











Columbia restrict abortion to within
the first 24 weeks, after which a fetus
could likely survive birth(5). An artifi-
cial womb could significantly extend
fetal viability outside the mother’s body,
and thereby, some would argue, not
infringe on the mother’ rights. Scott
Gelfant, the director of the Ethics
Center at Oklahoma State University in
Stillwater explains, “some might think
that it could meet the test of Roe vs
Wade — that it protects the privacy
of the woman while preserving the
rights of the fetus. If
an artificial womb
were developed, the
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option of transferring their embryos
to an artificial wombs to be carried to
full term it might dissuade them from
having abortions. The danger is that this
would leave the adoption services over-
burdened and put many more children
into flawed foster care systems.

Itis essential to remember that fertil-
ity is just half the equation. Providing
for the children already present and pre-
venting unwanted pregnancies should
also be priorities. Régine Sitruk-Ware,
a reproductive endocrinologist at the
Population Council
in New York, cau-
tions, “ If we look at

government could government could pass a centers in reproduc-
pass a law that re- [gw that required people tive sciences funded

quired people who
have a termination
of pregnancy to put
the fetus into one
of these wombs...
There are around
1 million abortions per year in the
United States and there would have
to be labs throughout the country, but
if we put all these in artificial wombs
and then put them up for adoption we
would have one million motre babies.
It would be a nightmare”(1). At the
very least, if women were given the
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by the National Insti-
tutes of Health, there
are more than twenty
on IVF and only a
handful on contra-
ceptive research. It’s
more politically correct to help people
get babies than the reverse, but it’s im-
portant to have a balance”(1).

When artificial womb technology
comes into effect, laws will certainly
have to be revised. Currently New
Hampshire law says, “No pre-embryo
that has been donated for use in re-
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search shall be transferred to a uterine
cavity”(7). What about if there is no
further need for the uterus? For this
reason some recommend that the
US develop an institution analogous
to Britain’s Human Fertilization and
Embryology Authority to help resolve
such quandaries(11). Artificial womb
research has great potential and now it
is our responsibility to ensure it delivers
more happiness than heartache.

—Colleen Carlston 09 is a Biology
Concentrator in Pforzheimer House
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