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Though there is a well-established conversation on how reproductive
technologies and policies influence cisgender, heterosexual women’s
bodies within Mormonism, there is a less established conversation on
how reproductive technologies and policies are affecting LGBTQ+
Saints.! Granted, the majority of the Church’s attention has focused
on non-queer womens reproductivity and not on the LGBTQ+ com-
munity. However, within the last handful of decades the Church has
expanded its attention to include specific policies directed at the
LGBTQ+ Latter-day Saint community.®

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints explicitly states its
position in the General Handbook concerning how and when reproduc-
tive technologies are to be used. The morality of a technology is less a
matter of the technology itself, but rather of matter of who is using it.
Policies outlined in the handbook are directing reproductive technolo-
gies toward the creation of a fertile, cisgender, heterosexual, sex binary
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under the guise of God’s laws.’ In this brief article, I discuss the Church’s
current policies on reproductive technologies as outlined in the hand-
book and how they affect specifically the LGBTQ+ community.

Reproductive technology is already changing the landscape of
gender and reproduction. For instance, such technology allows two
cisgender women and one cisgender man to be the biological parents
of their child who has the DNA of three biological parents.* Uterine
transplants allow baren bodies the ability to gestate their offspring.’
This is not science fiction. This is already happening. If these trends
continue, technology could eventually enable trans women the ability
to birth and nurse their own children.® In time, two cisgender women
could produce their own offspring without the need of a sperm donor,
and children could have shared DNA with both their gay, cisgender
fathers.” Advancements in reproductive and medical technologies are
not just changing the aesthetics and sociology of gender but also the
biological utility and function of sex.

Biological sex classification is predicated on assumed reproduc-
tive function. According to Aristotelian essentialism, which is the basis
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of most gender essentialist claims, function is key to essentialism. As
Aristotle explains in his biopsychology, an eye is only an eye if it fulfills
the measure of its creation, to provide vision. If an eye cannot see, it is
an eye in name only. In Aristotle’s words, “The eye itself is the matter
for vision; and if [vision] departs, there is no eye any longer, except
equivocally, as in the case of an eye in a statue or a painting.”® Accord-
ing to essentialism, an eye must have the ability to see to be considered
an eye in actuality. If not, it is only an eye in potentiality. However, if
a blind eye has its vision restored, it is again an eye in actuality. To be
considered an “actual eye” is a matter of function and utility in Aristo-
tle’s essentialist philosophy.

When function is at the center of gender, reproduction takes on a
special role. Under gender essentialist philosophy, biological sex is a
matter of reproductive utility, at least in potentiality. A woman must
have the potential ability to reproduce to be considered a woman. A
strict gender essentialist might even claim that she would have to actu-
ally reproduce to be a “actual woman.” Her biological assignment is
predicated on her reproductive ability, and an infertile woman is not an
“actual woman” but only a woman in potential. If she cannot reproduce,
an infertile woman is a woman in name only, like a statue or painting.
She may look, talk, and sound like a woman, but if she doesn’t serve the
biological utility of a woman, she is not an “actual woman.” Likewise,
an infertile man or even childless man is not a man in function. To be
a biologically “functioning” man or woman would require fertility and
the fulfillment of that utility. In the stricter interpretation, a man would
have to reproduce in actuality to be considered an “actual man.” If not,
he only has the potential to be a man, essentially speaking.

Reproductive gender essentialism claims exclude trans persons
for their gender identity. However, these same arguments, when taken
seriously, also exclude infertile and intersex women too. Such a strict
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definition of “man” or “woman” does not simply exclude trans folks
but also any body not fulfilling its biological utility. After all, biological
potential and utility is the basis of a biological sex assignment.

There are many parallels with Aristotle’s essentialism, gender
essentialism, and Mormon theology. In Mormon theology, doctrine,
and policy, reproduction is of supreme importance.” Brigham Young
warned the Saints about “attempts to destroy and dry up the fountains
of life”"* He also stated, “There are multitudes of pure and holy spirits
waiting to take tabernacles, now what is our duty?—to prepare taberna-
cles for them.” He continues, “It is the duty of every righteous man and
woman to prepare tabernacles for all the spirits they can”"" Brigham
Young’s encouragement for Latter-day Saints to reproduce is echoed
in temple ritual, covenants, culture, scripture, and yes, the General
Handbook. We are commanded to multiply and replenish the earth."”
Providing bodies for spirits is a critical part of Mormon theology and
doctrine.

Infertile bodies then pose quite a problem in Mormon theol-
ogy. They must be “fixed” or at least have the potential to be “fixed,”
in the next life or with current reproductive technology, as a matter
of both utility and redemption. If God commanded us to multiply
and replenish, God must provide a way for all bodies to achieve the
measure of their creation. According to scripture, God gives us no com-
mandment unless there is a way prepared for us to accomplish said
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commandment.”> In Mormonism, everyone must have the potential
to reproduce—even infertile bodies. If one of our earthly purposes is
to birth and rear children, technology can and has assisted many faith-
ful Latter-day Saints in that endeavor. As explained in the handbook,
“When needed, reproductive technology can assist a married woman
and man in their righteous desire to have children** Technology is
among the means Latter-day Saints use to fulfill the measure of their
creation.

In a certain regard, infertile bodies have a shared “queerness” with
the LGBTQ+ community.” Both infertile and queer bodies are not
performing according to their sex assignment and biological function,
which in the Mormon imagination includes reproduction. Infertile
bodies are queer bodies, both biologically and theologically. Many
queer persons and bodies are not reproductive whether because they
are single or in a nonreproductive relationship. If the purpose of a bio-
logical sex assignment is to reproduce via copulation, anything outside
that narrow definition and gender essentialist view is somewhat “queer”

Yet, despite infertile and LGBTQ+ Saints having a shared “queer-
ness, LGBTQ+ Saints carry the brunt of the queer prejudice. Many
LGBTQ+ Saints that are not in cisgender, heterosexual relationships are
excluded from reproductive technologies that would enable us to have
families, while infertile, cisgender, heterosexual Latter-day Saints are
not. Is the technology being used to reinforce cisgender, heterosexual,
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patriarchal gender assignments or reject or subvert said gender assign-
ments? Prejudice against LGBTQ+ Saints creating celestial families of
our own is codified in the handbook by prohibiting not just some kinds
of relationships but also who can use specific reproductive technologies.

Though the handbook has made space for technological modi-
fications for cis-male and cis-female bodies and couples, the Church
has simultaneously demonstrated repeated resistance to technological
modifications of many LGBTQ+ bodies and couples that don’t include
cis-male and cis-female couples. As stated in the handbook, “The pat-
tern of a husband and wife providing bodies for God’s spirit children
is divinely appointed.”'® In other words, vaginal-penile penetration is
God’s way to bring children into the world, and methods outside this
“divine appointment” require patriarchal policing and approval. The
collision of biology and technology is pushing against a fragile system
which requires constant, meticulous, vigilant, and legalistic policymak-
ing at the highest levels of authority in the Church, even from the First
Presidency.”

Various reproductive technologies that would benefit queer repro-
duction are discussed in the handbook. Under the heading “Policies on
Moral Issues,” there is a list of “discouragements” that include surrogacy;,
sperm/egg donation, artificial insemination, and in vitro fertilization.'®
Though these practices are discouraged, they are not entirely forbidden.
These specific reproductive technologies are available to some but not
all. For example, a cisgender, heterosexual man might require artificial
insemination to impregnate his cisgender, heterosexual wife. Under
the current handbook, this is permissible. As stated, “When needed,
reproductive technology can assist a married woman and man in their
righteous desire to have children. This technology includes artificial

16. “38.6.22, Surrogate Motherhood,” General Handbook.
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insemination and in vitro fertilization”" Furthermore, their children
are “born in the covenant” if the parents are already sealed.”

However, the handbook does not simply open the door for artificial
insemination, sperm/egg donation, surrogacy, and in vitro fertilization
as sanctioned technologies for everyone. Sperm/egg donation and sur-
rogacy are means frequently used by the LGBTQ+ community and
therefore require more policing than artificial insemination and in vitro
fertilization between a monogamous, cisgender, heterosexual couple.
For example, a child born via surrogacy is not born in the covenant.”
This child requires a separate sealing with First Presidency approval.”
This ensures the First Presidency can exclude children parented by
same-sex couples.”

The handbook explicitly states, multiple times, that these technolo-
gies are for a cisgender “husband and wife”: “The Church discourages
artificial insemination or in vitro fertilization using sperm from anyone
but the husband or an egg from anyone but the wife” This clarification
reinforces a cis-male and cis-female application, which is especially
potent when combined with other policies and prohibitions on
LGBTQ+ participation in the Church and temple.** Thus, these repro-
ductive technologies can be used as a corrective measure for infertile
cis-male and cis-female married Saints but not used to assist LGBTQ+
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Saints in creating celestial families. Quite explicitly, the handbook’s
current policies demonstrate that celestial families can be created via
technology but only if you are cisgender, in a mixed-sex relationship
and/or intersex.

There are many examples of the Church allowing technologi-
cal transformations for cisgender persons, while disallowing the
procedures for trans persons. A cisgender woman is allowed breast
augmentation or even labiaplasty, but trans women are threatened
and/or excommunicated for similar or even less invasive technological
body modifications.” Likewise, some trans folks are threatened with
ecclesiastical discipline for a mastectomy, while cancer patients are not
taught to counsel with their bishop before undergoing a mastectomy.*
The handbook makes no mention of a cisgender woman who requires
hormone therapy for menopause but has an entire section dedicated
to policing how trans bodies can use hormone therapy.”” This fragile
system of correcting, policing, and erasing queerness is shaken by the
collision of technology, biology, and theology.

Intersex bodies specifically pose a threat to an imagined biologi-
cal sex binary because intersex bodies are literally born non-binary.*®
According to the cisgender, heterosexual, fertile, patriarchal man-
date, intersex bodies and infertile bodies must be “corrected” to fit the
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imagined biological sex binary of how a man or woman is supposed
to function. The gender binary is not just socially constructed, it must
be technologically and surgically constructed, medicated, corrected,
performed, and strictly enforced. Intersex persons are often erased
or ignored in Mormon discourse, or when we are addressed, intersex
conditions are treated like a disability.29 Queerness, in this case, is con-
sidered a “challenge of the flesh” that requires technological treatment.*
From intersex bodies to conversion therapy to in vitro fertilization, the
Church has a well-established history of using technology to eradicate
queerness as if it is a disability.

Keep in mind that a disability is considered a “disability” pre-
cisely because a presumed function is not being fulfilled. If the Church
assumes that the purpose of a cisgender woman is to bear children
and she cannot, she is, according to essentialism, broken and in need
of repair. Folk doctrines suggest that if she cannot be fixed now with
technological means, her “condition” can be “fixed” in the afterlife.
Infertile cisgender women should certainly be encouraged to use tech-
nological transformations to bear children according to their desires,
but we should not assume that the purpose of all cisgender women
is to bear and nurse children.” The problem is not the desire to be
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fertile, regardless of whether the women is transgender or cisgender,
the problem is proscribing how her gender should function and per-
form. One woman may see her infertility as a “disability;” while another
woman may welcome infertility as a convenient form of birth control.
The “disability” should only be considered as disability if it hinders the
fulfilment of her desires not because her disability is a product of an
imposed proscription telling her how to perform her gender.

To make matters more intense for the Church, technology is not
going anywhere. Technological developments are not slowing down.
From uterine transplants to artificial embryo selection, reproductive
technologies are only the beginning. CRISPR is being used to edit genes
and will change our species irreversibly in ways we are not even imag-
ining.”” Cisgender, vaginal-penile penetration could eventually be
considered a reckless form of reproduction when technology allows us
to alter a child’s genes even before gestation. Yesterday’s science fiction
is tomorrow’s reality. Technology is radically and rapidly changing our
world. The First Presidency, through the handbook that they approve
of, have been trying to channel a small portion of that technology into
the creation of an artificial cisgender, heterosexual, sex binary under
the guise of God’s law, but their method of excluding queerness from
Mormonism is slowly breaking down with the rise of queer Latter-day
Saint visibility, activism, theology, and sympathy.”

To be clear, the legitimization of queer bodies, relationships, and
families is not simply a matter of embracing technological advance-
ments. Theology, doctrine, and policy are in a symbiotic relationship
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with one another. Doctrine feeds our theology, and theology feeds policy.
The exclusion of LGBTQ+ Saints is more than simply denying us equal
access to reproductive technology within our Mormon community.
Excluding LGBTQ+ Saints on the grounds that we cannot reproduce is
weakened when technology has clearly allowed both straight and queer
couples the ability to reproduce and raise families. Prejudice toward
LGBTQ+ Saints did not start with policies in the handbook. Exclusion-
ary policies are reflections of our existing prejudices. The legitimization
of queer bodies, relationships, and families within the Church will not
happen until we can imagine a more inclusive theology by interpreting
our doctrine more compassionately. Technology can hinder or aid us
in that endeavor, but the decision ultimately lies within our willingness
to include queer Latter-day Saints as worthy members of celestial glory,
including glorified bodies.*

I suspect that when technology becomes powerful enough to
give “men” the reproductive function of “women” and “women” the
reproductive function of “men,” not just in social performance or aes-
thetics but in reproductive function and biological utility, we will see
an unprecedented cracking of our taxonomies that the Church is woe-
fully underprepared for. Keeping queerness out of churches, temples,
and celestial eternities with the handbook is not a sustainable model.
When Church policies, rituals, privileges, theologies, orthopraxis, and
even classrooms are segregated according to the false premise of a bio-
logical sex binary, the rumbling of queer bodies could shake the very
foundation of the Church.

34. Doctrine and Covenants 76:69-70.
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