Moving From a Red State: How to Leave Without Leaving the Fight
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Queer families weighing a move from a red state to a blue one face a difficult choice: seek greater safety and support, or stay close to the community they want to help. A Vox advice column offers a useful way to think it through, arguing that protecting your family and supporting people back home don’t have to be competing commitments.
Essential Takeaways
Your family matters: Philosophers disagree about whether we should treat loved ones like everyone else, but special commitments to family can be morally important.
Safety isn’t a selfish extra: People facing greater risk shouldn’t be expected to carry the same burden as those less exposed to harm.
A move can strengthen your ability to help: More security and breathing room may make it easier to stay involved in the causes you care about.
Make a plan before you go: Decide how you’ll support organisations or organisers back home, and put those intentions in writing.
Consider the whole picture: Healthcare and legal protections matter, but so do friendships, community and the practical realities of settling somewhere new.
Choosing safety doesn’t mean abandoning your community
For a lesbian reader with a trans wife, the question wasn’t simply where life might feel easier. Moving from a red state to a blue one could bring stronger nondiscrimination and worker protections, as well as better access to healthcare. But leaving also raised a painful worry: would going mean walking away from people still fighting for change at home?
That tension is familiar to anyone who has felt torn between caring for their family and serving a wider cause. The Vox advice column draws on moral philosophy to challenge the idea that these duties must always be weighed equally. The question isn’t whether your loved ones matter more than everyone else in every situation; it’s whether looking after them is a legitimate part of living by your values. [2]
Why putting your loved ones first can be ethical
Some versions of utilitarian thinking ask people to weigh everyone’s wellbeing impartially, rather than give extra priority to those closest to them. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy describes impartiality as a significant theme in moral thought, but it’s not the only way to understand ethical responsibility. [3]
Philosopher Bernard Williams famously objected to a moral outlook that asks people to stand back from their personal commitments. His work highlights how relationships shape the choices we can meaningfully make. For someone who has promised to care for a partner, taking her safety seriously isn’t automatically a lapse in concern for others. [4]
Risk isn’t shared evenly
There’s another important distinction here: people don’t all face the same level of danger or strain. The KFF gender-affirming care policy tracker documents a changing policy landscape across the United States, a reminder that access and protections can vary sharply by state. For trans people and their families, those differences can reach into everyday decisions about care and security. [7]
That doesn’t mean a blue state will be a perfect refuge, or that every red state is the same. It does mean that asking a trans person to stay somewhere difficult for the sake of a broader cause can place a heavy moral burden on the person already carrying more risk. A move deserves to be considered on its real-life effects, not judged as a simple test of loyalty. [7]
Staying involved can take different forms
A fresh start might even make sustained activism more possible. In her book Burdened Virtues, philosopher Lisa Tessman examines how traits developed under oppression, such as constant vigilance and fierce resistance, can be both valuable and costly to the people who practise them. When strain builds over time, stepping away from an exhausting environment may help someone recover the energy to keep contributing. [5]
History also offers examples of people leaving one place without severing their ties to its struggles. The US National Archives describes the Great Migration, when millions of Black Americans left the Jim Crow South for northern and western cities. Their communities and institutions in new places helped build political strength, though the experiences of that migration aren’t a direct parallel to moving between states today. [6]
Make a practical plan before you move
A decision this significant needs more than a map of legal protections. Think through healthcare, work, finances, friendships and the everyday texture of building a life somewhere new. If your wife has a close support network where you are now, that matters; so does the possibility that a new community could bring greater peace of mind. [2], [7]
If you do relocate, decide in advance how you’ll stay connected to the people and organisations you care about back home. You might set up regular donations, offer remote support or introduce yourselves to local organisers before the move. Put the plan in writing and discuss it together; otherwise, the urgent business of unpacking can quietly push good intentions to the bottom of the list. [2], [6]
Moving doesn’t have to mean giving up on home. The more useful question may be where you can stay safe, build a life and keep showing up for others. [2]
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