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Involving Social Workers to Enhance Interdisciplinary

Medical Teams: The Case of Surrogacy

Abstract

The rapid development of reproductive technology in the past several
decades has significantly affected everyone’s lives. Regarding surrogacy as an
example, it has attracted national attention in 2012 when the daughter of former
vice president, Taiwan, Lien Hui-hsin, gave birth to three baby girls through a
surrogacy arrangement in the United States following 17 years of infertility with
her husband. There are many reasons (e.g. fear of exploitation, concern about
psychological and health risk or the change of ‘the family’ normality) for the
public to concern whether to legalize one woman bear a child for another and
give away at birth. Because of the complexity of surrogacy, different
professionals bring varying sets of priorities and concerns to the situations they
face. Despite many moral criticisms and issues being raised, this paper proposes
an interdisciplinary team model to manage with the complex process of
surrogacy.

According to the literature, an interdisciplinary team model creates to
create a framework to deliberate collaboratively on the best interests of the
client and to predict the difficulties that surround surrogacy. In particular, the
role of social works in interdisciplinary medical teams is considered
increasingly significant. In Taiwan, an interdisciplinary team model has been
applied whereby mental health social workers sit on mandatory psychiatric
assessment review committees, and medical social workers are included in the
hospice medical teams. The role of social workers in surrogacy interdisciplinary
teams is to strengthen multidisciplinary assessment, screening clients in their
social environment, empower clients, make referrals and use community
resources.

This paper posits these proposals: (a).Social workers should become
involved in the surrogacy professional teams; (b) social workers must assist
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their team to become aware of the clients’ needs, to counterbalance the
orthodoxy of medical discourses with more holistic and social perspectives; (c).
social workers should know what type of professional competency they should
possess to act on surrogacy issues ; and (d).social workers should define
professional boundaries in the interdisciplinary team.

Keywords:
surrogacy -~ interdisciplinary team model - social work -~ professional
boundaries - professional competency
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