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T h e  goal posts keep moving in the legal limbo surrounding artificial human 
reproduction. We’ve finally reached the point where the American public is 
starting to take notice, as evidenced by a recent New York Times story on 
foreign couples who come to the United States to hire surrogates to carry 
their children. With surrogacy illegal in most Western countries, the United 
States has become the most attractive destination for wealthy foreign couples 
looking to obtain a baby through third-party reproduction.

With legislation varying significantly from state to state, so-called “intended 
parents” must engage in some research to find the kind of legal support that 
would enable them to commission a baby, confident that the state will give 
them a significant measure of control over the process. Some states (notably 
Michigan) still ban surrogacy, while others permit it under “altruistic” 
conditions, meaning that the birth mother can be compensated only for 
pregnancy-related expenses. Other states, such as California, have embraced 
surrogacy as a commercial transaction, allowing a woman to gestate for money 
while assuring intended parents that the law will back their contractual claim 
should their surrogate have second thoughts about surrendering the infant 
postpartum.

Accordingly, the debate about surrogacy takes place on multiple fronts at 
the same time. Last June, Governor Bobby Jindal was subject to withering 
criticism when he vetoed a bill that had easily passed the Louisiana state 
legislature. Although it did not permit commercial transaction, if enacted the 
law would have provided a legal structure for altruistic surrogacy. This was 
the second time in two years that Jindal vetoed such a bill. There can be little 
doubt that surrogacy supporters will try again.

This is only the latest development in what is certain to be an ongoing 
struggle. A lthough it is not precisely new, third-party reproduction 
represents a significant threat to the dignity of women and especially 
children. Owing to a variety of technological and social changes, the 
pressures to bring third-party reproduction into the mainstream, along 
with legal support and perhaps even financial subsidy, are certain to increase.

Rachel Lu is a Senior Contributor at The Federalist, as well as a frequent contributor to Crisis 
magazine, Ricochet, Aleteia, and other print and online publications. A convert to Roman Catholi
cism, she teaches philosophy at the University of St. Thomas, and lives with her husband and three 
boys in St. Paul, Minnesota.
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New Pressures in Third-party Reproduction

For those not familiar with the term, “third-party reproduction” can describe 
any situation in which a person deliberately contributes an essential ingredient 
(either genetic or gestational) to the life of a child, without intending to act 
as a parent in the child’s upbringing. Third-party reproduction could involve 
sperm donation, ova donation, embryo donation, or the enlisting of a surrogate 
to carry a child she does not intend to raise.

Humans have always realized, of course, that it is possible to help beget a 
child without contributing to the parenting effort. One could argue that there 
are Biblical examples of third-party reproduction, as, for example, in the 
Book of Genesis when Leah and Rachel (the wives of Jacob) offer their 
handmaidens to their husbands in their stead, with the understanding that the 
wives would have some parental-type relationship to the resulting children. 
(At the same time, it should be noted that the natural mothers of these children 
are also part of the family, and are remembered in the genealogical records. 
Their maternity cannot simply be overridden by their mistresses’ whim.) From 
ancient times, there has always been a good measure of sympathy for those 
who desperately desire children and are unable to have them. This generous 
impulse moves many people today to support third-party reproduction as a 
means of helping the infertile fulfill their parental dreams.

Generous motivations do not guarantee happy endings, however. 
Significant social changes almost always have complex ramifications, and 
so it will be with third-party reproduction. So far it has been a relatively fringe 
phenomenon. But we are now moving rapidly towards a new threshold, beyond 
which third-party reproduction could fundamentally transform the way we 
think about parenthood and family. This transition could pose a far graver 
threat to human dignity than any of the fertility practices we have seen to date.

It’s only relatively recently that the relevant technologies have become 
available and (moderately) affordable for ordinary couples. Although 
artific ia l insem ination  is com paratively  uncom plicated , in -v itro  
fertilization (IVF) has opened up whole new vistas when it comes to 
third-party reproduction. It is now possible, for example, for any couple to 
employ a woman to carry a child to whom she is not biologically related. It is 
likewise possible for a woman whose eggs are not viable to combine her 
husband’s sperm with another woman’s ovum, and then gestate the child 
herself. With IVF, any viable sperm, ovum, and hospitable womb can be 
used to produce a child— without the necessity of sexual intercourse. At this 
point the rate of success is still well shy of 100%. Even so, this is a game- 
changer in the world of third-party reproduction.
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The game is changing on social fronts as well. These days, more and more 
married couples are struggling with infertility. There are a number of reasons 
for this. One is a rise in fertility-related diseases like endometriosis. Another 
is a move towards late marriage, as young people increasingly wait until 
their late twenties or thirties before tying the knot. Older couples tend to be 
less fertile, and by the time these late-marrieds start trying to have children, 
some are unable to conceive. This has created a sizable market for assisted 
reproduction.

More significant still is the rise of same-sex marriage. Now that same-sex 
pairing is widely accepted and even celebrated as an acceptable basis for 
family formation, homosexual couples increasingly express an interest in 
raising children. But changing social norms cannot alter the fact that people 
of the same sex lack the necessary ingredients to make a child together. Some 
homosexual couples opt for adoption, but our adoption system is messy and 
filled with pitfalls; moreover, this alternative is at least in principle limited by 
the number of available adoptive children. Third-party reproduction supplies 
the reproductive components the couple naturally lacks, thus opening an 
avenue for family formation that is more firmly under the would-be parents’ 
control. Advocates for the LGBT community (lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
transgender) thus praise third-party reproduction as an ideal way of enabling 
same-sex partners to “become a family.”

As the demand for children is more firmly established, the market 
predictably adapts. It is now possible to search for human sperm, human 
eggs, a surrogate, or an assisted-reproduction lawyer all from the comfort of 
your home laptop. At present, gestational surrogacy is still prohibitively 
expensive for many people, costing at least $60,000 and sometimes much 
more. Uncertainties in the legal climate also deter many from pursuing this 
option. M edical costs create additional controversy, since insurance 
companies are predictably unhappy when they are asked to underwrite the 
medical expenses for women who gestate for money.

In short, third-party reproduction is still subject to a host of sticky financial 
and legal issues. These, however, are the sorts of disputes that can be ironed 
out over time. Should that happen, the Western world is poised to enter a 
new era in which parenthood is almost entirely unshackled from the realities 
of human fertility. It may soon be common practice for children to be made 
to order for any person or combination of persons, according to their 
specifications and on their preferred timetable. Most unsettling of all is the 
fact that the United States is in the vanguard of this new development, poised 
to cross yet another threshold in the area of family formation. The moral 
ramifications could be enormous.
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Looking Back: The Last Moral Threshold

Less than a century ago, Western society stood on the brink of another 
technological and cultural threshold, one that, when crossed, would shift 
our paradigms concerning sex and fertility, effectively uncoupling them in 
the minds of most people. As in the present juncture we face, frowning 
moralists warned that ethical perils lay ahead, while apologists gently drew 
the public’s attention to the sympathetic cases. The apologists won, but the 
frowning moralists look quite prescient in retrospect.

Contraceptives and abortion were not advertised as harbingers of sweeping, 
categorical social change. They were proposed as remedies for relatively 
select cases and circumstances, and that’s what most people expected them 
to be. Very few were hoping or expecting to see that sex would be detached 
from all associated mores or attendant obligations. Contraceptives, and 
especially abortion, were meant to be used in moderation, and only when 
circumstances truly justified something that almost everyone a century ago 
would have understood to be morally consequential.

In the abstract, the case for safe and reliable birth control is very 
sympathetic. Most everyone appreciates that couples can have good reasons 
for avoiding pregnancy. At the extremes we find women with serious medical 
concerns, for whom a pregnancy is genuinely life-threatening. Then there 
are people who stand a strong likelihood of passing on terrible genetic diseases 
to their potential offspring. Even when all is healthy and normal, it doesn’t 
seem right that people who marry young should simply be expected to have 
fifteen children, if that’s what nature sends. It’s entirely reasonable that people 
should wish to exercise some level of control over the childbearing process.

And they do. There is of course one tried-and-true method that has always 
enabled couples to avoid (or delay) pregnancy. We know where babies come 
from, after all. But asking married couples to avoid intercourse indefinitely 
(in cases where pregnancy would have truly dire consequences) seems cruel. 
Even in “the normal case” (that is, parents who are simply trying to space 
births at manageable intervals), healthy marital intimacy is something to 
encourage. Promoters of artificial birth control promised that these medical 
advances could improve marriage and make family life more satisfying. All 
of their intentions seemed admirable.

It’s hard to say at this point whether mid-century American culture could 
have been robust enough in principle to minimize irresponsible contraceptive 
use over the long term. It didn’t get much of a chance. With the issue of Roe 
v. Wade, in 1973, abortion was swept forcefully into mainstream American 
culture, and the entire picture changed.
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As with contraception, abortion for the most part was advertised as a remedy 
for the exceptional case. Rape and incest have always featured heavily in the 
conversation about the ethics of abortion, as have horror stories about the 
young victims of “back alley” butchers. The reality has been far less 
sympathetic. In the divorce of sex from childbearing, abortion was the final 
clause. By decisively ending the “risk” of an unwanted child, it revolutionized 
our whole outlook on sexuality.

Artificial contraceptives, after all, were never completely effective. 
Condoms can break and women still get pregnant on the pill; even if both 
methods were used, adulterers, for example, knew there was a possibility 
they could end up conceiving a baby. By guaranteeing that the unwanted 
child legally could be killed, abortion provided a fail-safe, ensuring that no 
woman need ever become a mother against her will. With its procreative 
potential brought to heel, sex could be enjoyed as an independent good, 
opening a Pandora’s Box of irresponsible behavior.

Can there be any doubt at this point that the severance of sex from 
childbearing has catalyzed the deeply disturbing over-sexualization of our 
society? It’s hard to keep pace with the new forms of sexual depravity that 
seem to spring out of the grass like locusts, from a booming pornography 
business to concubine-like relationships between older men and younger 
women to the mess of issues surrounding the sexually promiscuous campus 
social scene. Once people internalize the principle that sex need not lead to 
children, the road can lead to every kind of sexual disorder.

In retrospect, the damage is obvious, but our paradigm is now effectively 
changed. It’s very difficult to walk such a process back. Sex has become a de 
facto entitlement in the minds of many Westerners, and a life without it seems 
impoverished. Given the magnitude of the responsibilities that come with 
pregnancy and parenthood, it simply seems unfair to many people to suggest 
that the naturally fertile should be forced to choose between such onerous 
burdens and the loneliness of abstinence. So long as that mindset exists, 
abortion will always seem necessary as a last-resort fix for unintentionally 
fruitful sexual encounters. Artificial contraceptives can alter the probabilities, 
but without abortion, sex and childbearing would still be (at least tenuously) 
coupled for naturally fertile people, regardless of their intentions or attitudes.

This is a huge problem for those of us who care deeply about defending 
the unborn. In the years since Roe, the pro-life movement has made real and 
substantial gains, helping Americans to appreciate the preciousness of unborn 
life. It has been assisted by ultrasound technology and by better information 
concerning the remarkable development of the embryo from its earliest weeks. 
Substantial numbers of young Americans today do recognize the unborn child
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as a human being worthy of protection. But if progress on this front has been 
slow and difficult, there is a readily understandable reason. People today 
simply aren’t willing to re-assume full responsibility for the natural conse
quences of their sexual choices.

It’s a bitter pill to swallow. Having successfully “uncoupled” sex from 
parenthood (at least in the popular imagination), Americans show little 
enthusiasm for putting them back together again. This is and will continue to 
be a major obstacle for the pro-life movement.

The Next Threshold: Parenthood for Sale

If third-party reproduction is accepted fully into the mainstream of 
American life, another natural social-biological link will be definitively 
broken. The similarities to contraception are striking.

As in the case with contraception, the relevant biological connection (in 
this case, between natural fertility and parenthood) was always understood 
to be normal but not exceptionless. People have normally been expected to 
beget and raise their own offspring. But there have always been extraneous 
circumstances that justify some other arrangement. To proponents of third- 
party reproduction, that crack in the door represents an opportunity. Westerners 
are already moderately comfortable with adoption, so perhaps they can be 
persuaded to see surrogacy as just a moderate extension of current social 
practice.

Almost everyone can appreciate that there are sympathetic reasons for 
supporting such an expansion. Just as people have always endeavored to 
avoid pregnancy at inopportune times, so they have endeavored to improve 
the odds when children were wanted. Boosting fertility has long been 
recognized as a legitimate medical goal, and everyone appreciates that people 
can have excellent reasons for seeking medical or technological assistance 
in their efforts to procreate. Clearly there are many good and loving couples 
in the world who are unable to conceive children or to sustain a pregnancy to 
term. All virtuous people are pleased to see the childless discover the joy of 
parenting.

That being the case, there are some responses to infertility (both medical 
and social) that virtually no one finds objectionable. Others are more 
controversial. But, as once happened in the contraceptive case, we are now 
reaching that threshold where medicine and technology are able to close 
completely the gap between parental desires and familial realities. Living 
as we are with the consequences of that first “great divorce,” we should 
consider carefully how our social reality might be affected if we were to 
undergo yet another massive paradigm shift.
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Third-party reproduction can compensate for anything a would-be parent 
might lack, whether genetic material or means of gestation. On a technological 
level, the critical juncture has already arrived. There is now no physiological 
obstacle that can absolutely prevent a fertility-industry customer (whether 
an individual, a couple, or a group of people) from obtaining a child. Law, 
custom, and a scarcity of resources have thus far prevented this technological 
achievement from radically transforming our cultural paradigms. All three 
of those things are subject to change, however.

What happens if we become accustomed to the idea that children can and 
should be available to anyone who wants them? On some level, this is a very 
sympathetic demand. The desire to love and nurture offspring is a deep part 
of the human experience. Parenthood is also a primary means by which we 
pass on our culture, beliefs, and traditions. It is our best chance at ensuring 
that they will survive beyond our death. Some people feel, not unreasonably, 
that lacking the opportunity to rear children represents a significant hardship 
which may materially diminish their potential to live a fulfilled life. If 
medicine and technology can remedy that hardship, is it not cruel to stand in 
their way?

The case might seem especially compelling considering that the desire for 
children is, on some level, generous and socially valuable. Far more than the 
desire for sexual pleasure, the yearning to nurture seems admirable and good. 
Entering sympathetically into the frustrations of infertile would-be parents, 
it is easy to agree that children should be found for those who want them. We 
might even come to see this as a demand of justice; after all, the naturally 
fertile have not done anything per se to enable their procreative potential. 
Some people exercise it in wildly irresponsible ways, under brutally non- 
optimal conditions, and we still typically allow them to keep their offspring. 
Who are we to insist that children be allotted according to the tyrannical and 
sometimes brutally harsh whims of nature?

As with sexuality, however, we should recognize the hazards inherent in 
snipping these biological ties. We might start by considering the fact that 
biology does do some real work in “suggesting” promising familial structures. 
To be sure, it provides no sure-fire safeguard against bad parenting. But at 
least it favors the young and healthy, thus increasing the likelihood that parents 
will have life and energy enough to see their offspring to adulthood. It also 
demands a heterosexual pair of parents, thus “pointing the way” to a family 
structure that sociological research has shown to be optimal for children’s 
development and long-term thriving.

Perhaps even more important than this, biology leaves us with regular 
reminders that childbearing isn’t entirely under our control. We can’t simply
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order up children like packaged goods; our family goals are to a significant 
extent dependent on contingencies that are beyond our control. The 
ramifications of that reality can at times be painful. But they can also be 
salutary insofar as the intrinsic uncertainty deters us from regarding children 
instrumentally, as mere components of our own personal plans.

Jennifer Lahl has done excellent work in documenting the effects of third- 
party reproduction on families, on non-parenting participants, and on children. 
One theme that recurs over and over in her work is the extent to which the 
entire process focuses on the wishes and demands of intended parents. That 
is unsurprising given that their dollars are the ones driving the industry. Alana 
Newman’s recent Public Discourse essay, “The Mother-Free Money Tree,” 
gives a window into the world of assisted reproduction, leaving no doubt 
that the fertility industry is as profit-oriented as any other business. Directors 
of fertility clinics will discuss at length the best strategies for advertising 
gestational surrogacy to gay couples. They don’t waste much time on the 
question of whether or not it’s ethical to produce children who, from their 
conception, are never meant to have a mother.

And the market is already substantial. According to the New York Times, 
approximately 2,000 babies will be bom in the United States this year through 
gestational surrogacy, proving that even now, the financial motive is 
significant. Many foreign couples come to the United States because they 
want the legal protections that at least some states provide. (For a would-be 
parent, “legal protection” mostly means that the state will if necessary enforce 
gestational contracts over and against the wishes of the woman who actually 
carries and gives birth to the child.) Others, particularly from China, come 
because they want their children to be bom on U.S. soil and to have the 
benefit of American citizenship, which might then prove useful for the rest 
of the family.

Clinic directors say that they do turn some clients away; for example, the 
Times piece mentioned the case of a foreign client who hoped to procure six 
babies in the United States, with the intention of keeping his favorite two 
and selling the remaining four in his home country. That client was turned 
away at least once, though it’s entirely possible that his demands were met 
through another clinic. Just in general, a commercialized surrogacy industry 
is likely to behave like any other market. Money will talk, and people who 
have it will generally get what they want, regardless of whether this is good 
for the children they procure.

Modem social trends have been driven largely by the needs and desires of 
adults, and especially of professionally successful, resource-rich adults. 
There’s no reason to think that third-party reproduction would be different.
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But this realization should make us all deeply uneasy about what may happen 
to children when we become accustomed to regarding them as commodities 
for purchase.

When Children Become Products

On a philosophical level, the practice of purchasing children is sure to 
affect the way in which we view them. The Times story recorded the case of 
a Portuguese gay couple who procured a son through surrogacy at great 
expense, but announced their intention to bum all the bills so that he would 
never have to think about his “cost.” It was an interesting detail, because it 
shows that these two men, despite their willing participation in the surrogacy 
process, do realize on some level that children can be dehumanized when 
their very existence is the direct result of a legal and financial transaction. 
There is something touching in their efforts to hide the money trail from the 
child. Still, their intuition points us towards a disturbing feature of the fertility 
industry.

One of the most mysterious elements of procreation is the way that, through 
childbearing, I actually bring into being another person who is my ontological 
equal. Ordinarily, things I “make” are naturally subordinate or metaphysically 
inferior to me, the maker. But no matter how many children I bear, every one 
is another human being whose life is just as precious as mine. To some extent, 
grappling with that challenging reality is just one of the burdens and blessings 
of parenthood.

This isn’t the sort of puzzle that demands a cut-and-dried “solution.” But 
we can make more sense of it when childbearing occurs in a context, and is 
regarded as a normal stage of life. If our entrance into parenthood is by its 
nature beyond us, and part of a narrative that was not of our making, it 
becomes more possible to relate to our children as persons rather than projects. 
We are aware, of course, that we exercised some agency in helping to bring 
them into being. But the process was to a significant extent beyond our control, 
and so too are their lives.

When parenthood becomes an option on a pull-down menu, that context 
is lost, and the problem presents itself again in a more disturbing way. Will 
parents be able to establish that same ontologically-equal relationship to 
children whom they quite literally have ordered to specifications from a 
catalog or off of a website? A whole host of parental pathologies are waiting 
in the wings (along with corresponding child pathologies).

On the one hand, the purchased child might easily be over-parented to a 
damaging degree. A host of books and articles have already suggested that 
American parenting is frenzied and obsessive to everybody’s detriment;
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buying children at the cost of a luxury car might well exacerbate this trend. 
On the other hand, purchased children might be subjected to other kinds of 
unreasonable expectations. Intended parents can even now choose the 
biological origins of their offspring, demanding DNA from athletes or Rhodes 
scholars or supermodels, depending on their preferences. Women who sell 
their ova can command higher salaries if they can present a resume with 
specially attractive features like great beauty or high intelligence. Even 
naturally conceived children sometimes complain that they feel burdened by 
over-specific parental expectations. How much might that feeling be 
exacerbated if they know that their parents paid an upcharge for the sperm of 
a Nobel Prize winner or the ovum of a champion tennis player?

Another interesting case might be seen in childless middle-aged couples, 
who could very rationally decide to start shopping for babies in their mid
fifties, just in time to raise children who will reach adulthood when their 
parents need elder care. Parents presumably could not use legal means to 
force the child to follow through on this expectation, but how will it affect 
the child’s self-understanding if he knows that he was brought into being 
explicitly for this purpose? Will this make him less able to live a meaningful, 
independent life?

More examples could easily be imagined, but the general point should be 
clear. Our sexual relationships have already been negatively affected by a 
paradigm shift that detached sexuality from its natural moral implications. 
Now, our parent-child relationships are threatened by a similar paradigm 
shift. Once we sanction the buying of children, it will not be possible to 
control to any significant extent the methods and motives of their purchasers. 
Inevitably, children will be put at grave risk. But as in the contraceptive case, 
our entire outlook may well shift as these practices come to be seen as normal 
and acceptable. At that point, we may find it exceedingly difficult to persuade 
the public to backtrack. Nobody wants to be the person to stand at the door 
of the clinic, telling a childless couple that, “I ’m sorry, but you can’t have a 
family.”

The Road Ahead

Prognosticating is a risky business. One hates to delve too far into dystopian 
futuristic fantasies, for fear of sounding ridiculous. Still, it must be said that 
there was a time in our not-so-distant past when it would have seemed 
preposterous that we need to debate whether or not religious people should 
be forced to violate their own beliefs in order to supply women with free 
contraceptives. Same-sex marriage morphed in just a few short years from a 
ludicrous notion into a widely accepted social custom. It’s hard to know
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what our descendants might or might not find reasonable.
Thus, I will note briefly that the longer-term  im plications of an 

“entitlement” to parenthood could be quite frightening. If people are entitled 
to children regardless of their fertility situation, those children must come 
from somewhere. Various forms of pressure might thus be used to persuade 
women to act as surrogates.

As already noted, the United States has become, quite literally, the breeding 
ground for many of the world’s technologically produced children. In other 
countries, that industry has been regularized in more obviously exploitative 
ways. Celebrities like Oprah Winfrey speak in glowing terms of India’s 
Akanka Clinic, where impoverished women are housed like livestock for 
seven months while they gestate a baby to be sold to a wealthy foreign couple. 
They are expected to bring an older child to the clinic with them to serve as 
an emotional distraction, so that they will not grieve too much over the lost 
baby. Akanka is effectively a “baby farm,” and the callous disregard it shows 
for natural maternal feelings is chilling. Americans still feel more comfortable 
allowing that level of regularization to happen on the other side of the planet, 
but that might be a temporary expedient.

As the public becomes more comfortable with surrogacy, it’s fairly 
inevitable that it will also become desensitized to the inherent tragedy of 
taking a newborn out of the arms of his natural-bom mother, and handing 
him off to someone else. What other possibilities might present themselves 
as morally acceptable under these conditions?

We can hope and fervently pray that law and custom ultimately halt these 
practices or at least minimize their impact. Given our recent history, however, 
we should not be complacent. Third-party reproduction represents a radical 
re-drawmg of the map when it comes to parenthood and family. Changes of 
this magnitude have consequences.

The Rights of the Child

How might we avert these dystopian possibilities? What could we do to 
minimize the exploitation of women and children? Perhaps the most 
promising possibility would be to re-focus the public’s attention on the 
children, and to engage in a discussion of what they need and deserve.

Of course there will always be children who are raised under sub-optimal 
circumstances. We can’t control for every tragedy and every irresponsible 
parental choice. Nevertheless, we can insist that our laws and customs with 
respect to family-formation should be ordered primarily towards the good of 
children and not the desires of adults. Considered through that lens, the 
deficiencies of third-party reproduction become obvious.
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Naturally conceived children may suffer all manner of hardships, but at 
least, under the laws and customs that have traditionally ordered civil society, 
they are presumptively attached to their natural parents from the time of 
their birth. They have a mother. They have a father. They have a family 
heritage. And because their place in the world is established by biology and 
not by parental intent, their existence can be viewed as a kind of sui generis 
good. Ironically, by (presumptively) attaching children to their biological 
parents, we give them a measure of freedom from their parents wishes and 
demands.

We should work to persuade the public that, regardless of the circumstances 
of his conception, every child deserves to be viewed as an independently 
valuable human being. Subordinating children from their very conception to 
the motives of their would-be parents (even if those motives are basically 
benevolent) is a violation of their dignity and of their moral freedom. It 
instrumentalizes them in a morally unacceptable way.

Every child has a right to be a fully respected member of a secure, loving 
family. The fact that some (war orphans, for example) are denied this through 
tragic circumstance does not justify the intentional creation of children who 
are destined to be separated from their natural kin. No amount of money 
should persuade us to be comfortable with children who are motherless by 
design.

Here in the United States, third-party reproduction is likely to be a live 
topic for many years to come. Those of us who have committed ourselves to 
the defense of life have a responsibility to make the public aware of the 
disturbing philosophical implications of practices that may initially seem 
unproblematic. On a legislative level, we can resist the regularization of third- 
party reproduction, and applaud politicians like Governor Jindal who are 
willing to take a stand against it. Ultimately, though, no legal victories or 
losses will be as significant as the cultural paradigms that will either accept 
or condone the divorce of parenthood from biology. We’re already paying a 
heavy price for our failure to prevent the last dramatic paradigm shift. Let’s 
try to do better the next time around.
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