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of the modern rapid biot
ed by social sciences is to study
‘old” questions in relation to life
and technology. Despite the fact that

, gaining a global dimension, according t
he concepts of the individual, kinship, genealogy or the limits of life and

e perceived, varies significantly between different cultural contexts,
:“s'ocial layers or with reference to gender, race, nationality and religious
sund. Therefore, particular emphasis must be placed on studying the way in
biomedical practices are intertwined with local cultural, ethical and religious
_,.n the individual, kinship, gender, sexuality and the human body, which
tate policies and public financing, thus creating a framework for processing
es and setting priorities and exemptions with regard to medical research.

of the central issues related to assisted reproduction pertains to
e third-party genetic material

ologous fertilization, namely the ability to us
m and/or ova) and surrogacy methods. The issue is approached in very
d raises a series of questions on

ent ways by EU Member States an
(a)symmetries in the reproduction
and upbringing, as well as on the

I
ction (MAR) technologiesl.

echnological developments, the scientific
the ways in which ‘new’ answers may
and death, the individual and kinship,
technological developments are
o anthropological studies the way

tstanding the concept of kinship, gender
ess, perceptions around genetic inheritance
ialization of medically assisted reprodu

1. See Konrad (1980, 2005), Orobitg and Salazar (2005), Almeling (2006), Inhorn (2006),

man (2011).
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As is well known, by means of Laws 3089/2002 “Medical Assistance ip, Hy
Reproduction” and 3305/2005 “Implementation of Medically Assisted ReproduC.
Methods” the Greek legal system allows infertile heterosexual couples o ; o
women who are unable to achieve “homologous™ fertilization and childbearjy, by
medical reasons, to receive genetic material donations (sperm and ova), as ng o
SUrrogacy services free of charge’. In this way, the Greek State has establisheq )
legal rights and obligations for using the possibilities offered by MAR techno|, -[he
which, at the same time, question predominant perceptions on parenthood and kinsg}:,-esf

an

The purpose of this paper is to present quantitative research data’ | the'

perceptions of persons who have used or are currently using MAR methods ,

2. The two laws also allow for embryo cryopreservation, embryo donation, genetic Materjg|
research and the freedom to transport genetic material and fertilized ova from and to other EU Member

other EU Member States. Vide ESHRE (2009).

3.. The recent works of Trokana (2011), Papaligoura (2013) and Tountassaki (forthcoming) focys
on the issue of genetic material donation in Greece from a scientific, psychological and anthropological
point of view, respectively.

4. The results are part of the research (In)FERCIT “(In)fertile citizens: Concepts, practices
policies and technologies of assisted reproduction in Greece. A multidisciplinary comparative
approach” carried out by the Laboratory of Family and Kinship Studies of the Department of Social
Anthropology and History, University of the Aegean. The research program (In)FERCIT lasts for three
years 25/9/2012-24/9/2015 and is implemented within the framework of the Action “Aristeia I” of the
Operational Program “Education and Lifelong Learning” and is co-financed by the European Socil

similar research conducted in neighboring countries (Spain, Italy, Bulgaria, Turkey, Cyprus and
Lebanon). The key issues of focus in the first part of our research on Greece are related 0
c.onc.eptualizations of kinship, gender relations, control and biopolitics issues, attaching particulas
s1gr.nﬁcance to the question: “What are the concepts of ‘natural’ and ‘normal’ created and imposed by
assisted reproduction methods?” and “How do subjects accept and/or resist these conceptualizations?"

5. (In)FERCIT combines qualitative with quantitative research. Qualitative research was carriel
out through open interviews with Greek men and women in reproductive age who have come inf®

total of 120 open interviews were carried out with interviewees of a different gender, age, family stati*
sexuality, religious background and place of residence. Quantitative research was conducted using
questionnaire with 39 sets of questions designed for closed and open-ended responses. The
questionnaire comprises three parts which investigate the respondents’ perceptions on infertility &
MAR, record the respondents’ experience with MAR methods and reflect the basic demographic &"
socioeconomic data of respondents. The quantitative research is stil] underway and 212 questionnai’®
have been filled-in and digitized up to now.
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’lto the establishment of new forms of kinship and family formations through
. material donation and surrogacy®. Consequently, the aim of this paper is to
';. the degree of social acceptance or rejection of perceptions related to human
duction not in the Greek society as a whole, but among persons who have
experienced MAR methods and are, therefore, more able to reflect on the
of such methods and their consequences, which lead to the establishment of
¢ units deviating from the typical structure of the heterosexual infertile couple
ts for adopting a child or for using  homologous medically assisted
uction methods.

rch methodology

Despite the proportionally large number of clinics and MAR centers in Greece’,
dence we have on the number of medically assisted reproduction treatments,
or ova donations, as well as surrogacy, is scarce. Out of the fifty centers and
reported by the European Society of Human Reproduction and Embryology
1RE) in 2006, only nine (less than 18%) have provided statistics on the type
number of MAR treatments performed —such as in vitro fertilization,
ertilization, embryo cryopreservation, ova cryopreservation, ova donation,
mplantation genetic diagnosis® °.

I statistics on the use and types of MAR methods are insufficient, information
he socioeconomic characteristics of the population of infertile persons using MAR

6. In like manner, the papers of Chatzouli (2015) and Daskalaki (2015) attempt to investigate
1 ar matters using as evidence the qualitative research interviews.
- 7. According to the European IVF-monitoring Consortium for the European Society of Human
toduction and Embryology, Greece is among the countries with the highest number of medically
sted reproduction centers and clinics in proportion to its population. In 2006, there were 50 clinics
Centers throughout Greece (de Mouzon et al 2010: 1853), while it is estimated that their number
'L_, ICreased in the years that followed.

3 According to ESHRE’s data on Greece for 2006, the following treatments were performed in
: nine clinics that provided statistics: 1,222 in vitro fertilizations leading to 282 pregnancies and 202
1S, 2,987 Intra Cytoplasmatic Sperm Injections leading to 605 pregnancies and 340 births and 140
*0¢yte Donations leading to 74 pregnancies and 40 births. See de Mouzon et al (2010).
i 9 However, the press frequently publishes articles with statistics that are based on estimates by
~¢lans. Thus, according to an article by Penny Mpouloutza in Kathimerini, Sunday Version [Greek
"SPaper] (2013: 4) in Greece: 300,000 couples are infertile, 12,000 assisted reproduction treatments
ACe each year and the average cost of every effort (including the cost of drugs) amounts to EUR
Y- The journalist estimates that there are currently 70 assisted reproduction medical centers and
:' With an annual turnover of EUR 50 million. However, according to the same journalist, there has
12 drop in the number of treatments from 15,000 in 2009 to 12,000 in 2012 and, therefore, clinics
Medical centers in Greece have turned towards cross-border reproductive care. See, Kantsa (2014).

)
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(r:r:lel:tt?;;dvsv 1ltrll1 ?reec; is practiFally inexistent. This lack of information has Creat

g it ;gi{:tri to select'mg a .re}.)resentatlve sailmple, given that there is 1, o iz(; iff.
o allo i rela (l)n to bflSlC statistical cl'laracterlstics of the studied populaj,, ’

o e 5 e .stratlﬁcatlor‘l. Sampling was carried out starting from S
o oue § pr1v'at.e (three in .Athen.s and one in Larisa), two are Unive y lm.cs’
; ne in Thessaloniki and one in Larisa) and two associations supporti o i
::r)(') f;i (l)ljslr)lfll(ir who le}re interested in using MAR methods (Cybele arll)d I\:If;ggnpe()ple
B ot o t;amp ing was also l.lsed, starting from the interviewees of the Yo
: . ¢ research. Interviews were carried out in Athens, Th ethl-m
Larisa, Chania and Mytilene. Finally, the questionnaire was distrib - i
electronic forum www.ivf.gr. Research is still in progress Hls o thfough t
rTumber of questionnaires have been filled-in —namel 212—.th OWeVera. o e
tial analysis of answers to reach tem i i . i i e -
sample population towards genetic I:'I(‘)l:tlgi;? (Efr::‘soconcglswns e e s
hand, it must be noted that the relatively small parti iati SUUOgaC}’- e o ol
far, calls for a review of the resul P lmpajﬂon‘ . iy ot 8
?nalysis per source of information atjdv:l?: rtl);:ieclrsoi?:;zgfnor'l p mcreasﬁd.- e
Il;’z::ryie\)tve]es are i}lllustrated in Table A.1 of the Appendix Ofl"n}iz ::ll;lr: ‘;::VS\'}SIC;Z{ :tzhe
ximately two thirds of interviewees are 35-44 years ol(i and 58.5¢ versity
Graduates/Technical University Graduates and/or hold o pe i
o o o s old a p'ost-graduate title. Almost
Semployed, et & Os ulsse E:ifr‘) Z;ner;?)}./ed and one in five is out of the labor market
spec;lf"-llée n?eliieisczi)lnn:;:e tm(;/;stlgates, inter alia, the stance of interviewees towards
o St Iny art.ls ei e‘terologf)us reproduction methods using gamete donors
il Sp.erm ;:1 ! 1ct1'1 ar, it was investigated whether interviewees accept ova
Circumst;nces T 01}112; rlor}[ a.nc.l SL.1rroga.cy, either in general or under specific
i O.f s ?; CI.‘lStICS nvestigated were nationality, race and religious
ot e ypo et1c.a1 male or female donor. Furthermore, comparisons
Ao e ion to their views on adoption, under the same conditions. In
VS r;lethOdS ;:ES .we'r;: askec} about the right of access of same-sex couples 10
lonion fer.tﬂiz te.1r i eo.loglcal stapce 'towards the commercialization of
S ation services and t.helr opinion on whether genetic material and
s are currently an object of transaction in the Greek market were

also investigated. All intervie
. . wees are or have been involved i i isted
reproduction efforts in some way. " in medilg ses

ns S()as
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remarks

o overall image of the sample, as analyzed with valuable computing assistance
_Dicran Matossian, who works with us in this project, shows that, when no

i positive and negative answers. The corresponding difference in respect of
donation amounts to 3.8 percentage points (41.0% in favor and 37.3% against).
ore, ova donation is more acceptable than sperm donation. As opposed to ova
donation, surrogacy is rejected by the relative majority of interviewees,

‘4.4% in favor and 38.7% against). (See Graphs A.1 to A.3 of the Appendix).
e great difficulty to accept surrogacy was also reflected in the ethnographic
the research, while the statistical analysis is consistent with the finding that

When specific conditions are set in respect of genetic material donation and
pgacy, the general image seems to be very different, as shown in Graph 1:

Graph 1
Indices of degree of acceptance concerning ovary donation, surrogate
motherhood and sperm donation
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(Difference berween perventuges of positive und negutive unswers)

19.8%

0,1%

. -4,7% -6.1%
.

, - -
0,9% -2.8% - 3.8% 499

From diJferent religious Aceept dmalim
. . packground gereral
e % . )

-19.8%

@Ovary = Sperm  ® Surrogaic maothethood

10. Regarding the difficulty to accept surrogacy and preferring ovary donation against sperm
Mation according to qualitative research, See Chatzouli (2015).
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. Ova donation from a woman of a different race is rejected by 19.8
points and donation from a woman of a different nationality
pfercentage points. On the contrary, the acceptance of a female donor '
different religious background is high; even higher than its from
namc':ly 19.8 percentage points. This last finding appears to
possible explanation could be that anonymous ova donation may be reje
some people due to fears for the existence of an unwanted characterisgicCted by
unknow donor which makes her a “stranger” or, better said, a “non-relatiy ’? G
race,. nationality or health status). However, when it is clarified that this,e “(e. '
relative” characteristic is merely the donor’s religious background, interview, o
reassured and accept the donation. , N

Sperm donation is rejected by the relative majority of interviewees, both wh

the .d.onor is a person from a different race and nationality. The differer;ce betw N
positive and negative answers is -32.1 and -4.7 percentage points, respectiv;en
Spe'l;r‘n dosat(i)o;l from donors with a different religious background is marginallyy.
positive, by 0.9 percentage poin i igni i i
e oon rejectpit ge points, while a significant percentage of interviewees,
. A combination of the above findings shows that the negative stance of
1nte.rv1e\fvees is increased when genetic material donation from a different race or
nationality relates to sperm, as compared to ova, which reinforces the initial finding
that donor sperm is regarded as “third-party” genetic material to a greater extent
compared to donor ova. '
With regard to surrogacy by donors of a different nationality, race or religious
background, the negative result with regard to its general acceptance (-4.7
perce.n.tage points as mentioned above), is further increased when setting the
condljuon of race or nationality (-15.6 and -6.1 percentage points respectively). The
negative difference with regard to surrogate mothers from a different religious
background is slightly reduced, amounting to -2.8 percentage points.

Therefore, it follows that the different race and nationality of the male or female
donor' have a negative effect on the views of interviewees with regard to genetic
material donation, either sperm or ova, as well as with regard to surrogacy. In
particular, racial difference has a significant influence on answers. As opposed to rac
and nationality, religious differences do not seem to have the same negative effect.

Another interesting finding, which is also consistent with the findings of th¢
ethnographic analysis'', is that a high percentage of interviewees did not provide an¥

Pereeng,

general acceplance
be a para '
Paradox. q,

S are

11. As reflected in the papers of Chatzouli (2015) and Daskalaki (2015)

Ve Chetiq Kam
Sa
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or expressed their ignorance on genetic material donation and surrogacy. The
¢ rate of uncertainty relates to the acceptance of ova donation and amounts to
‘,’And if the female ova donor is from a different race, uncertainty rises to 36.8%.
i aty with regard to the acceptance of surrogacy amounted to 26.9%, while it is
feantly increased when conditions are set. In particular, uncertainty in respect of
amounts to 37.3% when the surrogate mother has a different nationality. The
¢ rate of uncertainty was recorded in respect of sperm donation and amounts to
». Graphs A.1 to A.3 of the Appendix illustrate in detail the acceptance and
ion rates, as well as the uncertainty rates with regard to donations.

fhe technological potential offered by heterologous insemination allows
= women to have children, to the extent that they appear to be single women .
.‘ oh access of same-sex couples to MAR methods is not permitted under the
icable legal framework >, this research attempted to investigate the stance of
rviewees towards this eventuality, the occurrence of which will pave the way for

responding percentage of those rejecting it. Acceptance of the access of same-
female couples to heterologous reproduction amounts to 39.6% and falls short
only one percentage point from the rate of rejection. Acceptance of access for
couples is slightly lower, amounting to 36.8%.

Graph 2
Beliefs on access to ART for lesbian and gay couples
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(%)

Do you believe that lesbian couples should
have legal access to assisted reproduction
f technologies?

you belicve that malc gay couples should ;
ave legal access (o assisted reproduction
technologies?

7 No answer

wAgree mDisagree

'lA}; 12. See, Kantsa and Chalkidou (2014).
13. For a detailed analysis of “homoparentality” and the right to access MAR methods in the
ek legal system see Rethymiotaki (2014).
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In the context of the quantitative investigation of views on het
assisted reproduction, it was also considered useful to carry out a ¢
between perceptions on the sense of kinship towards an adopted child
hand, and towards a child born using MAR methods, on the other, “:
cases children or donations come from a different race, nationality
background. For this reason, interviewees, all of whom had used MAR Method. -
the past, were asked whether they would be willing to adopt a child from -

. . .. g differ
race, ga‘uonahty or religious background and their answers were compared tq them
given in relation to heterologous insemination. .

er()](,g0
Ompal’iS()n
on the one
hen In b()lh
or re“giOUS

Graph 3
Indices of degree of acceptance for adoption and heterologous
insemination
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(Difference between percentages of positive and negative answers)
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by 40.6 percentage points, as opposed to surrogacy from a woman with
.t religious background, which is being rejected. In addition, the adoption of
a1 coming from parents with different religious background is accepted to a
extent as compared to ova and sperm donation.

Graph 4
Beliefs on genetic material as an object of transaction
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(%)

that the offering of ‘
ial can be bought and
sold?

that in Greece today,
material is an object of
transactions?

wAgree mDisagree ©No answer

i

i

w

-32,1% -4.7% ) -15,6% 0 b 7 i 1
® 0,9% °-6.1% -2.8% Two related issues were also investigated, namely the degree of trust of

e -
l) donation .ate motherhood

# Child from different race
# Child from different religious background

# Child from different nationality

' It follows from the answers (see Graph 3) that acceptance is significantly
hlgh'er in the case of adoption as compared to heterologous insemination. It
particular, the difference in the percentage of those who accept child adoption from
a diffeirent race amounts to 11.3 percentage points, with 55.7% of interviewees
.rstccept.mg it, while, as already mentioned, all three cases of heterologot
Insemination with a male or female donor from a different race have been clearl)
rejected. The difference between positive and negative answers is even higher wit!
regard to the possibility of adopting a child from a different nationality, amountin?
to 67.0 percentage points. On the contrary, two out of three cases of heterologo®
reproduction using a donor from a different nationality have been rejected. The
adoption of children coming from parents with a different religious background g

jewees towards the implementation of heterologous reproduction, within the
ns of the law, as well as their view on the eventuality of changing and
ing the existing legal framework with another framework that will allow for
etic material transactions and paying for surrogacy. It follows from their
that the absolute majority of interviewees, i.e. 53.8%, believe that genetic
erial and surrogacy services are an object of transaction in Greece. An even

majority, i.e. 73.6%, believe that such transactions should not be permitted.
,"percentage of interviewees who believe that genetic material transactions
Uld be permitted is small, albeit not insignificant, i.e. 13.7%. (See Graph 4).
erefore, it is clear that, although the vast majority of interviewees having
ience with MAR methods approve the legal framework prohibiting the
ercialization of heterologous reproduction, they strongly question its
Plementation in practice.

i
i

atistical correlations

i . . .
~ The statistical significance of the correlation between the view of interviewees
| genetic material donation, surrogacy and adoption, on the one hand, and four

i
o
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demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of the interviewees, on th
was subsequer.ltly analyzed. In particular, the reference variables’ were " he
ﬁf:;ie;a(tf the. 11.1terviewee; (b) the age of the interviewee which was dividgz)- ‘
gorles. younger than 35 years old, 35 to 44 years old and 45 or ¢|q o

the education level of the interviewee comprising four categories: lyceum o

or below, post-lyceum technical training graduate, technical university or ug'raduale
‘.gradu‘?te and holder of a post-graduate title; and (d) the profession/occu Aty
Interviewee comprising four categories: self-employed, private -
servant and person out of the labor market. The s,tatistical
co.rrelations was analyzed using the x* distribution, whil

using Pearson’s statistics'*, ’

‘ The ana}ysis of Tables A.2 to A.5 of the Appendix, contains cross-tabulasi
with al! statistically significant correlations shows that women express i P
uncertainty with regard to the general acceptance of ova donation Zs corrl1ncreased
men. Table A.2 shows that profession of interviewees is a differen’tiating 1‘”ap§tr . ;
terms of ova donation from women of a different race and nationality. In parti Ori .
self-employed interviewees are favorably inclined, to a significantly éreafer e
towz‘ir('is these two types of donation, especially as compared to private em TXtem'
or civil servants. In addition, it seems that ova donation from women of a dIi)f? -
race generates higher uncertainty rates among people younger than 35 vyears olfirem
compared to people over 45, who actually reject this type of donationyto a re;t:i
ex.te.nt as compared to the other two age groups. This last finding applies if Z(\glve are
:lel(l)ng tc(; 2o s.lightly beyond the maximum statistical margin of erroP; Answers 2
va don i igi ;

cititials l?r:::}); ngeo(? women of a different religious background remained
An§wers as to the acceptance of sperm donation, both in general and in respect
of spemﬁc donor characteristics (nationality, race and religious back ound) are
'(hffere‘:ntlated on the basis of the occupation, gender and education%lrl level of
1r.1ter.\f/“1ewees (as shown in Table A.3). Firstly, women are less willing, at @
ts;grl:ieﬁag‘[elzlolri)g;/er rate, to accept §pem donation fro.m a different race, as compafeq
; : Y, answers vary significantly according to the professional status of
mterv.lewees: self-employed persons accept sperm donation at a greater rat
especially as compared to employees of the private sector. The same g}:rofessioﬂé‘l
cat‘eg'ory accepts, to a greater extent, the donation of sperm from men with a differe!
religious background. Thirdly, lyceum graduates or below accept sperm donatior

¢

employee, civi
significance of
e significance was testeq

14. Significance was tested by setting the probability of false rej

i . ection of < o abol
independence between the two variables lower than 5.0%. the assumption ab
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with a different religious background at a significantly lower rate as
_ed to holders of a post-graduate title. Therefore, it seems that the general
ance of sperm donation from men with a different religious background is
ely related to the education level of interviewees. Finally, the age of
viewees is not a significant differentiating factor with regard to their answers on
donation.

‘The acceptance of surrogacy was not found to be significantly correlated to any
ve four aforementioned socioeconomic variables and, therefore, its rejection from
jority of interviewees is not differentiated among the different groups to which
‘may be divided according to the socioeconomic and demographic data used.

" Education level and age are the two differentiating factors of views on
%ﬁon. (See Table A.4). In particular, lyceum graduates or below show a
significantly lower degree of acceptance for the adaptation of a child from a
different race or with parents from a different religious background, as opposed to
interviewees holding a post-graduate title. Acceptance of adopting a child from a
different race is significantly differentiated between interviewees younger than 35
years old and older than 45 years old, as younger interviewees show a higher degree
of acceptance with regard to this type of adoption.

* Finally, the level of education and gender are the two variables found
associated with differing views on the existing legal framework and its
implementation in practice (see Table A.5). In particular, holders of a post-graduate
degree think to a greater extent that illegal commercialization of genetic material is
taking place currently in Greece. It is worthwhile noting, however, and their degree
of disapproval is less pronounced. The view that selling genetic material takes place
is also shared more widely by male rather than female interviewees.

5. Conclusions

Two categories of conclusions may be drawn from the statistical processing of
the answers given by the sample of 212 interviewees to the relevant questionnaire.
The first category relates to the degree of acceptance by all interviewees of the three
pes of heterologous reproduction investigated through the questionnaire (ova
donation, sperm donation and surrogacy) either generally or under specific
Conditions (race, nationality and religious background of female or male donors). It
also relates to the comparison of heterologous reproduction with adoption, the
dCceptance of its use by same-sex couples and the evaluation of the existing
stitutional/legal framework that does not allow its commercialization. The second
Gategory comprises conclusions related to the demographic and socioeconomic

i
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characteristics that were found to be connected with the acceptance of diff,,
types of heterologous reproduction and adoption. =

There are six basic conclusions that can be drawn from the first category: Firgg]
ova and sperm donation, as opposed to surrogate motherhood, are accepted by th’
relative majority of those having already used medically assisted reproduction methgde
Secondly, sperm donation is rejected by the relative majority of interviewees, when thz
donor is a person from a different race or nationality. The same applies to ova donatig,
The rate of rejection is higher in the case of sperm donation compared to ova donatiop .
Thirdly, as opposed to race and nationality, religious differences do not seem to havea;
negative effect on the acceptance of ova and sperm donation. Fourth, the rejection rage
of surrogacy increases when it is offered by a woman from a different race o
nationality. Fifth, acceptance of heterologous MAR, in all its expressions and under all
conditions, lags significantly behind compared to the corresponding degree of
acceptance of adoption and, sixth, the degree of acceptance with regard to the right of
same-sex couples to use heterologous reproduction methods is high, though slightly
lower than the degree of rejection.

With regard to correlations, findings may be summarized in four key
conclusions: Firstly, the category of self-employed interviewees has the most
groundbreaking ideas. This category showed statistically higher acceptance rates in
respect of ova donation from a different race or nationality as well as sperm
donation, either in general or from a different religious background. Secondly, as
probably expected, answers are differentiated according to the education level of
interviewees. Respondents with educational qualifications not exceeding Lyceum
certificate show a significantly higher rate of rejection with regard both to sperm
donation and adoption from a different religious background, as well as to the
adoption of a child from a different race. In addition, they believe, at a higher rate,
that genetic material is not an object of transactions in Greece. On the other hand,
holders of post-graduate degrees accept, at a higher rate, sperm donation from 2
different religious background and adoption from a different race or religious
background. The same category of interviewees believe, to a significantly higher
extent, that genetic material is currently being commercialized and are also at @
higher rate of the opinion that such transactions should be permitted. Thirdly:
women demonstrate increased uncertainty with regard to accepting ova donatio
and reject sperm donation from donors of a different race at a higher rate ®
compared to men. In addition they believe, at a comparatively higher rate, that
genetic material is not an object of transactions in Greece. Thirdly, interviewees
younger than 35 years old appear to be more uncertain with regard to accepting gy?
donation from a woman of a different race, while those over 45 years old tend 0
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his donation more intensely and accept, to a higher degree, adoption from a
ent race.

M es related to reproduction, conception, birth, upbringing, are central to any
ty, to the extent that they are not only related to human procreation but also to
stions, ideas and practices pertaining to the way in which society as a whole
duces itself. Thus, in the context of medically assisted reproduction, the
.:\ of gender, religion and nationality are central issues where personal choices
intertwined with broader social and cultural formations. On the other hand,
ymbivalent and highly diversified stance of the subjects participating in our
v towards the hypothetical use of third-party genetic material, clearly

3

lights the fact that the ways of establishing and recognizing kinship, even
in the same society or culture, are quite complex and relate, inter alia, to
¢ parameters — some of which predictable, such as the level of education and

e others unexpected, such as the profession of the respondent.
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Appendix of tables and graphs
Table A.1

' istical approach to perceptions on heterologous assisted reproduction 249

ﬁ| sers of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
mographic and socioeconomic data of the interviewees

ender Percent % Age Percent %
7 84.8 <35 17.8
15.2 35-44 65.4
>44 16.8
100.0 Total 100.0
el of education Percent % Profession Percent %
j.... graduate or 22.9 Self-employed 25.5
18.5 Private employee 32.5
34.6 Civil servant 22.5
23.9 Out of labor market 19.5
100.0 Total 100.0

stionnaire source | Percent %

_ Public hospital 34.9

~ Private clinic 9.9
~ Association 71

Interview 31.6

Internet 16.5

Total 100.0

.G: post-Lyceum technical training graduate

‘ .t Technical University Graduate

hniversity Graduate
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Graph A.1
Acceptance of ovary donation
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(%)

From different race
From different nationality
From different religious background

In general

i

#Accept donation  ®Reject donation No answer

Graph A.2
Acceptance of sperm donation
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece2014
(%)

From different race
From different nationality
From different religious background

e AR A

#Accept donation  ®Reject donation  » No answer

]
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Graph A.3
Acceptance of surrogate motherhood services
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(%)

From different race

gq/'n,difierent nationality

W Accept service ®Reject service 7 No answer

Graph A4
Acceptance of adoption
Users of assisted reproduction technologies: Greece 2014
(%)

bt e 53 R

m different nationality

religious background

# Accept adoption  ®Reject adoption No answer
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Table A.2. Association of beliefs on ova donation i Table A.3. Association of beliefs on sperm donation
Ova donation and interviewee’s gender i . . .
ation and interviewee’s profession
Gender Total - z
Woman Man Counts Percent ?rofessmn _ Total
Reject donation 29.6% 40.6% 66 31.3% 3 Self-employed Private Gl |Onbal et Counts | Percent
Accept donation 39.1% 50.0% 86 40.89 : employee | servant market
P O L 8% Jation 19.6% 492% | 42.2% 35.9% 75 37.5%
No answer 31.3% 9.4% 59 28.0% ion 56.9% 30.8% 44.4% 38.5% 84 42.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 211 100.0% S 23.5% 20.0% 13.3% 25.6% 41 20.5%
Probability of Type I error: 0.039 i 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 200 100.0%
of Type I error: 0.033
Ova donation from different nationality and interviewee’s profession &
= lonation from different race and interviewee’s gender
Profession Total
Self- Private Civil Out of labor C Gender Total
employed | employee | servant market ounts | Fervent ‘ Woman Man Counts Percent
iejwtd;nm?n ;;"; ;i Ef 1%)%); igéf 32 30.0% eject donation 54.7% 34.4% 109 51.7%
ccept donation 9% 6% .0% .6% 36.5% ’ t donation .8¢ 4.49 41 19.4%
No answer 27.5% 41.5% 17.8% 46.2% 67 33.5% fept donatio 16 SOA) 3 o/o oo
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0% | 200 | 100.0% 0 answer 280 | .24 - ki
. . . ( . B
. - Total 100.0% | 100.0% 211 100.0%
Probability of Type I error: 0.001 ;
¥ P ity of Type I error: 0.037
. . . . L) (
Ova donation from different race and interviewee’s age ~ donation from different religious background and interviewee’s
Age Total onal level
<35 35-44 45 + Counts Percent : -
= - T
Reject donation 29.7% |_412% | 571% | 81 | 41.8% e of education - Total
. 0, i =
Accept donation 16.2% 24.3% 20.0% 46 22. 10A) o graduate | P-L.T.T.G. | T.U.G./U.G. | graduate | Counts | Percent
No answer 54.1% 34.6% 22.9% 75 36.1% i or below title
Total 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% 208 100.0% tion 46.8% 44.7% 32.4% 18.4% 71 34.6%
. nation 19.1% 28.9% 42.3% 51.0% 75 36.6%
Probability of Type I error: 0.054 v 34.0% 26.3% 25.4% 30.6%) 59 28.8%
. L 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 205 100.0%
Ova donation from different race and interviewee’s profession ‘ £ Tvpe 1
ity o e [ error: 0.015
Profession Total G.: . i ini
L _ G.: post-Lyceum technical training graduate
Self-employed Pn;rate Civil | Out of ll(abor Counts percent : .OChn'ical University Graduate
: : employee | servant market 12.5% n versity Graduate
Reject donation 27.5% 43.1% | 57.8% 43.6% 85 05 b
Accept donation 37.3% 16.9% 8.9% 17.9% 41 57'0%
No answer 35.3% 40.0% | 33.3% 38.5% 4L
Total 100.0% | 100.0% | 1000% | 100.0% | 200 1=

Probability of Type I error: 0,0013 i
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iq quxq
Sperm donation from different religious background and interviewee’s Profegg b m different religious background and interviewee’s educational level
Sl y
Profession . | Level of education Total
Private Civil Out of —\O[tal\ - Lyceum Post-sraduat
] ost-graduate
Self-employed employee | servant | labor market | COUnts Percey, graduate | P-L.T.T.G. | T.U.G./U.G. tgitle Counts | Percent
Reject donation 19.6% 46.2% 31.1% 38.5% % “ sk
oy 0 " 9 g \E oofion | 21.3% | 132% 23.9% 18.4% 4| 20.0%
donation S 24.6% | 42.2% 30.8% 4| 3, on | 44.7% | 65.8% 59.2% 73.5% 24 | 60.5%
No answer 27.5% 29.2% 26.7% 30.8% 57 m 34.0% 21.1% 16.9% 8.2% 40 19,5?
Tt 100.0% D0dve | 10000 1000% | 200 ool ; 100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 205 | 100.0%
I :
Probability of Type I error: 0.039 Y of Type I error: 0.034
G.: post-Lyceum technical training graduate
iati i . fechnical University Graduate
Table A.4. Association of beliefs on adoption ‘“'versity Graduate
Adoption from different race and interviewee’s age ; _ ) )
: A.5. Association of beliefs on genetic material as object of transactions
Age Total "
<35 35-44 45+ Counts Percent E .. ; ic material can be bought and sold?
. . ‘v the offering of genetic materia
Reject adoption 20 49,95 57.1% 91 43.8% ;b?heveffh::rvifawees byglevegl of education
Accept adoption 73.0% 55.1% 42.9% 117 56.2% tion of in
No answer 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% Tevelof education Total
e = R L0 208 Lt 4 Lygenn U.G./U.G Post-graduate Counts | Percent
Probability of Type I error: 0.033 gral;h;ate PLI.T.G. | TLU.GA.G. title
i elow
5 0r72.3% 73.7% 85.9% 61.2% 153 74.62/0
Adoption from different race and interviewee’s educational level 17.0% 53% 5.6% 22.4% 25 12.; OAJ
nswer 10.6% 21.1% 8.5% 16.3% 27 13. f)
Level of education Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 205 100.0%
Lyceum " i
graduate | P-L.T.T.G. | T.U.G./U.G. OSt-tg.l;f e Counts | Percent ility of Type I error: 0.019
pr oy e T.G.: post-Lyceum technical training graduate
et adoption s 28.9% 1ol Ll - o : Technical University Graduate
Accept adoption 36.2% 71.1% 57.7% 61.2% 115 56.1% i
y t
No answer 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% niversity Graduate
= ——— e 100.0% L 205 [ 1000% u think that in Greece today, genetic material is an object of transactions?
Probability of Type I error: 0.009 bution of interviewees by gender
P-L.T.T.G.: post-Lyceum technical training graduate Gonder Total
T.U.G.: Technical University Graduate Woman Man Counts Percent
U.G.: University Graduate : No 11.7% 0.0% 21 10.0%
[ Yes 49,7% 78.1% 114 54 0%
- [No answer 38.5% 21.9% 76 36.0?
| Total 100.0% 100.0% 211 100.0%
b — ]
ility of Type I error: 0.007
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Do you think that in Greece today, genetic material is an object of transactiopgo
Distribution of interviewees by level of education .

Level of education Total

Lyceum Post-

graduate | P-L.T.T.G. | T.U.G./U.G. | graduate | Counts Percen

or below title '
No 19.1% 7.9% 9.9% 2.0% 20 | 9gu
Yes 36.2% 55.3% 54.9% 69.4% 111 54.1;
No answer 44.7% 36.8% 35.2% 28.6% 74 36 1‘;
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 203 | 106.0“2

Probability of Type I error: 0,029
P-L.T.T.G.: post-Lyceum technical training graduate
T.U.G.: Technical University Graduate

U.G.: University Graduate

The drive for openness in donor conception:
Disclosure and the trouble with real life"

Petra Nordqvist

";“u key issues in debates about donor conception and a significant shift towards
f parency has taken place in policy frameworks. But whereas openness is now
“w ed in policy, the issue might be less of a ‘done deal” for parents themselves;
“,. suggest that many still hesitate to disclose. This has caused concern

“"- it is that some might feel uncertain about openness. I explore the issue by
g on original empirical data from a study exploring donor conception and
ily life, and I show that there are significant insights to be gained from looking
impact of openness in families. I explore four particular sets of dilemmas

dren; telling the wider family and navigating competing moral doctrines. |
e the argument that an important factor to consider in understanding disclosure
its difficulties is the importance and complexity of family relationships and the
act they have on parents’ decision making process. This leads me to argue for a
‘\' in direction in debates on openness and for the need of an increased
Ieciation of the vitality of relationships. I also suggest that openness needs to
ight into conversation and balanced against other factors which greatly
nce children’s and adult’s personal lives.

* This paper has also been published as Nordqvist, P. (2014) “The drive for openness in donor
on: Disclosure and the trouble with real life”, International Journal of Law, Policy and the
2 28(3): 321-338. DOI: 10.1093/lawfam/ebu010.




