reproductive
327-340.
Technology.” Women’s Studies International Forum 8
(6): 553-560.
Atlantis 38.1, 2017

121

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

____. 1986. Patriarchy and Accumulation on a World productive-justice?format=pdf.
Scale: Women in the International Division of Labour.
Sehdev, Robinder Laur. 2010. “Lessons from the Bridge:
London, UK: Zed Books.
On the Possibilities of Anti-Racist Feminist Alliances in
Minkin, Stephen. 1980. “Depo-Provera: A Critical Indigenous Spaces.” In This is an Honor Song: Twenty
Years Since the Blockades, edited by Leanne Simpson
Analysis.” Women & Health 5 (2): 49-69.
and Kiera Ladner, 105-123. Winnipeg, MB: Arbeiter
Monture, Patricia. 1995. Thunder in My Soul: A Mohawk Ring Publications.
Woman Speaks. Halifax, NA: Fernwood Publishing.
Shea, Laura. 2007. Reflections on Depo Provera: Contri____. 1999. “Considering Colonialism and Oppres- butions to Improving Drug Regulation in Canada. Tosion: Aboriginal Women, Justice and the ‘Theory’ of ronto, ON: Women and Health Protection.
Decolonization.” Native Studies Review 12 (1): 63-94.
Shiva, Vandana. 1989. Staying Alive: Women, Ecology,
Morgensen, Scott Lauria. 2011. Spaces Between Us: and Development. London, UK: Zed Books.
Queer Settler Colonialism and Indigenous Decolonization. Minneapolis MN: University of Minnesota Silliman, Jael, Marlene Gerber Fried, Loretta Ross, and
Elena R. Gutierrez. 2004. “Women of Color and Their
Press.
Struggle for Reproductive Justice.” In Undivided Rights:
National Aboriginal Health Organization. 2008. Cele- Women of Color Organizing for Reproductive Justice,
brating Birth: Aboriginal Midwifery in Canada. Ottawa, edited by Jael Silliman, Marlene Gerber Fried, Loretta
Ross, and Elena R. Gutierrez, 1-24. Cambridge, MA:
ON: National Aboriginal Health Organization.
South End Press.
Palmater, Pamela D. 2011. “Stretched Beyond Human
Limits: Death by Poverty in First Nations.” Canadian Simien, Evelyn M. 2007. “Doing Intersectionality ReReview of Social Policy/Revue canadienne de politique search: From Conceptual Issues to Practical Examples.”
Politics & Gender 3 (2): 264-271.
sociale 65/66 (1): 112-127.
Puar, Jasbir K. 2007. Terrorist Assemblages: Homona- Simpson, Joanna. 2009. Everyone Belongs: A Toolkit for
tionalism in Queer Times. Durham, NC: Duke Univer- Applying Intersectionality. Ottawa, ON: Canadian Research Institute for the Advancement of Women.
sity Press.
Richter, Judith. 1996. Vaccination Against Pregnancy:
Miracle or Menace? London, UK: Zed Books.
Riddle, John. 1997. Eve’s Herbs: A History of Contraception and Abortion in the West. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Simpson, Leanne. 2004. “Listening to our Ancestors:
Rebuilding Indigenous Nations in the Face of Environmental Destruction.” In Every Grain of Sand: Canadian
Perspectives on Ecology and Environment, edited by J.A.
Wainwright, 121-134. Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier
University Press.

Roberts, Dorothy. 1998. Killing the Black Body: Race, ____. 2014. “Not Murdered and Not Missing.” VoicReproduction, and the Meaning of Liberty. New York, es Rising, March 4. http://nationsrising.org/not-murdered-and-not-missing/.
NY: Pantheon Books.
Ross, Loretta. 2011. “Understanding Reproductive Solinger, Rickie. 2001. Beggars and Choosers: How the
Justice?” SisterSong Women of Color Reproductive Politics of Choice Shapes Adoption, Abortion, and WelHealth Collective. http://www.trustblackwomen.org/ fare in the United States. New York, NY: Hill and Wang.
our-work/what-is-reproductive-justice/9-what-is-reAtlantis 38.1, 2017

122

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

Smith, Andrea. 2005a. Conquest: Sexual Violence and Country.” Speech given at “Women’s Resistance: From
American Indian Genocide. Cambridge, MA: South End Victimization to Criminalization” Conference, October
Press.
1. Ottawa, ON.
_____. 2005b. “Beyond Pro Choice versus Pro Life: Torpy, Sally J. 2000. “Native American Women and CoWomen of Color and Reproductive Justice.” NSWA erced Sterilization: On the Trail of Tears in the 1970s.”
American Indian Culture and Research Journal 24 (2):
Journal 17 (1): 119-140.
1-22.
_____. 2005c. “Native American Feminism, Sovereignty, and Social Change.” Feminist Studies 31 (1): 116-132. Tuck, Eve, and K. Wayne Yang. 2012. “Decolonization is
Not a Metaphor.” Decolonization: Indigeneity, Education
____. 2013. “The Problem with Privilege.” Andrea and Society 1 (1): 1-40.
Smith’s Blog, August 14. https://andrea366.wordpress.
com/2013/08/14/the-problem-with-privilege-by-an- Wagner, Sally Roesch. 2001. Sisters in Spirit: Haudenosaunee (Iroquois) Influence on Early American Feminists.
drea-smith/.
Summertown, TN: Native Voices.
Smith, Barbara. 2000. The Truth That Never Hurts: Writings on Race, Gender, and Freedom. New Brunswick, NJ: Walia, Harsha. 2012. “Decolonizing Together: Moving
Beyond a Politics of Solidarity Toward a Practice of DeRutgers University Press.
colonization.” Briarpatch Magazine, January 1.https://
Smith, Justine. 1999. “Native Sovereignty and Social Jus- briarpatchmagazine.com/articles/view/decoloniztice: Moving Toward an Inclusive Social Justice Frame- ing-together.
work.” In Dangerous Intersections: Feminist Perspectives
on Population, Environment and Development, edited by Walsh, Mary Williams. 1992. “Abortion Horror Stories
Jael Silliman and Ynestra King, 202-213. Boston, MA: Spur Inquiry—Canada: Questions Raised After Women Allege Hospital Denied Them Anesthesia as PunishSouth End Press.
ment.” LA Times, April 3.
St. Denis, Verna. 2007. “Feminism is for Everybody: Aboriginal Women, Feminism and Diversity.” In Making Waring, Marilyn. 1990. If Women Counted: A New FemSpace for Indigenous Feminism, edited by Joyce Green, inist Economics. San Francisco, CA: Harper Collins
Publishers.
33-52. Halifax, NS: Fernwood Press.
Stevens, Geoffrey. 1974a. “Warning on Abortion.” Globe Warsh, Cheryl Krasnick. 2010. Prescribed Norms: Women and Health in Canada and the United States Since
and Mail, October 23: 6.
1800. Toronto, ON: University of Toronto Press.
_____. 1974b. “A Strange View of Law.” Globe and Mail,
Wiebe, Sarah Marie, and Erin Marie Konsmo. 2014. “InOctober 24: 6.
digenous Body as Contaminated Site? Examining ReStote, Karen. 2015. An Act of Genocide: Colonialism productive Justice in Aamjiwnaang.” In Fertile Ground:
and the Sterilization of Aboriginal Women. Halifax, NS: Exploring Reproduction in Canada, edited by Stephanie
Paterson, Francesca Scala, and Marlene L. Sokolon, 325Fernwood Publishing.
358. Montreal, QC and Kingston, ON: McGill-Queen’s
Tait, Carolyn. 2000. A Study of Service Needs of Pregnant University Press.
Addicted Women in Manitoba. Winnipeg, MB: Prairie
Williams, Krysta, and Ashling Ligate. 2011. “This Shit is
Women’s Health Center of Excellence.
Real: Deconstructing Dialogue in Feminist Education.”
Thobani, Sunera. 2001. “The Speech that Shook the In Feminism for Real: Deconstructing the Academic InAtlantis 38.1, 2017

123

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

dustrial Complex of Feminism, edited by Jessica Danforth, 153-164. Ottawa, ON: Canadian Center for Policy Alternatives.
Williamson, Tara. 2014. “Don’t be Tricked.” Voices
Rising, February 28. http://nationsrising.org/dont-betricked/.

Atlantis 38.1, 2017

124

www.msvu.ca/atlantis

