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Abstract 

There is a long history of regarding marginalised groups as unfit to parent and of eugenic 

policies targeting those with ‘undesirable’ bodily conditions or behaviours. This is part of a 

broader pattern of stratified reproduction – structural conditions that enable or discourage 

certain groups from reproducing – that often brings about and exacerbates injustices. This 

paper critically assesses the US and UK social and medical literature on applying pressure to 

marginalised groups, or those who have behaved ‘irresponsibly’, to use long-acting reversible 

contraception (LARC). Targeting young people for LARC fails to recognise that social 

inequality is the context for teenage pregnancy, not the result of it. Provider pressure on 

women of colour to use LARC is linked to institutional racism, whilst policy for those with 

physical and intellectual disabilities is shaped by disability discrimination. Other groups to be 

targeted include so-called ‘welfare mothers’, substance users, those who have had children 

put into care and offenders. Particularly controversial are cases in which LARC has been 

ordered by courts. LARC policy incorporating these kind of discriminatory practices needs to 

stop; future policy should focus on person-centred care that bolsters reproductive justice. 
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Background 

The development of long-acting reversible contraceptive (LARC) technologies has increased 

fertility control options. Here, we define LARC as including subdermal implants, intrauterine 

devices and injectables (Wale & Rowlands, 2021) – most US and Scottish literature excludes 

injectables from the definition. LARC are highly-effective contraceptive methods for those 

who do not desire a pregnancy in the near future, and can be used at all stages of a 

reproductive life-course. Many have welcomed the efficacy and lack of need for day-to-day 

considerations. Yet, at the same time, the promotion of LARC has drawn attention to 

problematic trends in public health. Reproduction has many social and cultural complexities 

(Ginsburg & Rapp, 1991) and needs to be understood as being structured across social 

categories. It encompasses individual desires over fertility control as well as being an 

outcome of the social inequalities that structure social lives. This latter element is known as 

‘stratified reproduction’: a social environment which empowers, encourages and resources 

reproduction for privileged women and consequently disempowers reproduction for others 

(Agigian, 2019; McCormack, 2005).  

 

The initiation of LARC methods often appeals to policymakers for two reasons: they reduce 

pregnancy risk more than other methods, and they are not user-controlled (Rowlands & 

Ingham, 2017). This latter provider-dependency is important as, although it is recognised that 

all contraception has a failure rate, in practice at an individual level, irresponsibility rather 

than method failure is often assumed (Beynon-Jones, 2013). Provider-dependency is also the 

basis of state-sponsored promotion of LARC (Wale & Rowlands, 2021). 

 

In the UK, the National Health Service (NHS) provides free access to contraception, 

including LARC, which can be obtained in different healthcare settings including general 



 4 

(family) practice and community sexual and reproductive health clinics. Access is not, 

however, always good, with intense pressures on all parts of the NHS. In the past, there have 

been various schemes with the stated aim of increasing LARC use which included additional 

payment for fitting, and, more recently, financial incentives for giving LARC advice. In 

contrast, the pattern of policy in the United States varies, with some State policies not 

consistently supporting LARC use (Bogan & Marthey, 2021). Some policies are based on co-

payment, there are difficulties with reimbursement for in-patient LARC insertion, young 

people may be subject to parental notification, and non-citizen immigrants are often excluded 

from reimbursement or insurance schemes.  

 

This paper draws on the concept of reproductive justice (Sister Song, 2019). Reproductive 

justice was developed in the United States by women of colour in opposition to specific 

understandings of reproductive choice which ignored the structural conditions that enable or 

constrain individuals from making decisions (L. J. Ross & Solinger, 2017). It highlights the 

need to pay attention to the social context, including the ways in which different social 

identities intersect and lead to complexity in understanding discrimination and privilege. 

Reproductive justice seeks to draw attention to the ways in which stratified reproduction in 

the global north is intertwined with the construct of ‘ideal’ parents being considered to be 

White, heterosexually-coupled and middle-class. This social norm is used to police women’s 

bodies and behaviour and is often used to discourage those who do not fit this norm from 

having children (L. Ross, 2017).  Reproductive justice seeks to uncover and challenge 

intersectional oppressions such as white supremacy, misogyny and neoliberalism, by drawing 

attention to the multiple meanings and subject positions of diverse people who experience 

reproductive injustices (L. Ross, 2017). It draws attention to and challenges the norms 

associated with ‘appropriate’ reproduction which shape who is encouraged or coerced into 
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specific reproductive decisions, including the material conditions in which people are 

situated.  

 

We will argue that LARC has become a pivotal technology with which to discipline bodies 

that are not considered fit to reproduce. The social norms of reproduction are entwined with 

essentialist understandings of women as mothers (Letherby, 1999; Lowe, 2016). Women are 

responsibilised through the concept of maternal sacrifice (Lowe, 2016). Maternal sacrifice 

requires women to put the perceived needs of actual or future children first, including making 

the ‘responsible’ choice of using fertility control to prevent the birth of children unless they 

can conform to the ‘ideals’ of parenting, based on existing social stratifications (Lowe, 2016). 

At a time of ‘intensive motherhood’ (Hays, 1996), when women are expected to maximise 

child development through child-centred parenthood, views about suitability for and timing 

of becoming a mother have exacerbated judgements about ‘good’ and ‘bad’ motherhood 

(Saunders, 2021).  

 

This paper will consider the ideology of motherhood on which assumptions rest about 

parental fitness, examining the impact that this ideology has on the bodies of people who are 

considering use of LARC. We recognise that not all those who may use or consider using 

LARC identify as women. However, as LARC policy and practice has developed from 

essentialist understandings about women, motherhood and heterosexuality, we are using this 

language as it is from these ideas that policy and practice has developed. The paper will begin 

by setting out the broader context of stratified reproduction in the global north, before 

presenting in detail the ways in which LARC has been utilised within marginalised 

populations to ‘discourage’ births to those positioned as potential ‘bad’ parents.  
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Unfit to Parent?  

There is a long history of judging certain women as potentially ‘undesirable’ mothers (Lowe, 

2016). Historically, it is well-documented that, in England, unmarried mothers were subject 

to shame, stigma and punishment as a way of discouraging sexual activity outside marriage. 

During the 16th and 17th centuries, laws were passed on bastardy which sought to punish 

unwed mothers.  Under a law passed in 1624, concealing a pregnancy or birth was key 

evidence when considering whether the death of a child born to a ‘lewd woman’ was murder. 

The concern behind this statute was that unmarried women would commit infanticide to 

avoid stigma and punishment (Kilday, 2013). Those drafting these statutes were particularly 

exercised about the financial burden that unmarried mothers and their children would place 

on parish funds. Echoes of these concerns are still prevalent today in policymaking agendas 

centred around ideas about the undeserving poor and welfare dependency (Sawhill, 2014) – 

these contribute to reproductive injustices by a refusal to provide adequate living standards 

for family formation.  

 

During the 19th and 20th centuries, concerns began to broaden from a narrow focus on 

individual circumstances to ideas about the desirability or need to control groups or 

populations, through the development of eugenic thinking. During the 19th century, eugenics 

became a pseudo-scientific ideology popularised in many countries across North America 

and Europe (J.-J. Amy & S. Rowlands, 2018; J. J. Amy & S. Rowlands, 2018). Arising from 

Darwinian ideas about natural selection, it was suggested that encouraging or discouraging 

certain hereditary traits would enhance the population.  Most of the targeted constitutional 

(‘feeblemindedness’, epilepsy, schizophrenia) or behavioural (criminality, alcoholism, 

prostitution) characteristics deemed at the time to be detrimental to the population, were later 

shown not to be primarily genetically-determined. The development of eugenics is 
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inseparable from colonialism. White European Western nations justified their occupation and 

domination of other countries as a ‘civilising mission’ based on a presumption of ‘natural’ 

superiority of White Europeans as more ‘developed’ than the populations they were 

subjugating (Levine, 2010). Post-colonial legacies include continuing poverty of citizens and 

racialised, hierarchical and oppressive societies that are more likely to try to deter 

pregnancies in marginalised groups. 

 

Eugenic ideas led to the development of mass sterilisation policies in many countries, 

including both colonised and colonising nations (J.-J. Amy & S. Rowlands, 2018). For 

example, between 1909 and 1964, California sterilised more citizens than any other US State 

in numerous large State Hospitals, institutions in which these people were detained. In some 

cases, sterilisation was forced against a person’s will; in others, pressure and coercion was 

used to get agreement for sterilisation. Policies varied but they often included those deemed 

to suffer from the type of physical or mental conditions mentioned earlier.  Some policies 

also covered ‘behavioural’ / ‘moral’ issues, including sterilisation on grounds of sex 

offending, sex-working, promiscuity, vagrancy or alcoholism (J.-J. Amy & S. Rowlands, 

2018; J. J. Amy & S. Rowlands, 2018). Whilst both men and women were targeted, the vast 

majority of sterilisations were forced on women.   

 

There are other historical examples of coercive fertility control. There were concerns that 

Depo-Provera (DP) was being disproportionately administered to working class and 

minority-ethnic women in major British cities. The Campaign Against Depo-Provera (CAPD) 

was active in the UK between 1978 and 1983 (Lambert, 2020). Also, the UK Organisation of 

Women of African and Asian Descent (OWAAD) launched ‘Ban the Jab’ in 1979, a 

campaign against indiscriminate provision of DP to Black and Asian women. White and 
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Black women fought together for reproductive justice. A CADP document stated that “DP is 

doctor controlled, not woman controlled”.  

 

This history of policing the bodies and behaviour of women in order to prevent the birth of 

specific children because of assumptions about individual risk or a wider burden on society is 

the legacy on which current LARC policy rests (Brown & Moskowitz, 1997; Lowe, 2016). 

Moreover, it includes individualised ideas about ‘good’ and ‘bad’ motherhood, and the 

responsibilisation of women to prevent births if they potentially fall into the ‘bad’ mother 

category. By focusing on individuals, rather than the social conditions in which they live, the 

categories of ‘bad’ motherhood can be used to justify coercive policy rather than seeking to 

facilitate societal changes that would enable better parenting to occur.   

 

Women are the bearers of the collective, that is, without them, families, groups and 

communities would cease to exist. This has led to a wide range of norms and controls over 

their bodies and behaviour (Lowe, 2016; Yuval-Davis, 1997). Whilst what ‘good mothering’ 

actually means varies over time and between places, it is always seen as opposite to the ‘bad 

mother’ whose behaviour threatens her children’s wellbeing and, through them, wider 

society. The idea of maternal sacrifice, the norm that women should always consider the 

wellbeing of children first, is a key element of policing behaviour (Lowe, 2016). This 

includes the idea that marginalised women, who may struggle to fulfil ‘good motherhood’ 

standards, should refrain from having children until, when, or if, they are judged to be in a 

position to do so. In short, women have an embodied obligation to regulate their fertility, in 

line with society’s ideas about fitness to parent, regardless of their own desire to have 

children. This often ignores the injustices, discrimination and inequalities that produce 

marginalisation. 
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In this paper, we are focusing on some specific criticisms about women’s motherhood 

capacity in relation to LARC; but we acknowledge that judgements about parenting ability is 

a broader issue that also affects others.  

 

Marginalised Women and LARC 

This section considers different issues of marginalisation that have been the subject of LARC 

policy or practice beyond individual decision-making. In the following examples, we have 

differentiated between specific bodies or behaviours as having either been targeted in one 

way or another as prime ‘beneficiaries’ of LARC or as having a clear potential for this. There 

are examples of combinations of bodies and behaviours, for instance substance abuse in 

teenagers (Won et al., 2017). We acknowledge that the distinction between these two is not 

straightforward, but we are using this conceptual divide to draw attention to the range of 

issues. Moreover, all ways of categorising social lives are problematic, as they ignore the 

tenet of intersectionality that recognises how individual lives are complex and are structured 

by numerous factors that intertwine and overlap (Crenshaw, 1989). By using these categories, 

we acknowledge that this is, to an extent, contrary to the essence of intersectionality, namely 

that different identities interact with each other and are not just singular or the sum of the 

parts of two or more identity positions (Cooper, 2016; L. Ross, 2017). However, there is 

insufficient space in this paper to consider fully issues such as the complexity of racialised 

poverty within LARC policy and practice.   

 

Embodied Unfitness 

In this subsection, we are focusing on areas of LARC policy and practice in which certain 

people’s bodies have been deemed unsuitable or less able to become a ‘good parent’. In some 
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instances, such as young age, the unsuitability might be a temporary state, whereas in others, 

such as intellectual disability, the status is unlikely to change. Indeed, the targets for LARC 

will vary from place to place depending on prevailing social norms and current policy 

agendas, and it is thus important to recognise that this is a constantly changing picture. 

However, in the examples we use, it is worth remembering that little regard is given to the 

potential adverse outcomes beyond pregnancy, such as the side-effects of LARC that women 

may have to endure (Hoggart et al., 2013) or recognised complications (Wale & Rowlands, 

2021). The risk of pregnancy is the sole or main consideration within LARC promotion.  

 

Teenage and younger motherhood has been problematised and subject to policy interventions 

such as the UK Teenage Pregnancy Strategy in 1997 and the US Teen Pregnancy Prevention 

Program in 2010. Teenage pregnancy is perceived to disrupt an idealised life trajectory that 

requires young women to be productive and self-investing by extending time in education 

and work before having children, based on middle-class norms (Saunders, 2021). These ideas 

run alongside a perception of youth as naturally innocent and a desire, amongst some, to 

restrict sexual knowledge out of fear of corruption (Lowe, 2016). The targeting of LARC to 

young people often ignores how social inequality is the context for teenage pregnancy, not 

the result of it (Gubrium et al., 2016). Rather than LARC being the solution for such 

teenagers, structural inequalities and injustices need to be addressed, for example by ensuring 

a living wage and secure housing (Gubrium et al., 2016), as well as recognising the need to 

support young people who do continue with pregnancies. Although the UK NICE guideline 

on contraception for those aged under 25 does mention choice as well as effectiveness as a 

key consideration (NICE, 2014), the overwhelming emphasis within English public health 

guidance on teenage pregnancy is on its prevention (Hadley, 2020). 
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Those with long-term health issues are also often deemed to have unfit bodies for good 

motherhood. Physical conditions have the potential for being targeted for LARC use. The 

parenting capacity of those with disability due to neurological conditions such as multiple 

sclerosis has been called into question and LARC put forward as a ‘particularly appropriate’ 

solution for such individuals (Coyle et al., 2019).  Women living with HIV have been 

pressured, too, into having DP injections after childbirth (Towriss et al., 2019). Those with 

sickle cell (SC) disease have been the subject of reproductive injustices (P. T. Ross, 2015). It 

is known that DP reduces the incidence of SC crises (Manchikanti et al., 2007). Pressure on 

those with homozygous SC disease to use injectable contraception has a certain logic but can 

undermine women’s autonomy. Women with eating disorders are advised in the UK that their 

first-line contraceptives are implants or intrauterine contraception (FSRH, 2018). This is 

despite there being potential difficulties with insertion of implants and IUDs in such 

individuals. In these examples we can see how a need to maximise the prevention of 

pregnancy can assume more importance than the implications for the individual women’s 

health and her personal choice.   

 

Women with intellectual disabilities (ID) are often not told about choices, side-effects or 

health implications, as the dominant discourse is around their unsuitability to become 

mothers (Wiseman & Ferrie, 2020). A woman’s impaired decision-making should not justify 

coercion or manipulation in relation to contraception by clinicians caring for her (Coverdale 

et al., 2018). Yet, this is often the case for those with ID. Assessing mental capacity is 

complex, and those with ID will vary in their ability to consent to sexual activities, 

understand fertility control and the implications of any desire to be a parent. It is in line with 

this complexity that individuals with ID can, on occasions, be found by judges to have 

capacity to consent to sex with a regular partner but not to make contraception decisions 
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(England and Wales Court of Protection, 2018). It appears that even women with milder ID 

still largely have decisions about contraception made for them (Ledger et al., 2016; Wiseman 

& Ferrie, 2020). Qualitative work done a decade ago, which likely is still applicable, showed 

that women with ID in the UK were disproportionately prescribed DP, mainly due to fears 

among prescribers that such women would not be reliable users of shorter-term methods 

(McCarthy, 2010). There may also be pressure from carers for use of DP, as the amenorrhoea 

induced by the hormone means little or no menstrual health measures are needed. 

Quantitative evidence from the United States confirms this phenomenon; those with ID are 

three times more likely to be using DP than those without ID (Wu et al., 2018). 

 

In England and Wales, the Court of Protection has responsibility under the Mental Capacity 

Act 2005 to assess cases about proposed enforced treatment on grounds of a lack of mental 

capacity. Whist the process is rigorous, it is worth considering how LARC is viewed against 

what is usually deemed to be the ‘distress’ caused by an unintended pregnancy or child 

removal. In recent years, the Court has preferred LARC to sterilisation in all but the most 

extreme cases. The Court has ordered intrauterine devices to be inserted in the best interests 

of individuals with ID (England and Wales Court of Protection, 2019, 2020). In one case, the 

judge determined that women with ID do not need to be asked about bringing up a child or 

for this to be taken into account when prescribing contraception (Thompson, 2018). It has 

been noted in decisions taken in the Court of Protection that LARC methods are all more 

‘restrictive’ options in terms of a person’s rights and freedoms than methods such as 

contraceptive pills or patches. In the United States, such cases are dealt with by adult 

guardianship/conservatorship legislation. This system, which controls around 1.3 million US 

citizens, has powers to order LARC and to prohibit its removal (Powell, 2021).  
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Structural discrimination against people of colour and other minority-ethnic groups is a 

systemic problem. The impact of racialised poverty, combined with differential access to 

healthcare is the context for reproductive lives (Roberts, 1997). It is unsurprising that 

healthcare professionals may filter their perceptions of individual patients through a racial 

frame and interpret the needs of individual women with reference to racist controlling images 

(Volscho, 2011). Racialised ideologies include hypersexuality and hyperfecundity (Jones, 

2013); there are negative stereotypes about ‘fatherless’ Black male children raised by 

irresponsible, unmarried, welfare-dependent mothers in both the United States and the UK 

(Hancock, 2004; Jones, 2013). Although it is hard to pin down prescriber bias for LARC and 

racial discrimination, we believe that these may have been and may continue to be operative. 

A study based on US National Surveys of Family Growth data found similar patterns of 

LARC (IUD or implant) use between different ethnic groups (Kramer et al., 2018). A US 

study showed that African American and Native American women are more likely to use DP 

than European American women; it could not be determined if this was through choice or 

coercion (Volscho, 2011). However, other evidence shows that racism is a factor in 

contraceptive prescribing. Studies show that low-income women of colour in the United 

States were more likely to report being advised to limit their childbearing by healthcare 

providers than were middle-class White women (Downing et al., 2007), and among low-

income women, Black women were more likely than White women to report ever having 

been pressured by a clinician to use contraceptives (Becker & Tsui, 2008). Qualitative 

research also suggests that, compared to White women, women of colour may perceive more 

provider pressure to use LARC (Higgins et al., 2016). Moreover, in a US study of simulated 

patients shown to clinicians on videos, low socioeconomic status Latina and Black women 

were more likely to have intrauterine contraception recommended than low socioeconomic 

status White women (Dehlendorf et al., 2010). There is a lack of comparable studies in the 
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UK, although in the 1980s, trials of DP focused on Black and poor women without 

explaining the risks (Jones, 2013).  

 

Demonised behaviours 

In this subsection, we focus on LARC policies that apply to certain types of behaviour. As 

outlined above, concerns about irresponsible or immoral behaviour that would lead to 

additional costs to society are not new, nor are these necessarily separate from the categories 

of marginalised people that may be targeted for LARC. Nevertheless, we suggest it is worth 

considering these issues separately, not least because an assumption of irresponsibility rather 

than an intrinsic embodied issue may be the key to understanding the rationale. Moreover, the 

concept of irresponsibility is based upon an assumption of planning and (self) control that has 

little relationship to actual reproductive lives in which both unruly biological bodies and 

social structures govern conception (Barrett & Wellings, 2002; Lowe, 2016; Ruhl, 2002).    

 

The ideas of fertility irresponsibility from unplanned pregnancy is a central element in 

abortion stigma, and this understanding is sometimes seen amongst abortion care providers 

(Lipp, 2010). Even in Britain, where abortion is generally accepted and free within the NHS, 

there remains a preoccupation with reducing abortions, by minimising the number of 

unintended pregnancies through the promotion of LARC (Ma et al., 2020). In England, the 

Standard Operating Procedures for abortion services not only specify that contraception be 

offered by providers, but stress the importance of LARC as an effective method, thereby 

implicitly promoting LARC above other methods (DHSC, 2020). In other words, seeking 

abortion is a marker of questionable behaviour which automatically positions women as 

needing to be relieved of control over their fertility.  
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Concerns about fertility are raised in relation to those reliant on welfare benefits. In the 

United States, racialised concerns about so-called ‘welfare mothers’ mythologised them as 

irresponsible, promiscuous, morally-weak and undeserving (McCormack, 2005; Thomas, 

1997). In the 1990s, women on public assistance were provided with financial incentives to 

obtain contraceptive implants in 13 US States (Meier et al., 2019). More recently, initiatives 

like Upstream have been set up to increase the availability of fertility control methods, with a 

particular emphasis on removing the barriers to LARC (https://upstream.org/about). 

Increased access is clearly important, especially given the private healthcare system in the 

United States, but there should be more emphasis on ensuring individual fertility choices. 

Yet, claims made about LARC promotion include that these methods can reduce poverty and 

health inequalities (Parks & Peipert, 2016; Sawhill, 2014). Interviews with homeless women 

found perceptions of biased counselling from healthcare professionals, who played down 

potential side-effects of LARC (Dasari et al., 2016). However, there is no evidence that 

promotion of LARC will reduce the problem of poverty (Foster, 2020). In the UK, universal 

no-cost access to contraception has been available for decades and use of LARC is not 

necessarily promoted as an anti-poverty strategy. However, welfare caps that restrict 

payments to families with more than two children, plus the generalised othering and 

devaluing of working-class women could influence local LARC prescribing practices, 

especially as these women are much less likely than middle-class women to be automatically 

deemed good mothers (O’Brien, 2019; Saunders, 2021). Moreover, as poverty is more likely 

amongst minority-ethnic communities and people with disabilities, these groups are likely to 

be disproportionately impacted.  

 

 

https://upstream.org/about
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Good motherhood is often viewed as irreconcilable with substance use, as the immature 

desire for drugs is often considered to lead to neglect of children in chaotic homes (Lowe, 

2016). There are risks to children’s wellbeing from parental alcohol, tobacco and recreational 

drug use (Kuppens et al., 2020). Yet, draconian policies tend to overlook the structural 

factors that often accompany addiction, such as domestic abuse, poverty and homelessness, 

which are often a significant cause of harm, and require public support to alleviate them 

(Knight, 2015). Ascribing maternal unfitness to women merely on the basis of their using 

substances has been shown to be contrary to scientific evidence (Terplan et al., 2015). The 

individualisation of responsibility is contained within the US Federal Unborn Victims of 

Violence Act 2004 which defines drug users as illegitimate mothers (L. J. Ross & Solinger, 

2017). Substance abuse during pregnancy is considered by 23 US States to be child abuse 

under civil child welfare statutes (Guttmacher Institute, 2020). The targeting for LARC is 

thus legally endorsed. An example of this is Project Prevention 

(https://www.projectprevention.org) which has connections with the criminal justice system 

and links punishment and rehabilitation with reproductive coercion (Lowe, 2016). It provides 

cash payments for women who sign up to sterilisation or use of LARC. However, cash 

incentivisation for women agreeing to use LARC undermines women’s autonomy (Lucke & 

Hall, 2012; Wale & Rowlands, 2021). There is evidence that women who inject drugs are 

capable of organising LARC for themselves and do not need to be paid to limit or end their 

fertility (Olsen et al., 2014). In the UK, Pause (https://www.pause.org.uk), a support 

programme for women who have had children removed, has for some years made LARC use 

a condition of attendance. Whilst attending Pause is nominally optional, as some attendees 

recognise, their dependency on the programme to improve their lives and increase their 

chances of seeing existing or keeping future children, means that LARC acceptance is not a 

choice but an imperative (Boddy & Wheeler, 2020). Although, recently, this condition has 

https://www.projectprevention.org/
https://www.pause.org.uk/
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been expanded to include use of non-LARC methods of contraception (BPAS, 2021), the 

change was made only after criticism of their approach.  

 

The practice of designating some types of behaviour as a marker of ‘bad motherhood’ also 

has an impact on women offenders. Incarcerated women in the United States are living in an 

environment in which an idealised version of maternal identity is advocated but is in practice 

unattainable (Sufrin, 2018). The use of LARC in return for reduced sentences, as a condition 

of probation or as part of plea bargaining with child welfare authorities has been condemned 

by the American Medical Association (Board of Trustees, 1992) and heavily criticised by 

legal scholars (Albiston, 1994). However, this practice by the judiciary has not ceased. 

Between May and July 2017, in the jurisdiction of Tennessee, 32 women received a 

contraceptive implant in return for reduced sentences (Winters & McLaughlin, 2019). In the 

UK, Public Health England recommends that LARC be offered to women leaving prison in 

preference to other fertility control methods (Peden et al., 2018). Offending behaviour is thus 

seen as being incompatible with ‘good motherhood’, and those involved should be prevented 

from having (more) children.  Moreover, the chances of imprisonment after offending 

behaviour is disproportionate. Poor women and women of colour are more likely to receive 

prison sentences and be dependent on welfare payments after release (Sudbury, 2002). This 

adds to the discursive positioning of them as potentially bad parents.  

 

 

Discussion 

Research clearly demonstrates that LARC is specifically promoted to groups of women 

whose bodies and behaviours fall outside cultural assumptions about ideal motherhood. As 

the historical evidence shows, there have long been mechanisms in place which seek to 
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reduce births from those deemed to be immoral or perceived as a potential burden on society. 

These ideas persist, despite some changes over time as to the boundaries of the categories of 

potentially unfit parents. The ideology of maternal sacrifice calls on women deemed to be at 

risk of being ‘bad mothers’ to be responsible for preventing conceptions, yet at the same 

time, because these women are positioned as irresponsible, their natural choice should be 

LARC. LARC use is promoted specifically because it removes control from the user. Whilst 

the move towards LARC from a previous emphasis on sterilisation is clearly to be welcomed, 

the rationale remains the same. However, the emphasis on LARC and the prevention of 

pregnancy ignores the structural conditions, such as poverty and racism, that often create 

marginalisation. By ignoring the structural causes, and instead focusing on individuals and 

behaviours, targeted LARC policy reinforces rather than reduces inequality. More research is 

needed into LARC provision, ranging from policymakers to clinicians, to ascertain and 

challenge the complex values that are behind these trends in LARC promotion. 

 

Reproductive justice demands that mothering is a human right that cannot be withheld by the 

state or society (L. J. Ross & Solinger, 2017). But commonly in US and UK society, those 

who are not able to adhere to constructions of ‘readiness’ or an appropriate trajectory are 

expected to delay or forgo having children, despite the centrality of motherhood to traditional 

conceptions of femininity (Lowe, 2016; Saunders, 2021). Women should have the right to 

parent with dignity (Browner, 2016). Yet, this right has been eroded by a societal model of 

childrearing that has shifted the locus of legitimate parental authority away from parents’ 

experiential knowledge to that of expert ‘authoritative knowledge’ that promulgates an 

increasingly time-consuming, supervised and regimented form of childrearing based on a 

standard that is unattainable by many (Browner, 2016). Marginalised mothers are often 

overwhelmed by adverse circumstances with limited access to the resources that are now seen 
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as culturally important for childcare (Saunders, 2021). However, rather than an emphasis 

being placed on ensuring that structural inequalities are reduced and/or support is given to 

enable the care of any children, all too often the solution put forward is LARC.  

 

We do recognise the sincere attempts made by many clinicians, programme managers and 

policymakers to assist women in achieving their reproductive wishes. Evidence shows, for 

example, that some healthcare professionals do offer a full choice of methods to substance-

using women, even when they feel LARC are the most appropriate methods for them 

(Charron et al., 2020). However, we believe that policies that pick groups to be targeted or 

differentially promote LARC are problematic. Undue emphasis on LARC reduces 

reproductive autonomy and has implications for trust in the healthcare system. There needs to 

be acute awareness of the tension between what is ‘good’ for public health and what is ‘good’ 

for individuals (Wale & Rowlands, 2021). Women want their preferences taken into account 

when seeking contraception. There may be racial or other differences in the degree to which 

women wish providers to be involved in the decision-making process (Dehlendorf et al., 

2013) and in a desire for stopping the method to be under a woman’s control (Jackson et al., 

2016). Women are more satisfied with shared decision-making than provider-driven or 

patient-driven decision-making (Dehlendorf et al., 2017). Adhering to a person-centred 

contraceptive care framework helps to ensure high quality, equitable contraceptive services 

(Holt et al., 2020).  

 

‘Fitness to parent’ may seem at first blush a somewhat intangible concept to be underlying 

policy and decisions about LARC. However, we believe that the evidence put forward in this 

paper shows clearly that it is an important concept with widespread ramifications. Even 

though the harmful effects of being judged according to this concept may be attenuated 
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nowadays from a previous emphasis on sterilisation, decisions about fitness to parent are still 

being made in many contexts. These judgements pervade multiple disciplines including 

policymaking, social work, probation, the law, clinical medicine, public health and the 

research agenda. Promotion of LARC use can be directed according to physical 

characteristics such as age or possession of a medical condition, social circumstances or types 

of behaviour deemed to be ‘irresponsible’. Often, underlying all of this are disturbing 

undertones of racism and poverty. LARC policy incorporating these kind of discriminatory 

practices needs to stop; future policy should focus on person-centred care that bolsters 

reproductive justice. 

 

 

Disclosure statement 

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors. 

 

 

Acknowledgement 

The authors thank the two anonymous reviewers for their encouragement, insightful thoughts 

and practical suggestions for improvement of this paper.  



 21 

References 

 

Agigian, A. (2019). Stratified Reproduction The Blackwell Encyclopedia of Sociology (pp. 1-

3). 

Albiston, C. (1994). The social meaning of the Norplant condition: constitutional 

considerations of race, class, and gender. Berkeley Women’s Law J, 9, 9-57.   

Amy, J.-J., & Rowlands, S. (2018). Legalised non-consensual sterilisation - Eugenics put into 

practice before 1945, and the aftermath. Part 1: USA, Japan, Canada and Mexico. Eur 

J Contracept Reprod Health Care, 23(2), 121-129. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2018.1450973  

Amy, J. J., & Rowlands, S. (2018). Legalised non-consensual sterilisation - Eugenics put into 

practice before 1945, and the aftermath. Part 2: Europe. Eur J Contracept Reprod 

Health Care, 23(3), 194-200. https://doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2018.1458227  

Barrett, G., & Wellings, K. (2002). What is a ‘planned’ pregnancy? Empirical data from a 

British study. Soc Sci Med, 55(4), 545-557. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0277-

9536(01)00187-3  

Becker, D., & Tsui, A. O. (2008). Reproductive health service preferences and perceptions of 

quality among low-income women: racial, ethnic and language group differences. 

Perspect Sex Reprod Health, 40(4), 202-211. https://doi.org/10.1363/4020208  

Beynon-Jones, S. (2013). ‘We view that as contraceptive failure’: containing the 

‘multiplicity’ of contraception and abortion within Scottish reproductive healthcare. 

Soc Sci Med, 80, 105-112. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.12.004  

Board of Trustees, A. M. A. (1992). Requirements or incentives by government for the use of 

long-acting contraceptives. JAMA, 267(13), 1818-1821. 

https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1992.03480130134039 (In File) 

Boddy, J., & Wheeler, B. (2020). Recognition and justice? Conceptualizing support for 

women whose children are in care or adopted. Societies, 10(4), 96. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc10040096  

Bogan, C., & Marthey, D. J. (2021). Health policy and access to long-acting reversible 

contraceptives. University of Delaware/University of Maryland 

https://udspace.udel.edu/handle/19716/29076#files-area  

https://doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2018.1450973
https://doi.org/10.1080/13625187.2018.1458227
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0277-9536(01)00187-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0277-9536(01)00187-3
https://doi.org/10.1363/4020208
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1992.03480130134039
https://doi.org/10.3390/soc10040096
https://udspace.udel.edu/handle/19716/29076#files-area


 22 

BPAS. (2021). Long-acting reversible contraception in the UK. British Pregnancy Advisory 

Service; Decolonising Contraception; Lancaster University; Shine Aloud UK 

https://www.bpas.org/media/3477/larc-report-final-laid-up.pdf  

Brown, G. F., & Moskowitz, E. H. (1997). Moral and policy issues in long-acting 

contraception. Annu Rev Public Health, 18, 379-400.   

Browner, C. H. (2016). Reproduction: from rights to justice? In L. Disch & M. Hawkesworth 

(Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Feminist Theory (pp. 803-831). Oxford University 

Press.   

Charron, E., Mayo, R. M., Heavner-Sullican, S. F., Eichelberger, K. Y., Truong, K. D., & 

Rennert, L. (2020). “It’s a very nuanced discussion with every woman”: health care 

providers’ communication practices during contraceptive counseling for patients with 

substance use disorders. Contraception, 102(5), 349-355. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2020.09.002  

Cooper, B. (2016). Intersectionality. In L. Disch & M. Hawkesworth (Eds.), The Oxford 

Handbook of Feminist Theory (pp. 385-406). Oxford University Press. 

http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199328581.001.0001/

oxfordhb-9780199328581-e-20?print=pdf  

Coverdale, J., Balon, R., Beresin, E. V., Brenner, A. M., Guerrero, A. P. S., Louie, A. K., & 

Roberts, L. W. (2018). Family planning and the scope of the “reproductive 

psychiatry” curriculum. Academic Psychiatry, 42, 183-188. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s40596-018-0884-8  

Coyle, P. K., Oh, J., Magyari, M., Oreja-Guevara, C., & Houtchens, M. (2019). Management 

strategies for female patients of reproductive potential with multiple sclerosis: an 

evidence-based review. Multiple Sclerosis and Related Disorders, 32, 54-63. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.msard.2019.04.003  

Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the intersection of race and sex: a black feminist 

critique of antidiscrimination doctrine, feminist theory and antiracist politics. 

University of Chicago Legal Forum(1), 139-168.   

Dasari, M., Borrero, S., Akers, A. Y., Sucato, G. S., Dick, R., Hicks, A., & Miller, E. (2016). 

Barriers to long-acting reversible contraceptive uptake among homeless young 

women. J Pediatr Adolesc Gynecol, 29(2), 104-110. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpag.2015.07.003 (In File) 

https://www.bpas.org/media/3477/larc-report-final-laid-up.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2020.09.002
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199328581.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199328581-e-20?print=pdf
http://www.oxfordhandbooks.com/view/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199328581.001.0001/oxfordhb-9780199328581-e-20?print=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40596-018-0884-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.msard.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpag.2015.07.003


 23 

Dehlendorf, C., Grumbach, K., Schmittdiel, J. A., & Steinauer, J. (2017). Shared decision 

making in contraceptive counseling. Contraception, 95(5), 452-455. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2016.12.010  

Dehlendorf, C., Levy, K., Kelley, A., Grumbach, K., & Steinauer, J. (2013). Women’s 

preferences for contraceptive counseling and decision making. Contraception, 88(2), 

250-256. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2012.10.012  

Dehlendorf, C., Ruskin, R., Grumbach, K., Vittinghoff, E., Bibbins-Domingo, K., & 

Schillinger, D. (2010). Recommendations for intrauterine contraception: a 

randomized trial of the effects of patients’ race/ethnicity and socio-economic status. 

Am J Obstet Gynecol, 203, 319.e311-318. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2010.05.009  

DHSC. (2020). Procedures for the approval of independent sector places for termination of 

pregnancy (abortion). Department of Health & Social Care 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/update-to-procedures-for-the-approval-

of-independent-sector-places-published  

Downing, R. A., LaVeist, T. A., & Bullock, H. (2007). Intersections of ethnicity and social 

class in provider advice regarding reproductive health. AJPH, 97(10), 1803-1807. 

https://doi.org/10.2105%2FAJPH.2006.092585  

England and Wales Court of Protection. (2018). Re P (sexual relations and contraception) 

EWCOP 10 https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCOP/2018/10.html 

England and Wales Court of Protection. (2019). An NHS Foundation Trust v AB 

(Contraception) EWCOP 45 https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCOP/2019/45.html 

England and Wales Court of Protection. (2020). Oxford v Z EWCOP 20 

https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCOP/2020/20.html 

Foster, D. G. (2020). The problems with a poverty argument for long-acting reversible 

contraceptive promotion. AJOG, 222(4), S861-S863. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2020.01.051  

FSRH. (2018). Contraception for women with eating disorders. Faculty of Sexual & 

Reproductive Health Clinical Effectiveness Unit https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-

guidance/documents/fsrh-ceu-statement-contraception-for-women-with-eating/  

Ginsburg, F., & Rapp, R. (1991). The politics of reproduction. Annual Rev Anthropol, 20, 

311-343.   

Gubrium, A. C., Mann, E. S., Borrero, S., Dehlendorf, C., Fields, J., Geronimus, A. T., 

Gómez, A. M., Harris, L. H., Higgins, J. A., Kimport, K., Luker, K., Luna, Z., Mamo, 

L., Roberts, D., Romero, D., & Sisson, G. (2016). Realizing reproductive health 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2016.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2012.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2010.05.009
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/update-to-procedures-for-the-approval-of-independent-sector-places-published
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/update-to-procedures-for-the-approval-of-independent-sector-places-published
https://doi.org/10.2105%2FAJPH.2006.092585
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCOP/2018/10.html
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCOP/2019/45.html
https://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCOP/2020/20.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2020.01.051
https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-guidance/documents/fsrh-ceu-statement-contraception-for-women-with-eating/
https://www.fsrh.org/standards-and-guidance/documents/fsrh-ceu-statement-contraception-for-women-with-eating/


 24 

equity needs more than long-acting reversible contraception (LARC). AJPH, 106(1), 

18-19. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302900  

Guttmacher Institute. (2020). Substance use during pregnancy. Guttmacher Institute 

https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/substance-use-during-pregnancy  

Hadley, A. (2020). Teenage pregnancy: strategies for prevention. Obstetrics, Gynaecology & 

Reproductive Medicine, 30(12), 387-394.   

Hancock, A. M. (2004). The politics of disgust: the public identity of the welfare queen. New 

York University Press.   

Hays, S. (1996). The cultural contradictions of motherhood. Yale University Press.   

Higgins, J., Kramer, R., & Ryder, K. (2016). Provider bias in long-acting reversible 

contraception (LARC) promotion and removal: perceptions of young adult women. 

AJPH, 106, 1932-1937. https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303393  

Hoggart, L., Newton, V., & Dickson, J. (2013). “I think it depends on the body, with mine it 

didn’t work”: explaining young women’s contraceptive implant removal. 

Contraception, 88(5), 636-640. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2013.05.014  

Holt, K., Reed, R., Crear-Perry, J., Scott, C., Wulf, S., & Dehlendorf, C. (2020). Beyond 

same-day long-acting reversible contraceptive access: a person-centred framework for 

advancing high-quality equitable contraceptive care. AJOG, 222, S878-S882. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2019.11.1279  

Jackson, A. V., Karasek, D., Dehlendorf, C., & Foster, D. G. (2016). Racial and ethnic 

differences in women’s preferences for features of contraceptive methods. 

Contraception, 93(5), 406-411. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2015.12.010  

Jones, C. (2013). ‘Human weeds, not fit to breed?’: African Caribbean women and 

reproductive disparities in Britain. Critical Public Health, 23(1), 49-61. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09581596.2012.761676  

Kilday, A.-M. (2013). A history of infanticide in Britain, c. 1600 to the present. Palgrave 

Macmillan.   

Knight, K. R. (2015). addicted.pregnant.poor. Duke University Press.   

Kramer, R. D., Higgins, J. A., Godecker, A. L., & Ehrenthal, D. B. (2018). Racial and ethnic 

differences in patterns of long-acting reversible contraceptive use in the United States, 

2011 - 2015. Contraception, 97(5), 399-404. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2018.01.006  

Kuppens, S., Moore, S. C., Gross, V., Lowthian, E., & Siddaway, A. P. (2020). The enduring 

effects of parental alcohol, tobacco, and drug use on child well-being: a multilevel 

https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2015.302900
https://www.guttmacher.org/state-policy/explore/substance-use-during-pregnancy
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.2016.303393
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2013.05.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2019.11.1279
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2015.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/09581596.2012.761676
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.contraception.2018.01.006


 25 

meta-analysis. Development and Psychopathology, 32(2), 765-778. 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579419000749  

Lambert, C. (2020). ‘The objectionable injectable’: recovering the lost history of the WLM 

through the Campaign Against Depo-Provera. Women’s History Review, 29(3), 520-

539. https://doi.org/10.1080/09612025.1695354  

Ledger, S., Earle, S., Tilley, E., & Walmsley, J. (2016). Contraceptive decision-making and 

women with learning disabilities. Sexualities, 19(5-6), 698-724. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460715620576  

Letherby, G. (1999). Other than mother and mothers as others: the experience of motherhood 

and non-motherhood in relation to ‘infertility’ and ‘involuntary childlessness’. 

Women’s Studies International Forum, 22(3), 359-372. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-5395(99)00028-X  

Levine, P. (2010). Anthropology, colonialism, and eugenics. In A. Bashford & P. Levine 

(Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of the History of Eugenics (pp. 43-61). Oxford 

University Press.   

Lipp, A. (2010). Conceding and concealing judgement in termination of pregnancy; a 

grounded theory study. J Res Nursing, 15(4), 365-378. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1744987109347031  

Lowe, P. (2016). Reproductive health and maternal sacrifice: women, choice and 

responsibility. Palgrave Macmillan.   

Lucke, J. C., & Hall, W. D. (2012). Under what conditions is it ethical to offer incentives to 

encourage drug-using women to use long-acting forms of contraception? Addiction, 

107(6), 1036-1041. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2011.03699.x (In File) 

Ma, R., Cecil, E., Bottle, A., French, R., & Saxena, S. (2020). Impact of a pay-for-

performance scheme for long-acting reversible contraceptive (LARC) advice on 

contraceptive uptake and abortion in British primary care: an interrupted time series 

study. PLoS Med, 17(9), e1003333. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003333  

Manchikanti, A., Grimes, D. A., Lopez, L. M., & Schulz, K. F. (2007). Steroid hormones for 

contraception in women with sickle cell disease. Cochrane Database Syst Rev, 2, 

CD006261.   

McCarthy, M. (2010). Exercising choice and control - women with learning disabilities and 

contraception. Br J Learning Disabilities, 38(4), 293-302. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-3156.2009.00605.x (In File) 

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579419000749
https://doi.org/10.1080/09612025.1695354
https://doi.org/10.1177/1363460715620576
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-5395(99)00028-X
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1744987109347031
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2011.03699.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003333
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-3156.2009.00605.x


 26 

McCormack, K. (2005). Stratified reproduction and poor women’s resistance. Gender & 

Society, 19(5), 660-679. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0891243205278010  

Meier, S., Sundstrom, B., DeMaria, A. L., & Delay, C. (2019). Beyond a legacy of coercion: 

long-acting reversible contraception (LARC) and social justice. Women’s 

Reproductive Health, 6(1), 17-33. https://doi.org/10.1080/23293691.2018.1556424  

NICE. (2014). Contraceptive services for the under 25s. National Institute for Health and 

Care Excellence https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph51 

O’Brien, C. (2019). What is the point of social security? Discriminatory and damaging 

effects of the two-child limit justified by the ‘lottery of birth’. J Social Welfare & 

Family Law, 41(4), 479-482. https://doi.org/10.1080/09649069.2019.1648372  

Olsen, A., Banwell, C., & Madden, A. (2014). Contraception, punishment and women who 

use drugs. BMC Women's Health, 14, 5. https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6874-14-5  

Parks, C., & Peipert, J. F. (2016). Eliminating health disparities in unintended pregnancy with 

long-acting reversible contraception (LARC). AJOG, 214(6), 681-688. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2016.02.017  

Peden, J., McCann, L., O’Moore, E., Phipps, E., Ford, T., Plugge, E., Leaman, J., Sturup-

Toft, S., & Connolly, A. M. (2018). Gender specific standards to improve health and 

wellbeing for women in prison in England. Public Health England 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachme

nt_data/file/687146/Gender_specific_standards_for_women_in_prison_to_improve_h

ealth_and_wellbeing.pdf  

Powell, R. M. (2021). From Carrie Buck to Britney Spears: Strategies for Disrupting the 

Ongoing Reproductive Oppression of Disabled People. Virginia Law Review Online, 

107, 246-271. 

Roberts, D. (1997). Killing the black body: race, reproduction, and the meaning of liberty. 

Vintage Books.   

Ross, L. (2017). Reproductive justice as intersectional feminist activism. Souls, 19(3), 286-

314. https://doi.org/10.1080/10999949.2017.1389634  

Ross, L. J., & Solinger, R. (2017). Reproductive justice: an introduction. University of 

California Press.   

Ross, P. T. (2015). Reproductive injustices among women with sickle cell disease. Women’s 

Reproductive Health, 2(2), 75-92. https://doi.org/10.1080/23293691.2015.1089148  

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0891243205278010
https://doi.org/10.1080/23293691.2018.1556424
https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ph51
https://doi.org/10.1080/09649069.2019.1648372
https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6874-14-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2016.02.017
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/687146/Gender_specific_standards_for_women_in_prison_to_improve_health_and_wellbeing.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/687146/Gender_specific_standards_for_women_in_prison_to_improve_health_and_wellbeing.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/687146/Gender_specific_standards_for_women_in_prison_to_improve_health_and_wellbeing.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10999949.2017.1389634
https://doi.org/10.1080/23293691.2015.1089148


 27 

Rowlands, S., & Ingham, R. (2017). Long-acting reversible contraception: conflicting 

perspectives of advocates and potential users. BJOG, 124, 1474-1476. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/1471-0528.14699 (In File) 

Ruhl, L. (2002). Dilemmas of the will - uncertainty, reproduction, and the rhetoric of control. 

Signs, 27, 641-663.   

Saunders, K. (2021). ‘I think I stick out a bit’: the classification of reproductive decision-

making. Sociological Research Online, 26(1), 75-91. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1360780420909139  

Sawhill, I. (2014). Generation unbound: drifting into sex and parenthood without marriage. 

Brookings Institution Press.   

Sister Song. (2019). Reproductive justice. Sister Song 

https://www.sistersong.net/reproductive-justice  

Sudbury, J. (2002). Celling black bodies: black women in the global prison industrial 

complex. Feminist Rev, 70, 57-74.   

Sufrin, C. (2018). Making mothers in jail: carceral reproduction of normative motherhood. 

Reproductive Biomedicine & Society Online, 7, 55-65. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rbms.2018.10.018  

Terplan, M., Kennedy-Hendricks, A., & Chisolm, M. S. (2015). Prenatal substance use: 

exploring assumptions of maternal unfitness. Substance Use: Research & Treatment, 

9(S2), 1-4. https://doi.org/10.4137%2FSART.S23328  

Thomas, S. L. (1997). Women, welfare, reform and the preservation of a myth. Social 

Science Journal, 34(3), 351-368. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0362-3319(97)90034-3  

Thompson, D. (2018). Sex, personal relationships and the law for adults with learning 

disabilities. Pavilion.   

Towriss, C. A., Phillips, T. K., Brittain, K., Zerbe, A., Abrams, E. J., & Myer, L. (2019). The 

injection or the injection? Restricted contraceptive choices among women living with 

HIV. Sex Reprod Health Matters, 27(1), 1628593. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/26410397.2019.1628593  

Volscho, T. W. (2011). Racism and disparities in women’s use of the Depo-Provera injection 

in the contemporary USA. Critical Sociology, 37(5), 673-688. 

https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0896920510380948  

Wale, J., & Rowlands, S. (2021). The ethics of state-sponsored and clinical promotion of 

long-acting reversible contraception. BMJ Sexual & Reproductive Health, 47(3), e11. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjsrh-2020-200630  

https://doi.org/https:/doi.org/10.1111/1471-0528.14699
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1360780420909139
https://www.sistersong.net/reproductive-justice
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rbms.2018.10.018
https://doi.org/10.4137%2FSART.S23328
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0362-3319(97)90034-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/26410397.2019.1628593
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0896920510380948
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjsrh-2020-200630


 28 

Winters, D. J., & McLaughlin, A. R. (2019). Soft sterilization: long-acting reversible 

contraceptives in the carceral state. Affilia: J of Women & Social Work, 35, 218-230. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886109919882320  

Wiseman, P., & Ferrie, J. (2020). Reproductive (in)justice and inequality in the lives of 

women with intellectual disabilities in Scotland. Scand J Disability Research, 22(1), 

318-329. https://doi.org/10.16993/sjdr.677  

Won, T., Blumenthal-Barby, J., & Chacko, M. (2017). Paid protection? Ethics of incentivized 

long-acting reversible contraception in adolescents with alcohol and other drug use. J 

Med Ethics, 43, 182-187. https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2015-103176  

Wu, J., Zhang, J., Mitra, M., Parish, S. L., & Reddy, G. K. M. (2018). Provision of 

moderately and highly effective reversible contraception to insured women with 

intellectual and developmental disabilities. Obstet Gynecol, 132(3), 565-574. 

https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0000000000002777  

Yuval-Davis, N. (1997). Gender and nation. Sage.   

 

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0886109919882320
https://doi.org/10.16993/sjdr.677
https://doi.org/10.1136/medethics-2015-103176
https://doi.org/10.1097/aog.0000000000002777

