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Rhetoric and Reason: Donor Insemination Politics in Sweden

by

Petra Liljestrand

An investigation of the dynamics resulting in the 1984 passage of
Swedish legislation regulating donor insemination (DI), based on a
grounded theory analysis of policy documents, 370 newspaper articles,
and interviews with 36 respondents. The "Haparanda case" in which a
boy conceived through DI was declared "fatherless" by the court served
as a catalyst for a public debate. Mass media's portrayals of the
Haparanda case and the data assembled by a government Inquiry on DI
served to equate "secrecy" of DI with lack of public control,
justifying the need for legislation. The legislation, mandating the
child's access to the identity of the donor, restricting DI to public
hospitals, and denying single women and lesbians access to DI, was
justified by reference to the "child's best interest" (CBI). This
notion, lacking empirical documentation, was buttressed by negative

rhetorical constructions of potential DI parents and donors, as well
as usage of adoption as an analogy to DI. Lesbians and single women
were peripheral to the debate, in part a result of Sweden being a low

context culture in which assumptions about or constructions of
Consensus serve to reduce confrontations. Further, the CBI

incorporates one of the central values of the Swedish welfare state,
as expressed in the Swedish slogan "folkhemmet" ("the people's home"),
a metaphor for a society based on equality and solidarity. The debate
and legislation served to a) re-affirm values re. the family,

personhood, and what it means to be a Swede; and b) increase the

legitimacy of the state. The CBI argument was virtually synonymous
with the larger good, perhaps replacing the idea of "the people's
home." These conclusions point to the significance of analyzing
reproductive technology politics within the specific cultural context
that they take place.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

1.1 Introduction

In 1981 a Swedish court declared a boy conceived through donor
insemination (DI) "fatherless," after the social father denied
paternity on the grounds that he never had consented to the
insemination. The court's decision made a splash in the newspapers,
and the case (the "Haparanda case") was scrutinized by the media as it
wound its way up to the Supreme Court. Meanwhile, the government

established a Commission of Inquiry in December of 1981, to study and
make policy recommendations on insemination. The Inquiry published its
recommendations in the fall of 1983, and legislation was enacted by
Parliament in December of 1984.

During the period of the Inquiry's work, until the enactment of
legislation, a debate raged in the Swedish mass media. The key issues

were the possible mandatory psychosocial screening of the parents,
registration of the fact of insemination with the National Population
Register, and whether or not the child should have the right to know
the identity of the donor. While the screening and registration
proposals proved too controversial to pass, the law that was enacted

stipulates that the child has the right to know the identity of the
donor (see Appendix A for the complete legislation).

The justification for the passage of many of the provisions of
the law was the "child's best interest" (CBI). The debate also focused

on numerous subthemes, such as commodification and eugenics. Further,

the debate was characterized by negative portrayals of potential DI
parents and donors, characterizations that buttressed the concerns
about the child's best interest.



By examining both the process through which the Swedish DI policy
was developed and the meaning of the debate, this research tells the
story of a symbolic debate in which intentions had primacy over

consequences. It shows how one court decision, the Haparanda case,
catalyzed concerns about social disintegration. Further it describes
how the ensuing debate and legislation became vehicles for re
affirming traditional values centered around the family, social
solidarity, and what it means to be a Swede.

The most visible indication that this was a symbolic debate is
the law itself -- a law that has "no bite." First, while the
discussions focused on the "secrecy" and "lies" associated with
insemination, the legislation does not require parents to disclose to
their child how he or she was conceived. And since disclosure of donor

identity is contingent upon disclosure of the fact of insemination,
the child's access to the identity of the donor is not at all
guaranteed. Second, while the legislation prohibits access to DI for
single women and lesbians, penalties are stipulated only for DI
undertaken illegally "repeatedly and for profit." Further, given the
lack of technological complexity of DI, any prohibition is difficult
to enforce. Thus, despite the rhetoric of the child's best interest
(the CBI argument) which justified passage of these clauses, the
legislation does not ensure that the child's best interest is
protected. In addition, the central argument of the debate, the
child's best interest, remained an amorphous concept, lacking
empirical evidence supporting the claims made on behalf of legislative
proposals.

The debate itself was curious. First, there were no clear

interest group divisions in the range of positions and the central
argument (the child's best interest). As far as concerns the political
parties, this is an unusual occurrence in Sweden. Second, while
relatively few people were likely to make use of DI, and the number of
children conceived through DI appeared to be low, the debate was

2



heated and many people argued passionately about the issue. However,
those most concerned (parents, offspring, donors) were marginal to the
debate. Lesbians and single women were largely "stonewalled" from the
debate. The key opposition to the proposals came from physicians and
journalists. Third, the rhetoric of the debate was highly symbolic,
curious given the Swedish self-perception of rationality in outlook

and politics (e.g., Daun, 1989). Despite passionate arguments Counter
claims were limited, and the nature of the claims did not appear to
change much over the period of the debate. In as much as disclosure
advocates, anti-DI advocates and the CBI argument dominated the
debate, it is a wonder that there was a controversy at all. It was a
peculiarly convoluted debate.

While the Swedish debate ostensibly was over the child's need and
right to know the identity of the donor, I suggest that at the heart

of the debate were concerns with the effects of technology in general,
reproductive technologies in particular, and uncertainty over the
future. Reproductive technologies raise challenging questions about
the significance of biological ties and traditional definitions of

fatherhood and motherhood. The Haparanda case was significant in that

it served to demonstrate this point. By virtue of the publicity the
case received, definitions that had previously been taken for granted

in this relatively homogeneous society were suddenly made problematic
and had to be consciously dealt with through the development of
policy. Over time, a firm tradition had developed that each child has
the need and right to know the identity of her or his father —- DI, as

evidenced by the Haparanda case, made such knowledge problematic once
again.

The debate, however, had less to do with the actual impact of

such knowledge, than with the threats posed by DI to certain values,
the central ones evolving around notions such as "home," "family,"
"personhood," and "citizenship." The Swedish welfare state was built
on the notion of the nuclear family. Thus it appears that the meaning

3



of being Swedish, of being a member in Swedish society, is closely

tied to the family, and a family is not complete unless it includes
children. The definition of "family" has been extended to include co
habitation, but only in the form of the heterosexual, nuclear family.
By denying access to lesbians and single women, this value was re
affirmed in the policy adopted and in the preceding debate.

The preoccupation with the necessity of donor disclosure affirmed
traditional notions of the family based on biological origins. The
legislation expressed the ideology that such knowledge is a minimal
requirement, unlikely to destroy the family unit. Counter claims that
Such emphasis has the potential to disturb the social family were

either interpreted as evidence of the significance of biological ties,
or discounted on the basis that it was unlikely that disclosure would

have such destructive consequences.

There were few arguments against the symbolism of the family.

Disclosure advocates, while occasionally troubled by the tension
between the emphasis on the biological vs. the social family, did not
question traditional definitions of the family. Involuntarily
childless couples who were attempting to create a complete family
through DI, were said to be "selfish," and adoption was recommended as
a better vehicle to accomplish their goal.

Adoption was touted a superior way of having children, because it
would meet the needs of already existing children. In contrast to DI,
adoption was also said not to commodify human beings. Adoption thus
was a Counter image to individualism and selfishness.
Usage of the child's best interest in the DI debate, ostensibly
protecting the "w and "powerless," appealed to an ideology of
social solidarity. Social solidarity is fundamental to the meaning of
"being a Swede," as manifested in the notion of "the people's home"
launched by the Social Democrat Party in the 1930s:



In a good home there prevails equality, thoughtfulness,
cooperation, helpfulness. As applied to the larger peoples' and
citizens' home this implies a breaking down of all social and
economic barriers which now divide citizens between the

privileged and the forgotten, the rulers and the dependent, the
rich and poor, the satiated and the utterly destitute, the

plunderers and the plundered (Per Albin Hansson in 1928

Parliamentary speech, quoted in Heclo and Madsen, 1987, p. 157).

The CBI argument thus derived some of its legitimacy from an
existing ideology. In addition, I suggest that the DI debate

incorporated an emerging challenge to this ideology. Given a general
concern with the future and a sense of "crisis," the uncertainty
embodied by reproductive technologies in particular, suggestions of
the emergence of "a new type of Swede" who was more self-interested
than in the past (Zetterberg, 1984), and a period of relative
government instability preceding the DI debate in Sweden, it can be
argued that the CBI argument was symbolic for the existence of the

Swedish welfare state generally, and the Social Democrat Party in
particular. The child's best interest was virtually synonymous with
the larger good, perhaps replacing the worn notion of the people's
home.

Given a lack of counter claims and clearly defined interest
groups, why was there a debate at all? Donor insemination today

embodies a number of social issues. As is true with other reproductive
technologies it is controversial because at the heart of the matter
are "contemporary controversies over sexuality, parenthood,
reproduction and the family" (Stanworth, 1987b, p. 18). In particular,
reproductive technologies raise challenging questions about the
significance of biological ties and traditional definitions of
fatherhood and motherhood. For many women, they raise particular

ambivalence, given past struggles for reproductive autonomy. Further,
they have emerged during an era of increasing attention to the

5



potential rights of children. Because of their far-reaching
implications for human relationships, policies regarding reproductive
technologies have the power to define basic properties of individual
morality as well as challenge the social order. Further, reproductive

technologies are lodged in a concern with the effects of technology in
general, and uncertainty over the future. However, as this research
demonstrates, the politics over reproductive technologies have

relevance that go far beyond the technology itself.

The Swedish DI debate was especially convoluted in how arguments

Couched in existing values were used to contain the threats posed by

DI. That is, values regarding the heterosexual nuclear family, social
solidarity, and so on, were used as justifications to ward off the

threats posed to the family and society. In the process, these same

values were re-affirmed. The homogeneity and assumed Consensus of

Swedish society appears to have contributed to this outcome.

The analysis shows the tight relationship between values, the
state, the home, and personhood in Swedish society. The issue of

citizenship (who is a citizen, how is it determined, who determines
it) is always problematic for society, particularly during periods of
change. DI challenges the "normal" way of becoming a citizen —-
through biological conception and birth. The larger context and nature
of the Swedish DI debate, suggests, however, that citizenship per se
was not problematic, but rather what it means to be a citizen, i.e.,

the meaning of personhood. Personhood is shaped, in Swedish Society,
by one's affiliation with "home" and "family." This explains the
emphasis on the rhetorical construction of DI parents' and donors'
identities. Personhood was made a public problem, because the state is

extraordinarily dependent upon what it means to be a Swede. To some
extent, the values of the state are embodied in every Swede, and

conversely, every Swede embodies the values of the state.



The legislation adopted suggests that single women and lesbians
have yet to achieve full personhood in Swedish society. The claims

articulated against their access to DI, particularly the CBI argument,
resembles justifications voiced in debates over women's reproductive
Control in other countries. My analysis suggests, however, that the
meaning of such justifications differ depending upon the cultural
Context.

1.2 The child's best interest

The child's best interest argument implies a certain construction
of the child and of childhood. A brief examination of the Western

history of childhood furthers the understanding of Swedish
contemporary views of the child and the notion of the child's best
interest.

1.2.1 Vested interests in the history of the child

The attention paid to children as a phenomenon has grown over the
past 400 years, an increasing concern with the future suggested as its
Cause (Sommerville, 1982). As shown by Philippe Aries in Centuries of
Childhood and others, both the image and presumed needs of the child
have changed over time. Frequently the construction of particular

images have been associated with vested interests, periods of rapid
social change, and the threats posed to public order. Coveney (1982)
has suggested a linkage between the emergence of the child as a symbol
of imagination and sensitivity with a search for order during the
period of romantic revival. In his view the preoccupation with the
vulnerability of the child can be understood as a manifestation of the
artist's dissatisfaction with utilitarian society (cf. Sommerville,
1982). Jordanova (1989) notes that children, or childhood, have been

frequently used as a discourse to address wider social and cultural
Concerns. Thus perceptions of childhood is a morally charged issue,

and "[F]or many people, the abuse of children symbolizes the negative

7



aspects of modern life" (Jordanova, 1989, p. 4). Jordanova highlights
the ways in which children's nature has been permeated by naturalist
imagery, Conceptualized as directly opposed to society or culture.

The emergence of a sentimental image of the child is intertwined
with the history of Christian religions. It was through Christianity
that the child first became defined as a moral being. Concerned with

the self-interest and perversity of adults, Jesus made the child the
model of faith. Sommerville (1982) shows how the church encouraged a

cult of childhood for various purposes serving its own interests, and
for accomplishing the societal changes it desired:

And as it tried to soften a brutal age, the Church found that it
could use the child's image in this task. Apparently there was
sympathy for children which could be generalized for use on
behalf of all the weak and needy. . . . Churchmen found that they
could enlist this sympathy for the child's plight to discredit
the forces of oppression (Sommerville, 1982, p. 67)

During the religious reformations and the conflict between Catholicism

and Protestantism, Sommerville notes, the anxiety over childhood
increased significantly. These two religious movements were "fighting
over the soul of Western civilization" (p. 89).

The theme of the child as a redeemer of the social order has

since been Central to child advocacy movements (e.g., Takanishi,

1978). However, it is commonly accepted that reforms made on behalf of

children during the past several hundred years have frequently served
the interests of the advocates of reform. Platt (1982) argues

convincingly that the U.S. reform movement in juvenile justice and
juvenile Corrections at the end of the past century was a moral

crusade which served instrumental as well as symbolic purposes. Middle

class feminist reformers were undergoing a transformation in status,
and under the guise of reform, the child-saving movement legitimized

new career openings for women as well as increased social control of

8



youth. Sommerville (1982) also discusses the relationship between the

status of the reformer and sympathy for the object of reform. He
describes the Children's Aid Society's vested interest in creating an
image of children as having noble souls (so that they could be
rescued). Further, it was desirable for the Society that wayward or
neglected children be viewed with sympathy by the public, because it
would raise the status of those working with children (Sommerville
1982, p. 203). With the Victorian era began the notion that these kind
of attitudes toward the child were a reflection of one's beneficient
nature.

Three aspects in this history of the social construction of
childhood have implications for the Swedish debate. First, the
emergence of specific images of the child have been linked with

responses to social transformations. History similarly shows how the
development of rights for children (e.g., education) have consistently

been linked to the needs of a society (e.g., for trained workers).
Second, the historical influence of the church and other social

institutions (e.g., the helping professions) in Constructing

sentimental and innocent images of the child. Third, it shows the

creation of a dichotomy, in which children were viewed as sacred, in
diametrical opposition to the products of society. For example, in a
discussion of the concerns with child labor, particularly

chimneysweeps, which began to emerge in the 1770s, Jordanova (1989)
notes that child labor was deplored on two grounds, "A Christian one
which portrayed children as in a 'sacred state of life'; and an
ideological one, according to which they were somehow 'naturally'
incompatible with the world of commodities" (p. 20). This legacy is
evident also in Zelizer's work (1985) which traces the changing social
value of children to the emergence of the modern, economically useless

but emotionally priceless child. In conclusion, the beliefs about
children reveal little about how children in a particular era actually

fared, a distinction frequently ignored by historians and others
(Sommerville, 1982).



In recent years Sweden has been at the forefront in the

development of policies that would benefit children (see Chapter 2).
Given that context, the predominance of the CBI argument in the
Swedish DI debate is understandable. However, I suggest that the CBI

argument was a Smokescreen for an affirmation of patriarchy and the
legitimacy of the state.

1. 3 Chapter outline

The dissertation is divided into three parts. The first part
(Chapters 1–4) provides a framework for locating the debate in a
structural-historical context; the second part (Chapters 5–7)
describes the rhetoric of the debate; and the final part (Chapters 8–

11) analyzes the implications of the debate. The theoretical approach
and analytic procedures are described in Appendix B.

Chapter 2 furnishes background information on Swedish society in
order to provide a context for the Swedish debate. It describes the
political system and Sweden's highly institutionalized and non
Conflictual process of policy development. Policies and issues related
to the DI debate are reviewed, such as the status of women and

children. Feminist movements, it is noted, developed relatively late

and have met with a largely negative response. It is suggested that
the situation of women has changed, from dependency upon private
relationships to dependency upon the state. Children have long been

seen as a public responsibility, as reflected in policies ranging from
parental leave to spanking. Also discussed are Cultural scripts
characteristic of this particular "low-context" culture (e.g., Daun,
1989), which feature in the political culture, such as the emphasis on

solidarity and compromise, and a predisposition for rationality.
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Chapter 3 expands the context further, by reviewing the history
of DI and examining the issues which have been central to policy
debates and court cases elsewhere in the world. Illegitimacy of the

offspring, an issue central to policy development in other countries,
was Ostensibly not an issue in the Swedish debate. Nor was adultery,

another issue central to court cases elsewhere. The arguments for and
against disclosure, access for single women and lesbians, and eugenics
are discussed. The fears associated with the notion of the "slippery
slope" and the potential for commodification are spelled out. This
Chapter also reviews international research comparing community norms
toward DI and adjustment of participants.

Chapter 4 anchors subsequent chapters by providing an overview of
the Swedish debate with respect to the chronology of events, the
structure of the policy development process, the issues most heavily

debated, and the perspectives of the most visible participants. The
chapter points to the symbolic significance of the Haparanda case and
the government Inquiry, particularly their usage of the adoption
analogy, as providing key frameworks for the public to use in
interpretating the issues in the debate. A general absence of
politicians in the debate is noted, and the unusual process of
allowing Members of Parliament not to follow a party line in their
votes on the proposed bill. Further, the denial of access to DI for

single women and lesbians was treated as a potentially controversial

issue, surrounded by an assumed consensus.

A handful of issues (e.g., disclosure, screening) dominated the
debate as overt policy issues. Submerged beneath these issues was an

intricate web of other concerns whose expressions shaped the
understandings of DI, and thereby influenced the direction of the
debate. The public rhetoric of these ancillary issues is discussed in
Chapter 5. The focus is on the construction of "facts" inherent in
this rhetoric, and the articulation of claims which justified agendas
for change. Reports on foreign sperm banks were common in horror
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stories in the mass media. These accounts focused on the lack of

screening, anonymity, and commodification -- in short, with a lack of
societal control. The "secrecy" implicit in a lack of such control was
equated with "secrecy" as a mode of coping used by recipients.
Children were portrayed as the victims of this secrecy -- victims of
immoral adults.

Claims about the motivations and behavior of potential DI parents
Constituted one important part of the public debate. These claims and
their predominantly negative dimensions are discussed in Chapter 6. It
Concludes by linking these portrayals to the issue of disclosure.

The focus of Chapter 7 is a similar examination of the claims
made about the motivations of donors. Without these portrayals,
Couched in the Sacred values and cultural scripts of Swedish society,
the CBI argument would have lost much of its potency.

Chapter 8 examines the centerpiece in the debate, the CBI

argument. The first section examines the evidence presented by the
Inquiry to support the claims made with respect to four specific
issues. The absence of empirical data on DI offspring, parents, and
donors is noted. The adoption analogy is criticized as being non
applicable to the situation of DI. The chapter concludes by discussing
the ways in which the CBI argument was socially constructed.

Chapter 9 discusses five specific policy issues and suggests ways
in which the CBI argument was a smokescreen for an affirmation of

patriarchy. Chapter 10 takes the analysis one step further, suggesting
ways in which the DI debate and the CBI argument were part of a state
legitimation Crisis. Finally, Chapter 11 suggests implications of the
analysis for Swedish society, such as the ways in which assumptions
about Consensus serve social control purposes. This chapter also notes
questions raised by the analysis that point to directions for further
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CHAPTER 2

SWEDEN: CULTURAL AND POLITICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Introduction

An understanding of the Swedish donor insemination (DI) debate
requires some familiarity with the cultural context within which it
was lodged. This chapter provides a background, focusing both on
political structure and cultural scripts in order to explain the
nature of the debate; who was involved, the emergence of particular

issues, and the legitimacy of the claims that were made. While there
is much scholarship on the cultural scripts of the Swedish welfare
state, the discussion in this chapter is particularly indebted to
recent work by Swedish ethnologist Ake Daun (1989)."

Specifically, the chapter suggests ways in which Sweden's
political culture explains the lack of attention to DI as a feminist
issue. It sheds light on the ease with which adoption was used as an
analogy to DI, and demonstrates the increasing role of the state in
the lives of children generally. Further, a tendency to avoid
confrontation and conflict, a "rational" political discourse, and a
population which has been more culturally and ethnically homogeneous
than in most other countries, may combine to create taken for
granted assumptions in the culture which are exceedingly difficult

to challenge. Finally, a key Swedish political symbol of solidarity,
"the people's home," may explain the potency of the child's best
interest argument in the DI debate. However, the years immediately
preceding the debate were characterized by political instability and

a swing to the right, suggesting the possibility that the allure of
"the people's home" was waning.

2-2 Population
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Sweden is the fourth largest country in Europe, and a bit larger
than the state of California. It is sparsely populated, with 8.4
million in habitants in the late 1980s. During the period from 1944
to 1980 immigration accounted for close to 45 percent of the total
population growth, and in the late 1980s, every eighth child born in
Sweden was of foreign extraction. The birth rate was approximately

12.2 births per thousand in 1986, the average number of children per
family less than two. One couple in five chose cohabitation rather
than marriage, and the divorce rate had doubled since 1960. However,
80 percent of all children below 18 lived with both parents. About
13 percent of women were childless (Swedish Institute, 1988). These
and other data suggest that the nuclear family remains the typical
Social unit in the country.

Historical, environmental and cultural factors combine to explain
social structure and cultural scripts of contemporary Sweden. Until
the immigration of the postwar period the Swedish population was

more culturally and ethnically homogeneous than that of most other
Countries.

Although Sweden's administrative organization was centralized as
early as the 16th and 17th centuries (e.g., Daun, 1989),
industrialization began late in comparison to other countries, but
once begun in the late 19th century, it brought unusually rapid
changes both in the standard of living and social structure.

2.3 Political system and political culture

Political power rests with the Cabinet and the party or parties

it represents. The government is collectively responsible for
decisions made. The implementation of government decisions is done
by central administrative agencies (e.g., the National Board of
Health and Welfare) under the ministries. The Director General of

each agency is appointed by the government, usually for six years at
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a time (Swedish Institute, 1988). Only about 100 civil servants are
replaced when there is a change of government, generally interpreted
as an indication of the party-political impartiality of Swedish
public administration (Swedish Institute, 1989).

The Parliament has 349 seats. After the 1976 elections the Social

Democrats resigned, having previously been in office continuously
for 44 years, when the combined nonsocialist parties won a majority

of seats. Subsequently there was a succession of nonsocialist
coalitions and minority governments, until after the 1982 elections
when the Social Democrats were able to return to office with a

minority Government (Swedish Institute, 1988). Central controversies

during the years of instability were the role of nuclear power, tax
reforms, and a Social Democrat proposal for employee investment
funds. Although unemployment was low by international standards
(about 4 percent), economic policy and unemployment were also at the

forefront of the political agenda.

Thus, the time period of the Swedish DI debate was preceded by
political changes and marked by a swing to the right, in a nation

previously characterized by political stability. Ideological
conflict was a characteristic feature of the 1982 and 1985 election

campaigns (Swedish Institute, 1989). At the time of the vote on the
DI bill, representation in Parliament was the following: Social

Democrats, 166, Left Party Communists, 20, Moderate Party

(previously named the Conservative Party), 86, the Liberal Party,
21, and the Center Party, 56.

A characteristic feature of Sweden is the lack of pressure groups

akin to those of the United States, and the highly institutionalized
corporate channels of communications. Organizations (trade unions,

employees, employers, etc) are represented in Inquiries, in

Parliament, in administrative agencies, and on advisory Committees
(Swedish Institute, 1977). Heclo and Madsen (1987) describe the
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Swedish political system as highly rigid and structured, a system in
which pressures and conflicts "are organized and channeled in quite
stable, predictable, and orderly ways" (Heclo and Madsen, 1987, p.
9).

One of the most important ways in which this "structured
consultation" takes place is through Commissions of Inquiry. These
are appointed by the government prior to the preparation of bills.
The directives for the Inquiry are provided by the minister
concerned and approved by the government. An Inquiry, often
operating for several years, may include members of Parliament,
representatives from labor or other organizations with an interest
in the problem studied, experts from the scientific world, and so
forth. The secretariat is provided by the appropriate ministry.
Members of the Commission circulate draft documents to their

organizations once the work is under way (Heclo and Madsen, 1987).

The Inquiry's report, published in the series Statens Offentliga
Utredningar (SOU), and official comments solicited from various
organizations and agencies compose the background for the government
bill (Swedish Institute, 1988). The government, rather than
Commission members, bear responsibility for any Commission proposals
to Parliament (Heclo and Madsen, 1987). According to Heclo and

Madsen (1987, p. 35), Inquiries have become increasingly
politicized, with commissioners acting "more as advocates for their
parent organization's views rather than as working members of a
collective group."

Heclo and Madsen (1987, p. 15) suggest that the system of
structured consultation provides those recognized as having a stake
in an issue with a sense of due process, while potential opponents
are likely to become co-opted due to their participation in a
Compromise. Actors participate in negotiations as part of a

recognized organization, not as individuals. The system favors
interests with a well-organized, national body. Such a system,
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relying heavily on representation of economic organizations,
frequently minimizes the participation of women (Hernes, 1984;
Lovenduski, 1986).

The role of the Swedish Social Democratic Party is critical for
an examination of the larger context of any Swedish political

debate. The party was founded relatively late, not until 1889,
during a period in which Social Democracy was "moving away from
revolutionary theory and toward dominance by trade unionism and a
practical reformist theory" (Scott, 1982, p. 10). Heclo and Madsen
(1987) suggest that the party, despite not having had majority
support, has achieved hegemony. The system of structured
consultation has had a decisive influence in this process:

In a political culture in which the mass public is expected to

more or less passively sit in judgment of the better-informed
political/administrative/functionaries class, the Social
Democratic movement amounts to a kind of state within the state

(Heclo and Madsen, 1987, p. 23).

In their view, more conflict exists in Sweden than meets the eye.
The Social Democrats' success has been less a result of majority
support, and more a result of fragmenting and co-opting the

opposition while defusing potential conflicts within their own
ranks. Social Democracy has appeared to promise stability while the
opposition has been perceived as potentially bringing chaos. The

success has also been a result of their constructing attractive

rationalizations for policies in retrospect.

2.4 Mass media

At the time of the DI debate there were two Swedish TV channels

in existence, broadcasting a total of about 100 hours per week, and
three national radio stations, with a total of 377 hours of
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broadcasting per week (Strid and Weibull, 1983). In politics, radio
and TV have a lesser influence on the public than does the daily
press (Asp, 1986).

Swedes buy more newspapers and magazines per capita than most
other people. At the time of the debate, around 200 papers with a
total circulation of 4.7 million were published. About half were
published three times per week or less (Swedish Institute, 1984).
The press has traditionally had close ties with the political
parties, about half of the press (in terms of circulation)
reflecting Liberal values, one quarter favoring the Moderates, and
one quarter the Social Democrats (Swedish Institute, 1977). Given
that Social Democrats and the Left Party Communists have shared
about half of the vote for decades, these figures indicate that
citizens' party preferences and choice of newspapers do not

necessarily coincide. Further, newspapers generally reflect party
positions in editorials, but not necessarily elsewhere (Strid and
Weibull, 1983).

2.5 Health Care system

Sweden is known for its "socialized" health care system. National
health insurance pays for hospital treatment, while the patient pays
a standard charge for public outpatient treatment, including the

consultation, prescriptions, tests, and so on. Private health care
is very limited--only about 5 percent of physicians work full-time

in private practice——and is also regulated by the government. The
county Councils bear the main responsibility for health care,
monitored and evaluated by the National Board of Health and Welfare
(Swedish Institute, 1989).

2.6 The status of women
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Sweden is frequently praised as a model of welfare provision and
female emancipation. This dates back to the late 1960s when the

government adopted a policy for achieving equality by changing the
role of men as well as that of women (Scott, 1982). Frequently cited
indications of women's equality include the relatively high female
representation in formal political channels of Parliament and local
government, the highest employment rate in the Western world,
financial independence from spouses, government policies toward the

involvement of men in the domestic sphere, the access to abortion,
attitudes toward premarital sexuality, and so forth (Cf. Swedish

Institute, 1987).” These indicators focus on the relationship
between women and individual men.

On the other hand, it is commonly acknowledged that women in

Sweden remain underrepresented in formal political channels, have
not achieved equality with respect to the sexual division of labor
in the home, and work in a labor market which is highly segregated,
in turn confining them to part-time work, lower wages, and

stereotypically female occupations (cf. Swedish Institute, 1987). In
sum, women in Sweden are still discriminated against and have less
political power than men.

There is a growing body of literature (e.g., Abramovitz, 1988;
Holter, 1984; Sassoon, 1987) which grapples with these seeming
incongruities. At the core of this feminist literature is a

discussion of the contradictions of women's lives and the shifting
boundaries of the public and private. The basic argument is that the

situation of women has changed, from dependency upon private
relationships with men to dependency on the state, i.e., from

personal to structural dependency. Borchorst and Siim (1987), for
example, argue that Swedish women have become less dependent upon
individual men and the state for financial resources than they are
in the United States, but remain dependent on the state as employees

and consumers. Hernes (1984), discussing the process through which

20



this development has taken place, notes that women became recipients
of social policies prior to taking part in the decision making
process. In the corporatist state, she argues, women have very
limited chances for access to power because the units with political
power have a very clear gender profile and they define an increasing
part of the public interest (Hernes, 1984, p. 30). Because women
have not traditionally been defined as an interest group with
separate claims, but have had their interests incorporated into

family and social policy, their absence from the political arena has
not been viewed as a problem (Hernes, 1984, p. 31).

A key point in most of this feminist discourse on the welfare

state is that the boundaries between the public and private are

becoming dissolved, that political life increasingly is entering the

most intimate parts of daily life. However, in this discourse the
term "reproduction" includes procreation, socialization, and daily
maintenance, in Marxist terminology, the reproduction of labor,
while procreation and sexuality feature only minimally.

Feminist movements developed relatively late, in the 1870s or
1880s, in the Scandinavian countries. In Sweden, economic rights was
one of the first issues, the right to vote being added shortly
thereafter (Randall, 1987). The significance of home and family were
also stressed as indicated in the work of feminist Ellen Key. In

contrast to many other countries, there has been no feminist
movement of any appreciable size in Sweden during the 1970s and

1980s. The most radical organization, Group 8, had a relatively mild
platform, yet was perceived as being too confrontational. One

suggested explanation is that individual solutions, such as
consciousness-raising, are not seen as beneficial in Swedish culture
with its tradition of collectivism (Lovenduski, 1986).

2.7 Sexuality and reproduction

21



Sweden's reputation for liberal attitudes toward sexuality also
dates back to the 1930s. At that time, the Population Commission

made proposals concerning abortion, Compulsory sex education in the
schools, and easy access to birth control information and

contraception. Compulsory sex education was implemented in 1956
(Scott, 1982). The policy emphasis on sexuality and reproduction has
been on maturity, equality of responsibility, and that children be
wanted by their parents (Linner, 1967). Due to concerns that sex
education may have overemphasized biology and physiology, a new sex
education curriculum was introduced in 1977 to help young people

develop their own values and goals for personal relationships. Basic
to the curriculum were values of responsibility, equality between
men and women, and that no person "should be regarded exclusively as
a means for the satisfaction of another's interests and needs"

(Brown, 1983, p. 93). In addition, elimination of the double
standard in sexuality and involvement of fathers in decision-making

and childrearing process were given priority. Further, the legal
concept of illegitimacy has been abolished, giving the child and
father full legal rights. Special clinics (about 30 in 1983)
providing sex education and free birth control services for

adolescents were developed in the late 1970s, and parental consent
or notification was no longer required for access (Brown, 1983).

Although sex education policy emphasized the need to reevaluate
gender roles, it apparently omitted any discussion of sexual
orientation. In a comparison of gender roles in Sweden and the

United States, Ira Reiss (1980) expressed surprise over the Swedish
silence on this topic compared to the relative openness (ranging
from animosity to protective legislation) in the United States. In
Reiss' view the Swedish quiescence was part of Swedes' private
conception of sexuality, in which sexuality is neither publicly
discussed nor regulated unless some problem arises. In 1978 a
Swedish Inquiry was established to study homosexuality. Surveys
tapping attitudes toward homosexuality undertaken for the Inquiry
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revealed that about half of the respondents found homosexuality

repulsive, over half thought homosexuals should not be allowed to
get married, and many viewed homosexuals with pity (SOU 1984:63).
The Inquiry concluded that there is virtually total silence about
homosexuality, and that homosexuals find it very difficult to
disclose their sexual orientation. Among the recommendations were

proposals to include homosexuality in anti-discrimination
legislation, grant homosexual couples certain aspects of the legal
status already granted cohabitating heterosexual couples, financial
support to homosexual liberation organizations, and improved

education on the topic in middle schools as well as in College. The
report, published in August, 1984, did not cover access to DI. It

did, however, recommend against permitting homosexuals to adopt
children, because "it is the child's best interest which must be
given priority" (SOU 1984:63, p. 274). It was considered likely that
children would inevitably come to consider themselves deviant if
they grow up with homosexual parents. However, the proposals did
result in improved rights for homosexuals. Furthermore, the National
Board of Health and Welfare (NBHW) has recently considered proposing
that homosexual relationships become legitimized, as a possible
method for preventing the spread of AIDS (Sverige-Nytt, 9 December,
1989, p. 5)

Abortion was originally permitted for certain medical Conditions
in 1937. The law was liberalized at the end of World War II and

again in 1975. The Act of 1975 was based on the premise that the

woman's own wishes should be the deciding factor. It was designed to
avoid a separation between between abortion services and other
gynecological care, and to ensure that abortion is done as early as

possible during pregnancy. It specified that abortion should be
provided free upon request to the end of the 18th week of gestation.

After that time it is contingent upon approval of the NBHW and
special circumstances. After the 12th week the woman must discuss
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her decision with a social worker in addition to the physician

(Swedish Institute, 1977).

According to Svard (1984), youth organizations of the political
parties rather than women's organizations were primarily responsible
for starting the debate which resulted in the 1975 Act. Women did

not act as an interest group in the debate preceding the Act. He

cites the weakened influence of Christianity, the strong position of
the Social Democratic Party, and mass media reporting of an

investigation of women who had travelled to Poland for abortions

("the Poland business"), as factors facilitating the enactment of
the legislation.

Abortion is not a closed chapter in Swedish reproductive history.
New reproductive technologies have prompted debates over the
beginnings of life as well as the need to protect "the unborn
child." Inevitably abortion is implicated in these debates.

Sterilization became free on demand for those over age 24 in
1976. Prior to that time sterilization of men was not allowed, and

for women only on the basis of eugenic, medical or socio-medical
reasons (Swedish Institute, 1977).

2-8 Adoption

By the mid-1960s it was impossible to find a Swedish child to
adopt, and Swedes began adopting foreign children through private

initiatives. By 1983, more than 20.000 children of foreign origin
had been adopted. The National Council for Intercountry Adoption
(NIA), under the Department of Social Affairs, is responsible for

international adoptions. NIA authorizes agencies to facilitate the

adoption process, the largest one being The Adoption Centre
("Adoptionscentrum"), a non-profit organization with local chapters
across the country, and it is authorized to work in about 20
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countries. About 10 percent of its work is financed by the
government. In the case of a private adoption, the intermediary must
be approved by NIA.

Those wishing to adopt a child must be approved the their local
welfare authority. A social worker assesses their motivations for
wanting to adopt a child, their attitudes toward children,
relationships to parents, siblings and friends, financial resources,
age, health, and so forth. Upon approval, a second application is
made with an adoption agency. Appeals are handled by the NIA.

Some of the central issues with respect to adoption in Sweden

have been the regulation and approval of adoption agencies,
financial contribution from the state to agencies and parents,

private, commercial adoptions, adoptive children's adjustment,
disclosure of origins, and access for single parents. It is legal
for a single person to adopt, but very difficult and at least until
recently, more costly. Finally, because the appearance of most
foreign children differs significantly from that of their adoptive
parents, the secrecy surrounding adoption has been replaced by a
well developed tradition of disclosure.

2.9 Social policy: Children

Bringing up children has long been seen as a public
responsibility. The first law authorizing the state to intervene On
behalf of children was enacted in 1902. Passage of the Child Welfare

Act of 1924 further expanded these powers (Liljestrom, 1983). This
responsibility has been reflected in child allowances for all
children below age 16, generous parental leave policies, housing
allowances, a strong role of the state in education, and so on. In
recent years the state has shown a special interest in children.
Government action was prompted by a series of research findings in

the 1960s which suggested that the children studied might develop
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into self-centered, insensitive adults (Heclo and Madsen, 1987, p.
28). In 1973 Sweden became the first nation in the world to appoint
a "children's Ombudsman," and in 1979 the well-known "spanking" law
prohibiting parents from subjecting their children to physical

punishment was passed. These events coincided with a prioritization
of expansion of public child care facilities in the 1970s. And in
the early 1980s a debate took place with regard to the state taking
children into custody in cases of alleged child abuse.

Swedish official child care policy places a premium on Consensus

and avoidance of conflict (Daun, 1989). The main objectives have

been summed up in the following key words: democracy, solidarity,
equality, security, participation and responsibility. One of the
main purposes of pre-schools are to raise children that can take
part of the collectivity, to

raise children in a democratic spirit for solidarity and
responsibility and lay the foundation for the will to participate
in and influence the development of society (Swedish Institute,
1987, p. 2).

The access to and the nature of public child care remains a subject
of much debate in Sweden. Furthermore it has raised questions about

the ways in which the emphasis on professional caregivers may
undermine the confidence of parents (Liljestrom, 1983).

2.10 Religion

It is often said that Sweden is a highly secular society. It is
true that overall, weekly services are poorly attended, and that
people often do not consider themselves "religious." However, as is
also well known, the church and state are not separated. Although
the church has gained increasing independence in ecclesiastical

matters in recent years, the bond between state and church remains

26



intact. The Church of Sweden, the state church, has been Lutheran

since the 16th century. Only in 1860 did it become permissible to
resign from the church, and only on condition that one join another
Christian denomination. Today, a child born in Sweden whose parents
are both members of the church automatically becomes a member. It is

possible to resign from the church but few people do. Furthermore
between 60 and 94 percent of the population avails itself of
baptisms, confirmations, funerals and wedding ceremonies under the
auspices of the Church of Sweden (Swedish Institute, 1988). It is

not uncommon for Members of Parliament, including Social Democrats,

to belong to a Free Church or the state church. Women have been

admitted to the priesthood since 1960, with about 600 currently
ordained, a development which has created much conflict in some
parishes and dioceses (Swedish Institute, 1989).

Level of participation in traditional religion begs the question

of the influence of Christian beliefs and symbols which are
interwoven throughout the social fabric and contribute to the social

Constructions of, for example, donor insemination. It would appear

that an issue so closely linked to the very meaning of life
inevitably has great implications for religious beliefs.

Furthermore, Christianity historically has had an interest in the
moral construction of the child as well as in the family. Thus it is

not surprising that some of the most articulate claims in the
Swedish DI debate were made by theologians or in religious papers in
the Swedish debate.

2.11 Cultural scripts

2.11.1 Solidarity

The Swedish welfare state is founded on the notion of "the

people's home" ("folkhemmet"), launched in response to the economic
crisis of the 1930s, and put forth by Social Democrat Party leader
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Per Albin Hansson. It marked Social Democratic acceptance of a
capitalist mode of production, on the condition that the fruits of
labor were redistributed subject to political decisions. Like a good
home, a good society would be based on "equality, thoughtfulness,
Cooperation, helpfulness," and would break down barriers based on
wealth, power, and so forth (Heclo and Madsen, 1987, p. 157).

The development of cradle-to-grave social programs that were the

concrete expression of social solidarity have become part of a
national identity. Social Democrats worked to ensure that these
programs were viewed as "expressing a social citizenship that is
ethically superior to mere market relationships" (Heclo and Madsen,
1987, p. 154).

Gustafsson (1981) has likened the post-war solidarity in Sweden

to a form of "civil religion," with

conceptions of Sweden as something special, with a special task
in the world. The understanding of Sweden as a virtually conflict
free society in which everyone cooperated toward a common
interest was manifested in the widely embraced notion of the
people's home. . . . this model . . . was also linked to the
assumed role as a world conscience (Gustafsson, 1981, p. 109).3

Gustafsson further suggests that the sense of solidarity or

Communality is a reason why people do not leave the church, because
doing so is tantamount to placing oneself outside of society.

Hans Zetterberg (1984) describes "humanitarianism" as one of two
pervasive themes in Swedish culture (the other being rationalism).
Like no other nation, he says, Sweden has "organized humanitarianism
from top to bottom, cradle to grave" (Zetterberg, 1984, p. 90).
Owing much to Christianity, yet produced by Leftists or atheists in
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Opposition to the church, humanism has taken on a secular nature in
Sweden.

2.11.2 Relationship public-private

Swedes make a sharp demarcation between the public and the
private insofar as concerns sociability according to Daun (1989).
For example, many Swedes will work together for years without ever
Socializing outside of work. They socialize more with relatives than

With neighbors, and a certain indifference regarding concerns of
people beyond the immediate family is expressed in personal
encounters. Daun further notes that Swedes frequently take the
position that the the beliefs and activities of others is their

private business (Daun, 1989, p. 255).

In the analysis of data for this research I was struck by the

extent to which Swedes used the term "society" when in fact they
were talking about the state. This phenomenon has been noted by
other observers as well, taken to mean that Swedes trust that the

state will act in their best interest (e.g., Zetterberg, 1984, p.
87). Thus Daun notes that it is not typical for Swedes to view the
family as a "inviolable unit" (Daun, 1989, p. 93).

2.11.3 Conformity, conflict avoidance, and compromise

Swedes are, according to Daun (1989), generally concerned with
the impression they make on other people, suggesting that impression

management is an important part of the culture. In One study
reviewed twenty-six percent of the respondents answered that they

were frequently concerned about making a fool out of themselves.
Daun further suggests that Swedes are socially insecure, although no

comparison data are provided. This, he suggests, explains the desire
for independence and spending time alone, which frees the individual
from the pressures of social relations.
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Daun gives a number of examples of the Swedish tendency to avoid
confrontation and conflict, ranging from child-rearing to politics.
For example, subjects that are potentially explosive are avoided in

daily conversations, while shared interests are emphasized. Task
oriented criticisms are likely to be taken personally, avoidance of
Conflict may be seen as a sign of goodness and Consensus, and so

forth. Politics are marked by an absence of open confrontation, by
an effort of objectivity, and a lack of passion about ideas. Sweden,
the country of "the middle way," is known for compromise and
accommodation in politics (e.g., Heclo and Madsen, 1987; Milner,
1989).

2.11.4 Reason and rationality

Daun calls attention to the Swedish predilection for reason and

rationality. As a general rule, factual rather than speculative

explanations are valued highly. Many other observers have observed
this feature of Swedish life, as expressed in the following

quotation:

A pious Swede is often ashamed of admitting his allegiance to
God, while a rationalist Swede is not at all shy about admitting .
his to Reason (Zetterberg, 1984, p. 84).

Political discourse, according to Zetterberg, focuses on technical
questions and often "resembles seminars on economics, political
science, and sociology". A pragmatic planning philosophy covers all
areas of life, manifested in the Social Democrat method of

undertaking reforms (Daun, 1989). Daun cites four central principles

based on this philosophy in the Social Democrat program: Equality
and fairness, attention to personal safety, the state's role in
educating and informing the citizens, and practical utility. Daun
suggests that the reform program has been accepted to such an extent
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because change has been viewed as progress. He concludes that "the
Swedes are extremely willing to accept changes . . . as long as the
changes do not threaten security" (Daun, 1989, p. 166).

The emphasis on reason and rationality has implications on the
individual level as well. For example, others frequently perceive
Swedes as being spiritually empty (Daun, 1989). Furthermore,

Swedes tend to look down upon strong and spontaneous expressions
of feelings. It is perceived as ridiculous and childish – and
among Swedish men in some cases as womanly – to react 'blindly'.
There is a general view that adult, mature people ought to be
aware of what they do, and that this is particularly important in
childrearing (Daun, 1939, p. 137).

2.11.5 Honesty and disclosure

According to Daun (1989) Swedes generally perceive themselves as
honest people. In One study, 43 percent felt that they would not be
able to tell a white lie without feeling guilty. In another Swedes
stood out in their adherence to the 7th (not to lie about others)

and 8th commandments (not to steal). This Swedish characteristic is

occasionally perceived as naivete by others, as if "believing that
reality can be changed through principles" (Daun, 1989, p. 124).

Shyness or introversion is another trait frequently associated
with Swedes. This characteristic has a positive value for Swedes,
connoting a person who is humble, "reflective," and willing to

listen to others. Personal disclosures are culturally devalued and
experienced as highly embarrassing, regardless of the topic
involved. In one study cited by Daun 63 percent felt that attention
given them in Imass media would be uncomfortable or painful.

2.11.6 Low context culture and pluralistic ignorance
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Daun describes Sweden as a low-context culture, an integrated and

homogeneous culture in which members "do not have to develop any
extensive ability to interpret other people, their thoughts,
intentions and so on" (Daun, 1989, p. 127). In contrast,
COI■ munication in a high Context culture is more demanding with

respect to interpretation of the context. Communication in a low

context culture places less emphasis on the context—-bodily
expressions, clothing, tone of voice. Communication contains less
albiguities and double meanings. As examples Daun refers to Susan
Sontag's comment that Swedes tend to substitute quantifications for
psychological insights, Gouldner's observation that Swedish
sociology is excessively formalistic and displays a dread of
uncertainty, and Hannerz' analysis that Sweden lacks a comic
tradition. Furthermore, he suggests that Swedish Culture, because it
does not require flexibility and adjustment, fosters a reliance on
rules.

Daun also describes a culture of pluralistic ignorance, although
he does not use that term. It is a culture that is well integrated,

in which everything is perceived as linked together in a larger
context. Relatively speaking "Swedes have reason to believe that
they know, understand, can take stock of, and are in command of
their culture" (Daun, 1939, p. 130). This can lead to the mistaken
assumption that other people can easily be understood and
classified. Furtherifiore, Swedes gain confidence in the accuracy of
their opinions "by living under the impression that their own
opinions are 'normal'" (Daun, 1939, p. 86), suggesting that taken
for granted assumptions are difficult to challenge in this culture.

2.11.7 Suffering and gloom



Suffering is viewed as more natural and has more legitimacy in

Sweden than does joy, according to Daun. Glumness or seriousness is
related to suffering, and to a certain extent indicative of a mature
person. Daun comments that "Men tend to legitimate their position of
power in regards to women by being more serious-minded" (Daun, 1989,
p. 188).

2.12 Discussion

The period in which the DI debate was set, the late 1970s and

1930s, were a time of challenge for the Swedish welfare state.
Political instability reigned and economic policy was being
challenged. At the same time, public attitudes were changing, and
new "types" of Swedes were emerging, those whose behavior was the
antithesis to social solidarity-–their behavior more market
Oriented, self-interested, and frequently in favor of use of
technology (Zetterberg, 1934).

The importance of the cultural scripts are that they exemplify
values and behaviors which are highly valued in Swedish culture.
They also illuminate an image of the ideal person——one who is
rational, non-confrontative, responsible, Committed to the common
good, serious, and mature. While these scripts do not reveal the

ways in which people actually behave, their value for this analysis

is that they shed light on the repertoire of claims that are
considered legitimate and the political strategies that were used.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE SOCIAL MEANINGS OF DONOR INSEMINATION

3. 1 Introduction

This chapter contains three parts. The first part of the chapter
presents a historical overview of the usage of donor insemination (DI)
in numerous countries including Sweden. This overview suggests that

the scientific—medical history of insemination is incomplete. Further,
while the procedures involved in insemination are simple, the
screening of donor and recipient which may precede it is likely to
entail more use of technology. Historically, however, medical
screening in the U.S. has varied greatly, according to the discretion

of the physician. There is little documentation regarding the extent
of screening in Sweden. With respect to adjustment of DI parents and

the social acceptability of DI, international research is uneven in
focus. Much of the research is based in the assumption that DI

constitutes a problematic social process, searching for answers to
questions about how participants go about coping with the "problem" of
secrecy and disclosure. Nevertheless, there is no conclusive evidence
with respect to potential negative effects of DI on recipients or

offspring.

The second part of the chapter discusses the issues which have

been the foci of public debates, court cases, and policy development.
Several of these issues reveal the threat posed by DI to the social
order. Several of these issues, e.g., adultery, the DI child's legal
status, access for lesbians and single women, central to Court cases

and policy debates in many other countries, were ostensibly not issues
in the Swedish debate. Donor disclosure, an issue left unregulated in
most, if not all, other countries at the time period of this study,
was the central issue in the Swedish debate.
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Third, the chapter concludes with a discussion of the social

Construction of DI, suggesting ways in which DI is an issue of social
Control rather than medical treatment.

3.2 Overview of DI usage

3-2-1. History of DI

A traditional history of DI begins with the use of insemination
in horses among Arabs in the 14th century, traces its use in animal
research, and then describes the first recorded and successful case in

humans (insemination by husband, HI) in the 1790s in London.
Subsequently in 1884 the first case of insemination by donor was
performed in the U.S. by a man named Pancoast. By 1907, large scale
use of DI was becoming more than a mere futuristic scenario, with the
publication of a monograph by a Russian physiologist by the name
Iwanow (Small and Turksoy, 1985).

The development of cryobanking (using sperm banks to freeze and
store sperm for future use) is viewed as a landmark in this very

technical history. The physiologist and priest Spallanzani, one of the
first to describe insemination in animals, succeeded in freezing and
preserving human semen as early as 1776. In the late 1940s and early
1950s methods were developed by Parkes, J.K. Sherman, and others to
freeze, store, and thaw semen for DI. This opened up new
possibilities, although sperm banks were slow to develop, and by 1973,
twenty years later, there had been only 571 births as a result of
Cryobanking. This development can be compared with that of IVF, where
after only six years an estimated 200 babies had been born (Corea,
1985).

Religious and mythological sources add another dimension of
information about insemination. In a second century Talmud there is a
story about a man conceived through bathwater contaminated with semen
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in which his mother had bathed (Finegold, 1976; Paulson and Ansari,
1980; Turner, 1981). Another early religious source refers to a
thirteenth century rabbi preaching that a woman should be careful with
the use of linen on which a man other than her husband had slept, so
that she not get accidentally impregnated (Finegold, 1976). One

mythological reference is provided in a paper by Wolfgang Jochle
(1984) explaining how insemination was a component in two of the Greek
myths. An analysis by Sally Allen and Joanna Hubbs describes a
treatise by a prominent 17th century male alchemist that contains a
number of symbolic allusions to how man, "Like a sky god . . . is
shown consistently to inseminate from above" (Allen and Hubbs, 1980,
p. 217).

The court cases involving insemination add a third dimension to
the history of insemination. In 1883 in France a physician sued a

Couple for not paying him for insemination (HI) of the wife. The basis
for their refusal to pay was that the insemination failed. It is
noteworthy that the physician had gone so far as to advertise
insemination as a service, which seems to indicate social knowledge of
insemination's potential uses (Finegold, 1976; Jensen, 1982;
Revillard, 1973). Other early court cases include one in Germany in
1905, one in Canada in 1921, one in the United Kingdom in 1924, one in
the United States in 1945, and one in Italy in 1959."

3.2.2 DI as a medical procedure

DI entails collecting and inserting sperm into the woman's vagina
and lower cervix or directly into the uterus. According to Lasker and
Borg (1987) physicians are increasingly inserting the sperm directly
into the uterus, presumably increasing the chances of fertilization.
This is done at the point when a woman's fertility is highest, usually
around the time of ovulation (12–16 days before the first day of the

menstrual cycle) (The Sperm Bank of California, n.d.). In order to
facilitate the fertilization, the woman only needs to lie down for a
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brief period after the procedure. Having orgasm prior to the
insemination has been and may still be thought by some to be a
necessary condition for success (e.g., Wikler and Wikler, in press-a;
Stern, 1980).

Establishing the woman's ovulation cycle and timing the procedure
accordingly is important for success. T he woman can do this by
charting her basal body temperature daily for a few cycles, examining
changes in vaginal and cervical secretions and in the cervix, and by
paying attention to other body changes (e.g., Cramping or spotting)
(The Sperm Bank of California, n.d.).

Sperm for use in DI is collected by ejaculation into a clean
container. It can be fresh or frozen. Fresh sperm, its temperature

protected, should be used within a few hours after ejaculation.

Thawing of frozen sperm is quick and simple. According to the Sperm
Bank of California, fresh sperm has a higher pregnancy rate than

frozen sperm during the first three cycle attempts, after which the
rates appear to be similar. Overall success rates range between 60 and
3C percent for both types (The Sperm Bank of California, n.d.).

The advent of AIDS has had an effect upon attitudes toward the

Lisage of frozen v. fresh sperm, and presumably on practices as well.”
Pi—ie to the long time period necessary to detect HIV which would render
th-e semen infectious, use of frozen sperm is thought to be safer. When

*—a = -i ng frozen sperm, the donor can be tested for HIV at 3 to 6 months
i-r-■ -ervals prior to use of the sperm. However, a 1987 survey of
FF->sicians and sperm banks by the United States Office of Technology
*==istance (OTA) found that 22 percent of physicians undertaking DI
**-i-ll relied exclusively on fresh semen (OTA, 1989).

From a medical viewpoint, DI may be indicated when the male
*==tner either is a) sterile; b) has low fertility due to semen
**rnormalities ; c) has a hereditary or genetic disorder; d) has non
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Correctable ejaculatory dysfunction secondary to illness, trauma,
surgery or medication; or e) there has been a mutagenic alteration in

his sperm due to exposure to ionizing radiation, chemotherapy, or

other noxious agents (American Fertility Society, 1986, p. 36S).

DI itself is a simple undertaking. The screening of donor and
recipient which may precede insemination is likely to entail more use
of technology than the actual procedure. Historically physicians have

alinost always done some screening of recipients and donors. For a long
time this took place according to the discretion of the individual
physician. In the U.S. donors were fairly consistently screened to
insure that they carried no transmissible or genetic diseases (e.g.,
venereal disease, diabetes) that they had an I.Q. that was at least

average, that their Rh-factor was not incompatible with that of the

recipient, and that body build and color of their hair and eyes
matched that of the husband of the recipient (cf., Curie-Cohen,
Luttrell and Shapiro, 1979). The screening of the woman and her
partner also occurred without formal guidelines, the major variables

being psychological well-being and socioeconomic and marital status.
Marital status is probably the factor where physicians' views have
varied most. In the past this issue was largely theoretical, since

Inc'st women who sought DI were married. During the past decades marital
stealtus has emerged as a major point of controversy and debate.

In a medical screening of a heterosexual couple, an examination
Ga-rºl be done to ascertain the exact nature of the couple's fertility
F^+ E-Elem, and to determine if there is a way to treat the problem so
th-Eal-t they can conceive together. Both partners may contribute to the
F*T*E*Elem. Further, the woman can be examined to discover any
* = =>roductive problems that might contraindict pregnancy and/or DI. The
**Rent of these examinations can be quite lengthy and varies greatly.
*** =se examinations are not generic to DI, however, but are (or should
F-se > a part of an infertility investigation that precedes the decision
tSR use DI.
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The donor can be screened for HIV, venereal disease, genetic
disease. In the U.S. screening remains quite varied.” For example, in
the recent study conducted by the Office of Technology Assistance

(OTA), it was concluded that physicians and sperm banks frequently
reject donors with genetic diseases that are not transmissible unless
the donor himself has the condition (e.g., hemophilia, Duchenne's
muscular dystrophy). Sperm banks were found to have more consistent
screening practices with regard to donors (OTA, 1989).

The survey of physician practices by Curie-Cohen et al (1979)
marks a turning point in attitudes toward screening. This oft-cited
report pointed out that screening was superficial, lacked biochemical
testing, relied on the donor's recognition of inherited traits as well
as upon his honesty, and was performed by physicians without the
necessary training. They concluded that existing practices failed to
fulfill their purpose of preventive medicine and pointed to the need
for more formal guidelines.

There is little documentation regarding the extent of screening
in Sweden. According to the Swedish Commission of Inquiry based on

<Hata from surveys undertaken in 1982, the screening of donors has been
=Ulperficial:

Frequently the donor is asked about his physical and
psychological condition and possible hereditary diseases in a
conversation. The medical examination itself is limited to at

most an examination of the sperm, determination of blood group,
and a chromosome analysis (SOU 1983:42, p. 50).

"PRE-le variation was greater among physicians than clinics, one physician
*—r-dicating that no medical examination at all was done (SOU 1983:42,
E - 181).

==2.3 Sweden: Usage and attitudes
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The limited amount of social science research on DI in Sweden has

focused on its social organization: who provides services, number of

conceptions, and so on. This research indicates that the first child

conceived through DI in Sweden was born in the 1930s. It has been

estimated that by March 1985 more than 4,000 DI offspring had been

born. The number of pregnancies per year resulting from DI increased
by more than 50 percent between 1975 and 1979, from 103 to 164 births.

In the early 1980s there were about 230 children born each year as a
result of DI, into a population of approximately 8.5 million (SOU
1983:42). In comparison the total number of births in 1984
approximated 93,600 (Dagens Nyheter, 28 December, 1984, p. 10). DI
offspring would thus amount to approximately 0.25 percent of the total
number of births per year. In comparison the OTA has estimated that
30,000 U.S. children were born as a result of DI in 1986–87. Compared
with the total number of births in 1987, 3.829.000, this would mean

that 0.78 percent were a result of donor insemination.”

In 1979 D.I was undertaken at about ten Swedish clinics located in

Eublic hospitals, and at a few private practitioners' offices. By 1982
the number of private practitioners had increased to at least six,

*~hile the number of clinics remained the same. Inseminations by the
two private practitioners resulted in a total of 12 pregnancies
+Tespectively for the period 1976–1979 (Bergman, 1980; SOU 1983:42).
"EEEThe couple was recommended not to disclose the fact of insemination at
==i-x of the clinics. Treatment was consistently preceded by in-depth
“R =iscussions between the physician and the couple.

The limit of conceptions per donor ranged from four to twenty.
==veral clinics had problems recruiting donors. At three clinics the
*Ensent of the donor's partner was a requisite.
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None of the Swedish clinics provided DI for single women. In
comparison, Wikler and Wikler (in press—a) have suggested that a
figure of 10,000 single women being inseminated per year in the United
States would be a low estimate.

The main source of data with respect to the characteristics of

Swedish DI parents consists of questionnaire responses from 92 couples
returning for a second conception at a hospital in Gothenburg between

1976 and 1978 (Milsom and Bergman, 1982). Their ages ranged from 25 to
41 years for the women, and a range from 27 to 52 years for the men.
The largest socioeconomic group consisted of manual workers (24
percent of the men). Twenty percent were employed within the health
service, 14 percent were professionals, and 7 percent were teachers.

The focus of the Milsom and Bergman study were the parents'
attitudes toward DI and its effects upon family relationships. The
findings painted a positive picture. Fifty-one percent of the
respondents indicated that their partner relationship had remained

LIrmchanged after the birth of their child, and 49 percent that their

Exºnds had improved. The fathers appeared to be more involved with the
<=hild than the majority of biological fathers. Fifteen percent of the

E*= rents had disclosed the fact of DI to some other person, generally a
+Telative, while only one couple planned to disclose the fact to the
<= HTiild. For seven couples this decision was not cast in stone, however,
<== they would consider disclosure under certain circumstances. Milsom
*=–FTAs: Bergman concluded that the decision about disclosure belongs with
*-i-e parents. The reasons these parents preferred DI in favor of
*==<>ption were; that 50 percent of the child's genes originate within
t-E-he family; the opportunity for the couple to experience the usual
F="egnancy and birth process; the possibility of keeping the child's
S-Eigins confidential; the difficulties associated with adopting a
*=Thild; the different appearance of adopted children generally.
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The majority of the respondents were satisfied with the

infertility services provided, but many were also dissatisfied with
the amount of time prior to their being informed about DI as a

possible solution, and a few were dissatisfied with the

Confidentiality within the hospital.

At the time of the Swedish debate, there had been no reported

research in Sweden in which DI offspring or donors had participated.
Results from attitudinal surveys of 315 Swedish high school students

and 138 DI parents were reported by Ericsson and Liedholm (1983),
documenting their attitudes toward DI. The students' responses toward
questions about disclosure and whether or not DI is a positive
solution for infertility are displayed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1

Student Attitudes Toward Donor Insemination, 1983

Question Yes No DK
(N=315) % $ %

Is DI a positive solution? 79 16 5
Should DI fact be told child? 33 47 20
Right to know donor identity? 30 64 6

Note: Adapted from "Slutsatser Fran Adoptionsverksamhet Kan
Inte Tillampas Vid Insemination" [Conclusions from Adoption
2Activity Cannot be Applied to Insemination] by H-L. Ericsson
=nd P. Liedholm, 1983, Lakartidningen, 80, 45.

The parents were surveyed in 1980 and 1983. Their

=esponses to questions about disclosure, adoption as an

=lternative to DI, and whether or not private physicians

should be permitted to do DI are displayed in Table 3.2. An

Sverwhelming majority (95 percent both years) planned not to

tell the child about its conception.
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Table 3.2

DI Parent Attitudes Toward Donor Insemination, 1980 and 1983

Question 1980 1983
Yes NO DK Yes No DK

(1980 N=76; 1983 N=62) $ $ $ % $ $

Plan disclosure of fact? 95 5 5 95
Right to know donor identity? 2 98
Would adopt if no DI avail. 2 72 28
Permit DI by private MDs? 9 91

Note: Adapted from "Slutsatser Fran Adoptionsverksamhet Kan
Inte Tillampas Vid Insemination" [Conclusions from Adoption
Activity Cannot be Applied to Insemination] by H-L. Ericsson
and P. Liedholm, 1983, Lakartidningen, 80, 45.

3.2.4 International research: Adjustment and attitudes

Empirical research on DI is uneven both in focus and range of
issues. The focus has been more on the attitudes and adjustment of the
Couple than on community norms and social acceptance. The following

studies represent the bulk of the international research on adjustment
and attitudes.

In Denmark Rosenkvist (1981) studied 48 couples at the beginning

<=>f DI treatment with a follow up of 45 couples about one year later.
*Ehe research included a psychological evaluation of the couple's
<=xperience of infertility and their use of DI. Based on those data
HERosenkvist concluded that screening "on the basis of rigid socio
Esychological/ psychiatric criteria" was uncalled for. While the
Erocess frequently had been stressful, respondents' marital
Relationship had generally become stronger. Rosenkvist found that 42
Eercent of the women and 60 percent of the men had not told anyone of

their use of DI, while 17 percent and 27 percent respectively were
ISrepared to disclose the fact to the child.

}

:-
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Probably the most widely known study focusing on parents and
offspring is that of Snowden, Mitchell and Snowden (1983) of the U.K.,
in which they analyzed the case records of 899 couples who had used DI
between 1940 and 1980, and conducted in-depth interviews with 66

couples and three offspring. Disclosure issues were a central issue in
the research. This research was informed by a structural perspective
in which DI was seen as disruptive of social organization and
individual roles, and viewed as causing confusion and self-deception.
As indicated by the concluding policy recommendations, social control
was an important concern on part of the authors. Snowden et al
recommended that parents be encouraged to disclose the fact of
insemination to the child, and that the child should have access to

its genetic history but not to the identity of the donor. They further
recommended against making DI available to lesbians or single women.

A recent survey of health care providers, recipient couples and
donors at one clinic in the U.K. examined their attitudes toward

recipient screening, donor obligations, recordkeeping and government

involvement (Walker, Gregson and McLaughlin, 1987). Clinic staff and
donors were more positive toward government involvement (39 percent
and 31 percent) than were recipients (15 percent). Those surveyed

unanimously favored donor anonymity, 43 percent were in favor of
Eroviding recipients with some information about the donor, but only 6
to 9 percent thought the child should have access to that information.

IEurthermore, 54 percent thought D.I should not be available to
Llesbians, while 19 percent thought it should be. No question was asked
=bout access for single heterosexual women.

Also in the United Kingdom, Reading, Sledmere and Cox (1982)
I'measured the stress experienced by 58 women involved in a DI program
ss well as their attitudes toward insemination and childlessness.

While the level of anxiety generally was high and associated with
success of treatment, the research failed to display systematic trends

Sver time. The study also failed to demonstrate any preoccupation with
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donor characteristics on part of the women. Further, a high score on a
social desirability scale and a low score on psychoticism that
differed from normative data suggested that the women using DI had a
conforming personality type. The authors suggested that this

personality might encourage use of DI rather than resorting to a more
"tough-minded" response such as engaging in extramarital relations.

Waltzer (1982) reviewed psychological literature on DI dating

back to the 1940s. He concluded that there is agreement that choosing
DI does not necessarily reflect neurotic needs, and that requiring
psychological screening of potential DI parents is unjustified. A
similar review was done by Berger (1982), who discussed the problems

assessing psychodynamic symptoms emerging after DI, responses which
could be caused by DI itself, the preceding experience of infertility,
the stress of raising children, and so forth. Berger (1980) also

interviewed 16 couples (presumably in Canada) about their reactions to
the diagnosis of the husband's infertility, the possible choice of DI,
and their feelings about keeping DI a secret. He concluded that

Secrecy of DI prevents couples from progressing through a two-stage
process of coming to terms with 1) the husband's infertility, and 2)
the use of DI itself. Secrecy, he argued, blurs these two distinct

EProcesses in ways not helpful to the couple. He argued that physicians
=hould take an active role in encouraging social acceptability of DI,
=o that the central need for secrecy can begin to dissolve (Berger,
T 382).

In Australia, Rawson (1985) surveyed 989 persons drawn from a
rºational sample and an additional 279 members of 40 organizations

Fi-sientified as having an interest in DI (e.g., adoption, consumer,
**omosexual, pressure, professional, religious, and women). The
Frºajority of respondents approved of DI for involuntarily childless
Souples, while 17 percent unequivocally disapproved. The

Sºrganizational data revealed that disapproval was greatest among
*rhembers of religious (54 percent of respondents), pressure (48

J
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percent), adoption (39 percent) and women's (14 percent) groups, while
approval was unanimous within Consumer and homosexual groups and
reached 84 percent within professional groups. With respect to

disclosure, 38 percent of the sample were against disclosure to the

child, while 13 percent were in favor of providing the child with
identifying information about the donor. With respect to access, 15
percent were in favor of making DI available to any unmarried woman

(including. lesbians and single heterosexual women. Separate questions

for these groups were not asked). Acceptance was strongly tied to
particular interest groups. Rawson suggested that the key variables
determining attitudes toward DI are age, education, country of origin,
family status, exposure to infertility and religion. Rawson further

concluded that the diversity of opinion evidenced would make it
impossible for legislators to please everybody or anybody.

In another Australian study Rowland (1985) focused on attitudes

toward disclosure on part of 93 DI couples and 67 donors. Of the
couples, 56 percent intended not to tell the child about her or his
<Drigins, 9 percent intended to tell, while 35 percent were unsure. It
is noteworthy that 59 percent already had told someone else, and that
T 4 of the couples differed in their responses, pointing to potential

Exroblems with retaining non-disclosure as well as conflicts between
th-he partners. Rowland discussed a number of reasons couples wanted
<>nfidentiality (including a lack of "scripts" for disclosure). She
HE >und that (a) as many as 42 percent of donors would remain even in
tº Ene case of disclosure, (b) 48 percent felt a connection with the
*>-ffspring, and (c) 60 percent would not mind if the offspring
*R*Dntacted them after age 18. While Rowland's conclusion that donors do
+Tact feel as desperately committed to non-disclosure as has been
ºthought appears warranted from the data, it should be noted that no
=i-rhformation was provided on sampling methods and response rates.
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Results from a study in New Zealand Daniels (1988) are similar to
those obtained by Rowland. Daniels interviewed 55 DI couples and

surveyed 37 donors (71 percent return rate) on the topic of secrecy.
41 percent of donors and of the couples felt the fact of conception

should not be disclosed to the offspring, while 22 percent of the
couples and 32 percent of the donors felt the offspring should be
told. However, 46 percent of the couples had not yet decided whether
or not to tell the child. Daniels explicitly stated that the report
was a part of advocacy on the behalf of the child's right for
knowledge. He further expressed concern that a large number of

recipients and donors believed erroneously that the social father was
the legal father of the child, suggesting a need for improved informed
consent procedures for donors. Finally, Daniels advocated use of a
written consent for the donor's spouse. Her lack of consent, he
argued, could have legal implications for the marriage and consent
would ensure her participation "in an area that has important
implications and meaning for her and her marriage" (Daniels, 1988, p.
382).

A qualitative study of fifty DI parents, offspring, and donors

recently conducted in Canada by Rona Achilles (1986) is an interesting
study of beliefs regarding the meaning of biological ties. Because the
participants in DI are given a voice and come to life through frequent
verbatim quotes, the study adds significantly to the existing

literature. However, the diverse, self-selected sample and research
methodology make conclusions beyond the sample questionable. Further,

the research is based in the assumption that DI constitutes a

problematic social process. As with much other research, the focus of
the analysis is on secrecy and donor anonymity. Achilles acknowledges
that it is beliefs about rather than inherent qualities in biological
facts that make them socially meaningful. Based on the data she
concludes that current practices of donor anonymity and secrecy about
the fact of DI testify to the social significance of the meaning of

biological ties.
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Existing studies on DI have contributed to our stock of knowledge

regarding the meaning of DI as a mode of conception. By its mere
existence, the research is likely to have contributed to a decrease in

the stigma associated with DI. Yet, as with most "abnormal" phenomena,
the focus has been on the unusual aspects, searching for answers to

estion about how participants go about coping with their "problem,"
the problem being secrecy or confidentiality. Such a perspective is
difficult to avoid -- it is what motivates the research in the first

place. However, this focus tends to perpetuate the notion that there
is indeed a "problem," while minimizing the ways in which this
phenomenon is experienced as "normal." Furthermore, this orientation
is not easily reconciled with the idea that multiple, overlapping
realities can be a part of daily life without being experienced as
dysfunctional or "abnormal." Existing research points to the
conclusion that disclosure is a complex phenomenon. It also

illustrates the lack of knowledge about what parents actually do tell
their children and how they go about this process.

3.3 DI as a political issue

Many of the themes in recent politics over DI are an outgrowth of
issues that were foci in early decisions by the courts, such as
illegitimacy and adultery. Other issues such as disclosure have
emerged as policy issues without involvement of the Courts.

3. 3. 1 Legal status of offspring

The issue of whether the child conceived through DI is legitimate
or illegitimate has been central to several DI court cases from the
1940s into the 80s.” Court decisions in these cases have showed
evidence of inconsistency, in some cases ruling that the child was
legitimate while in other cases ruling that the child was illegitimate
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despite the male partner's consent to the DI (e.g., Doornbos v.
Doornbos, 1954; Gursky v. Gursky, 1963; C.M. v. C.C. , 1977).

The efforts of DI legislation in several parts of the western
world, such as Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and the U.S., were

initially focused on illegitimacy, attempting to establish rights of
illegitimate children as equal to those of legitimate children. As can
be seen in Tables 1 and 2 in Appendix C, there have been numerous

instances where this issue alone merited efforts to pass legislation.
In the U.S., the DI child's legal status became the focus of a number
of bills attempting to provide legitimacy in the late 1940s and 1950s.
Not until 1967, however, was legislation passed in the U.S. (Oklahoma)

defining the DI child as legitimate (Finegold, 1976) (for an overview
of the legislation in the U.S. see Table 3 in Appendix C).

DI has stood the whole notion of illegitimacy on its head because
it allows for the absence of a sexual relation and the absence of a

male to confer legitimacy, as further discussed in Chapter 9.

Traditionally the status of illegitimacy was a result of a mother
having Committed adultery or of a sexual liaison between an unmarried

woman and man (e.g., the U.S. Case C.M. v. C.C., 1977). The
consequences of illegitimacy have included social stigma along with
severe implications for the child's right to financial support and
inheritance from the father, and more recently for rights to
visitation and custody for the social father.

3.3.2 Adultery

DI has a historical association with adultery. The early court

cases focused on adultery in two ways: first, there was the question
of whether DI was to be considered adultery, despite the absence of
sexual intercourse. That DI could be so considered is a reflection of

the traditional view of the marriage vows -- that the body of the wife

becomes the property of the husband. Thus the Court in a 1921 Canadian
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case (Orford v. Orford) stated that "the essence of adultery consists
of the 'voluntary surrender' of a person's reproductive powers to
someone other than the person's spouse" (Kritchevsky, 1981, p. 7).
Second, there have been cases where a husband believes his wife to

have Committed adultery and has sued her on that basis, only to have
the wife respond that the child was conceived through DI with no
Sexual contact (cf. Orford v. Orford, 1921; Hoch v. Hoch, 1945).

While adultery is no longer an explicit issue in Court cases or
policy debates, it still lingers in the background. As recently as
1983 a British writer commented that DI "still transgresses the sexual
norms of our society. The child is being conceived outside the

marriage bond and this carries with it connotations of adultery and
illegitimacy" (Snowden, et al., 1983, p.127). The further implications
of this issue are discussed in Chapter 9.

3.3.3 Consent

The early DI court cases over claims of adultery resulted in a
preoccupation with the husband's consent, with further implications
for rulings on adultery as well as the child's legitimacy status.
However, courts were divided on the role of consent, in some cases

ruling that DI without the husband's consent was tantamount to
adultery (e.g., a case in Padua, Italy, 1959), in some cases ruling

that DI with or without consent did not make for adultery (e.g., the
U.K. case MacLennan v. MacLennan, 1958), while in some cases ruling

that DI was tantamount to adultery even with consent (the U.S. case
Doornbos v. Doornbos, 1954). In the United Kingdom, the Feversham
Committee recommended in 1960 that DI without husband's consent should

be made grounds for divorce. However, in their view the law should not

be changed to enable a wife to take proceedings for divorce on the
grounds that her husband had donated sperm without his wife's consent
(Feversham Committee, 1960).
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With time, Consent has come to replace an earlier emphasis on
biological linkages important for notions of adultery, legitimacy, and
paternity. Rather than pivoting on the point of biological conception,
paternity has come to depend on the husband's consent (Stumpf, 1986).
Currently, in disputes over paternity (e.g., donor, husband, lover),
the issue of the husband's "access" or "nonaccess" to his wife has

been substituted by the issue of consent (Moores, 1982). The current
focus consent reflects a key change in the social construction of
paternity, from an earlier emphasis on biology to an emphasis on a
Contractual or intentional basis. (See Chapter 9 for a more complete
discussion of consent).

3.3.4 Disclosure

DI is often described as "shrouded in secrecy", referring to
keeping secret 1) the fact that insemination has taken place and 2)
the identity of the donor. These two aspects have frequently not been
conceptually distinguished, for example, in phrases such as "the
child's origins". However, confidentiality with respect to donor
identity is not contingent upon confidentiality of the fact of
insemination.” This distinction is important for an analysis of the

interests that are being served by disclosure, the Confusion possibly

a reflection of contradictions among the various interests involved.
The remainder of this subsection spells out the arguments for and

against Secrecy and anonymity.

Arguments for secrecy and anonymity

The concerns resulting in secrecy are somewhat different for
heterosexual couples than for lesbians and single women. In the past,
most attention was paid to married couples, because it was assumed
that DI took place within the context of marriage, or at least within
the context of a heterosexual couple. Within that Context, most
participants (e.g., donors, health care practitioners, recipients)
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perceived it to be desirable that the outside world as well as the
child believe the recipient's husband to be the father. The main
reasons appear to have been the stigma of male infertility, the
potential stigma for the child so conceived, the lack of legal clarity
as to the relationship between the social father and the child, and
probably a lack of "scripts" for dealing with disclosure. In sum, a
key element in the concern was a desire not to disturb or undermine
the family unit. Secrecy in the context of heterosexual couples thus

came to encompass donor anonymity as well as secrecy of the fact that
the child was conceived as a result of DI (cf. Kritchevsky, 1981).

On the part of lesbians and heterosexual single women, secrecy

has been desirable primarily because it affords a protection against
legal claims by the donor. For this reason, and because it generally
is more difficult for women who are not in heterosexual couple

relationships to keep secret how the child was conceived, secrecy of
the fact of insemination has been less of a focus, while donor

anonymity has been more important (e.g., Kritchevsky, 1981; Robertson,
1986; Stern, 1980; Sutton, 1980).

While protection of recipients has been the major reason for

secrecy, other concerns have been protection of the donor (e.g.,
Castillo et al., 1976; De Stoop, 1976; Rowland, 1935) and of the health
practitioner undertaking the insemination (e.g., Curran, 1968).
Participants in the arena of DI have reasoned that the lack of legal
clarity makes it necessary for the donor to be protected against
possible future legal claims by the recipient or emotional claims by
the adult child. Among physicians, the general climate regarding DI
has changed from one of hostility in the early days to one of
acceptance or encouragement in the present (e.g., Elias and Annas,
1986). Although the complete history of that transformation has not
been researched, some of the reasons for secrecy have been that DI was
considered immoral, that secrecy was necessary in order to maintain a

supply of donors, and because of concerns over liability.
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Arguments against secrecy and anonymity

The arguments put forth against secrecy of the fact of
insemination and against donor anonymity have focused on the effects
On the resulting child and its family. It has been argued that secrecy
undermines the basis of trust on which family relationships are based,
because of the purposeful deception involved (e.g., Snowden, et al.,
1983). In addition, it has been argued that secrecy could have

deleterious effects on society at large by impeding science and social
progress (e.g., Dunstan, 1973; Fagerberg, 1980 and 1983), by impeding

the development of public policy (e.g., Behrman, 1979), and by making
access to DI difficult (e.g., Snowden et al., 1983).

Critics of donor anonymity have been more specific about its
negative effects. First, donor anonymity is perceived as obstructing
the child's hypothetical need for, and right to, knowledge of its
origins (e.g., Robertson, 1986; SOU 1983:42), with origins Commonly

construed narrowly to mean the identity of the donor. Secondly, the
identity of the donor is viewed as essential in cases where a need may
develop later for access to medical information about him (e.g., Elias

and Annas, 1986). Finally, it has been suggested that information
regarding the identity of the donor may be necessary to prevent cases
of incest (e.g., Waltzer, 1982).19

The emphasis placed on the welfare of the child, particularly the
child's needs and right to knowledge of its roots and to medical
information have led to recent proposals in various Countries (e.g.,
Family Law Council, 1985), which if enacted would provide the child
with information about the identity of the donor. Other legislative

proposals have emphasized the continued need for donor anonymity
(e.g., Warnock, 1984; Ontario, 1934) (See Table 2, Appendix C). Such

proposals have been based in part on the arguments discussed earlier.
In part they have been based on arguments that legislating disclosure
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of donor identity (and the thus fact of DI as well) would infringe
upon the responsibilities of the parents and the privacy of the
family. In addition, there has been a concern that illegal and
unregulated forms of DI could arise if disclosure was mandated.

3.3.5 Access for lesbians and single women

It is unclear to what extent single women have attempted to make

use of DI in the past. In the sample used by Curie-Cohen et al (1979)
9.5 % of the respondents had undertaken DI of single women in the face
of social pressure. The literature suggests, however, that while the
numbers of single women requesting DI prior to the 1970s was minimal,

physicians and others nevertheless had strong opinions on the issue.
At a world congress on fertility and sterility in 1971 it was argued
that "Insemination of unmarried women with the male aversion as the

sole reason is usually refused (a modern type of parricide)" (Klier,
1973, p. 508). The issue was also discussed at an international
symposium in 1979 (see David and Price, 1980).

Since the 1970s women have been inseminating themselves in the

United States and the United Kingdom and have published self-help
materials on this procedure (Self Insemination, 1980; Hornstein, 1984;
Klein, 1984; Stern, 1980; Wolf, 1982). It appears that most of the
women in the self-insemination "movement" have been lesbian." In the
United States it was estimated in 1980 that 1,500 non-married women

per year became pregnant and gave birth to children conceived through
DI (Fleming 1980), but the number would probably be greater if those
women were counted who did the DI themselves without the help of a
physician.” Interviews and informal conversations with women in

Sweden (1982, 1984 and 1988) indicate that in Sweden there has been

only a sprinkling of self-inseminations, suggesting that there has
been no comparative Swedish self-insemination "movement."
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Achilles (1986, p. 41) has described the different meaning of
using DI for lesbians or single women compared to women in a

heterosexual relationship in terms of three dimensions. For lesbians

and/or single women:

1) DI is not utilized in order to protect male partners
from the stigma of infertility;

2) there is no connotation of adultery; and
3) secrecy about the use of DI is not entirely in their

interest.

With increasing use by single women and lesbians, conflicts and

publicity emerged. The first reported court case in the U.S. involving
a non-married woman and a donor was a suit filed by a donor to

establish paternity in 1977 (C.M. v. C.C.). In 1980 a woman filed a

suit against a medical clinic at Wayne State University for refusing
her DI on the basis that she was unmarried (cf. Corea, 1985;

Kritchevsky, 1981).” In 1982 a county welfare department considered
filing a paternity suit for child support against a physician in

Wisconsin who provided DI to a single woman who later applied for
welfare (Hitchens, 1984; O'Rourke, 1985).”

In the United States legislation regarding this issue varies by
state. Only the state of Oregon expressly allows the use of DI by non
married as well as married women ("Reproductive Technology," 1985;
Pilpel, 1985). Because other states do not have statutes which

specifically deal with the issue, it is unclear whether or not it is
permitted (cf. "Reproductive Technology," 1985). Some analysts (e.g.,
Kritchevsky, 1981) interpret the legislation so as to permit access,

whereas others suggest that the majority appear to prohibit DI of non
married women (e.g., Pilpel, 1985). In the United Kingdom, the Warnock
Committee recommended in 1984 that only heterosexual couples in stable
relationships be allowed access to DI.
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The major argument articulated against single women's access is
that children need two parents, specifically a male and a female.
Justifications for this argument focus on what is in the "best
interest" of the child. Underlying the argument is the assumption that
the right to procreate is limited to heterosexual Couples, a view
based on existing religious, moral and legal notions regarding

reproduction, family, and morality.

3.3.6. The "slippery slope"

In political debates or in mass media a view is frequently
articulated in which DI is part of a "slippery slope", referring to an
image of a slippery road from which society, Once embarked, cannot
turn back (e.g., RFSL, 1981, p. 76). In this context the the term
refers to the belief that society, once a technological path of

reproductive technology has been embarked upon, is likely to slip down
the slope of increasing usage, without consideration of quality,

access, safety, efficacy, cost and social implications.

The arguments implicitly or explicitly suggest that "the
principles used to justify current decisions tend also to justify in
advance [ital] future decisions that may be much more troubling"
(Mendeloff, 1985, p. 83). In Mendeloff's analysis of the process of
decision-making in bioethical commissions, the slippery slope was

described as having four components: a) decisions made on a case-by

case basis, b) reasons for decisions not articulated, c) overemphasis

of benefits, and d) underemphasis of potentially harmful long-term
effects.

The slippery slope argument appears to be used primarily by two
different "camps" in the DI debate. One camp is made up of activists
and feminists taking a critical view of what transpires inside the
policy making arena and the health care system. Their analysis focuses
on the ways in which vested interests of (primarily male) actors
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supports increased usage of reproductive technology to the detriment

of members of society, primarily women. It is argued that reproductive
technologies have been developed by a medical industry for the

purposes of social and political Control by males (see, for example,
Corea's The Mother Machine, 1985). From this perspective, the future
of reproductive technologies is dangerous because male policy makers
cannot act in women's best interest even if they wanted to, as they do
not know what is in women's best interests. Current policy making is
based on principles which "reduce women to matter" (Corea, 1985), such
as technology as being intrinsically good, domination,
objectification/reification, exploitation of nature, hierarchism, and
profit (Holmes, 1981).

The other is the more mainstream camp, whose arguments are

presented in policy debates, mass media, and social science writings.
In contrast to the feminist Camp, this camp generally does not analyze
the various interests involved, "the best interests" of the child
being an exception. Mostly vague references are made to the impact of
DI on "society", such as the following:

Medical scientists, however well-intentioned, Imust not be allowed

to move at a pace which outstrips the knowledge and clearly

expressed opinion of the COTimunity (...'amily Law Council, 1935, p.
viii).

To a certain extent assumptions about, and the focus on, the slippery
slope is likely to originate in concerns over possibly increasing
health care costs. In other words, if a technique or procedure exists,
it is expected that physicians will make it available (cf. O'Donovan,
1984), thus increasing health care costs for society.

3.3.7 Commodification
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DI is frequently associated with a process of commercialization
or "commodification" (e.g., Annas, 1984; Elias and Annas, 1986; Family
Law Council, 1985; Robertson, 1986). A number of aspects of DI lend

themselves to this interpretation: (1) the potential marketability of
sperm, resulting from payment of donors and the possibility of
freezing and storing of sperm; (2) the appearance of manufacturing and
predictability, and possibility of "quality control"; and (3) the
separation of reproduction from sexuality and involvement of a third
party in conception. While most people probably would agree on the
detrimental effects of any commodification of reproduction, it appears

that those who question the use of DI altogether have been most vocal
about their concern.

The existence of sperm banks has been a catalyst in the concern
regarding commodification. First, the term "bank" brings forth
connotations of exchanging commodities in a marketplace. Second, sperm

banks can facilitate controlled breeding and pioneers in the freezing
and storing of sperm have also been advocates of eugenic programs.

Many people link the issue of commodification and eugenics, reflected
in discussions about the intrinsic equal worth of human beings and the
notion of quality Control. Eugenics, in the eyes of some, is a form of

"quality control", where the new life is reduced to being considered a
product, a commodity, and a national asset (Corea, 1985). It has been
said that

By facilitating the purchase of superior human stock,
eutelegenesis would seem to represent the lamentable and ironic
epitome of a Gesellschaft [ital] society obsessed with buying and
selling ("Eugenic Artificial Insemination," 1981, p. 1864).

The objectification involved in that process of judging the worth of
human beings according to the "consumer criteria of the marketplace"
(R. Restak, 1975, quoted in "Eugenic Artificial Insemination," 1981,
p. 1864) would become accentuated.
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Oliver O'Donovan, a British theologian, in Begotten or Made?
(1984) discusses the difference between "begetting" and "making" in
that there is an element of chance or contingency in the former,
whereas in the latter a human being is "the end of a project of our
will", or our own free determination (p.15). What we "beget" is "like"
ourselves or part of ourselves, while that which is "made" is "unlike"
ourselves;

A being who is the 'maker' of any other being is alienated from
that which he has made, transcending it by his will and acting as
the law of its being (p.2).

O'Donovan's analysis emphasizes the effects of DI on marriage, the
basis being the Christian view that "the procreative and relational
aspects of marriage strengthen one another, and that each is
threatened by the loss of the other" (17). Procreation such as DI
without the presence of the relational aspect would, with or without

the presence of payment, reduce the child to the status of artifact.
O'Donovan suggests that the donor in some way be personally present in
the act of procreation in order to fulfill the requirement of the
relational aspect, while his presence must also be made to not intrude
upon the marital relationship. This can be accomplished by
"representation by effacement", that is, by establishing a ground of
community between the donor and husband. Specifically, O'Donovan
recommends that the donation of sperm be a gift, that it be a gift to
an intending father, and that the donation be completely anonymous. 15

3-3-8 Eugenics

In the context of DI eugenics has been explicitly articulated

both as an issue of positive eugenics (the encouragement of
reproduction of genetically "superior" individuals), and as an issue
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of negative eugenics (the discouragement of reproduction of
genetically "inferior" individuals). While negative eugenics generally
has a more explicit legislative history (e.g., regulations regarding
marriage and sterilization) it has, both as a movement and in

legislation, waned since the 1930s. Positive eugenics, however,
remains an issue in the DI arena.

Proposals for the utilization of positive eugenics in DI programs
date back to 1935 when Herbert Brewer, a eugenicist, proposed that DI,

by using the sperm of genetically superior donors, be used for eugenic
purposes. Brewer named his idea "eutelegenesis" ("Eugenic Artificial
Insemination," 1981). In the same year geneticist Hermann Muller
proposed a program for improving child quality. Muller's program for
"germinal choice" would employ the use of sperm repositories for
storing sperm of reputedly great men. Muller anticipated that many
couples using DI would be motivated to "turn their exigency [of
infertility] to their credit by having as well-endowed children as
possible" (Muller, 1959, p. 30, quoted in Corea, 1985, p. 22).

More recent proposals have been made as well, for example in the
contexts of population control and family planning.” The Hermann J.

Muller Repository for Germinal Choice, established in 1976 by
businessman Robert Graham in California, was the first sperm bank

openly described as having eugenic purposes. The repository collected
sperm from Nobel Prize laureates for the purpose of DI of only highly
intelligent women (Corea, 1985). 17

Arguments for eugenics

The primary argument in favor of eutelegenesis is that society
would benefit because of the resulting superior individuals.
Scientific methods of procreation should be used to advance social
welfare, rather than the "haphazard", and "willy-nilly" method of
intercourse. Along with this belief in the results of eugenics and
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science has been a concern (articulated among others by the Nobel
Prize laureate Dr. William Schockley) that the quality of the human
race is deteriorating (Corea, 1985).

Another argument in favor of eutelegenesis is that it would be in
the best interest of the child so conceived. From this perspective

eutelegenesis would be a question of individual choice in a matter
which has a uniquely private character. No problems of social

engineering on a large scale would arise because there would be no
centralized selection of characteristics, but rather numerous and

diverse selections made by "private individuals acting in a quasi
marketplace" ("Eugenic Artificial Insemination," 1981, p. 1863). The
notion that the market-place ensures diversity as well as equal
opportunity is implicit. Thus it has been suggested that

Because it is difficult to identify any real 'victim' of
eutelegenetic germinal choice, both old and new formulations of
American liberalism suggest that society should be reluctant to
interfere with a choice uniquely private in nature ("Eugenic
Artificial Insemination," 1981, p. 1863)

At first glance it may appear far fetched to perceive eugenics,
as Galton did, as "a natural duty we owe to humanity". However, it may
not appear that way in the context of pressures toward control of
health care costs, population growth, and changing attitudes regarding
quality of life (cf. Blank, 1984). In the United States, wrongful life

actions have been brought against parents on behalf of "defective"
children, and there is some evidence that the legal climate may be
changing toward more sympathy for the child, for example in cases of
parents refusing amniocentesis or abortion (Blank, 1984). Thus
beneficial effects of redefining parental responsibilities have been
suggested:
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if the freedom to choose whether or not to have a child is

limited by the threat of civil liability for having a child who
is genetically defective, our posterity will be the
beneficiaries. We will have decided that there is not 'absolute

right to reproduce' and that instead it is a 'limited privilege'
to contribute one's genetic heritage to future generations (Shaw,
1978, p. 340).

Arguments against eugenics

For many people any kind of systematic selection of human beings
is an abhorrent notion. In the U.S. it has been argued that the
private use of positive eugenics in DI (eutelegenesis) is inconsistent
with the American ethos, and therefore is unlikely to ever be
recognized as a fundamental right by the U.S. Supreme Court and could
even be constitutionally prohibited ("Eugenic Artificial
Insemination," 1981). For many feminists, any kind of selection would
constitute a constraint on women's reproductive freedom, a constraint
that negates the full humanity of women (e.g., The Mother Machine,
Corea (1985).

Another counterargument articulated is the risk of alienation on
part of the child. Thus,

If a child's existence came to result not from the sexual

expression of love between his parents but from shrewd gene
shopping, the parent—child and even the parent-parent
relationship might be damaged ("Eugenic Artificial Insemination,"
1981, p. 1865).

Equality is another dimension which has been emphasized in
arguments against the use of eugenics as illustrated in a statement by
a Swedish MP,
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A view of human beings that consciously or subconsciously only
accepts as donors human beings whom are physically or
psychologically perfect—and as a condition for deserving to be
born—is not only a slap in the face of those handicapped, but
results additionally in the undermining of the view of illness
and suffering as an essential part of life (Ulla Tillander,
Riksdagen, 1984/85:53).

The statement expresses a concern with justice for groups of

people who might be considered socially inadequate from a eugenic
viewpoint.

Any process of selection in the reproductive arena has potential

eugenic implications and can be viewed as having eugenic undertones.
The screening involved in DI is one example. There appears to be in
the claims made for screening and those for eugenics, a difference of

underpinnings and scope. Screening in the medical Context is generally
viewed as an instrument of preventive medicine (cf. Curie-Cohen et al.,
1979) and its scope is limited to the donor, the recipient and her
offspring. In the social context, screening focuses on the welfare of

the particular family and on the immediate effects on the social
structure of society (e.g., the nature of the family). Eugenics,
however, is a deliberate attempt to improve the human gene pool for

the benefit of future generations. While screening has its
underpinnings in biomedical concerns, eugenics clearly has it

underpinnings in biological determinism. But while these stated claims
appear to be different, it is not clear that they are always perceived

as different (particularly by those who are screened out). Thus writes
a psychiatrist in a review of the psychological literature on
selecting couples for donor insemination:

A major difficulty with these studies is that the purpose of
assessment is not made clear. Assessment implies selection, and
the idea of selecting couples 'suitable' for AID [artificial

º
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insemination by donor] raises the spectre of social engineering.
The current ethos eschews the principle of excluding couples that
might be inadequate parents (positive eugenics) but does suggest
the principle that measures should be taken to exclude couples in
whom AID might generate or exacerbate emotional problems
(negative eugenics). A second difficulty is that, even within the
limited context of excluding only couples for whom AID might pose
psychological problems (and with the recognition that fertile
couples are not required to undergo assessment before attempting
pregnancy), these studies do not provide clear guidelines for
selection (Berger, 1982, p. 50).

3.3.9 Screening of donors and recipients

The literature and debate about DI has taken for granted that
screening is to be lodged within the context of preventive health care

or social welfare. The controversy of screening centers around the

interrelated questions of who should be screened, what they should be
screened for, and how the screening should take place. As noted
earlier, the report by Curie-Cohen et al (1979) marked a turning point
on this issue. For example, the proposal for legislation made in
Sweden in 1983 recommended that donors be screened not only medically

but also psychosocially so as to ensure they are responsible and
mature in case their cooperation would be needed to meet future
requests by children to know their identities. At times the donor's
wife might also be screened psychosocially (SOU, 1983:42).

In the past physicians blurred the distinctions between medical
and non-medical issues. Medical indications generally include
indications for treatment (e.g., the husband's infertility, Rh
incompatibility) as well as against treatment (e.g., damage of the
fallopian tubes, severe diabetes or cardiac condition). But if
recipients are screened for social indicators as well, an endless list
could be drawn up, e.g. age, income, psychosocial stability, reasons
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for wanting a child, what they plan to reveal to the child about its

conception, number of other children, sexual history, marital history,
ethnicity, residence, lifestyle, and so forth. In Sweden the proposal

for legislation recommended that the couple be required to undergo a
process of counseling and psychosocial evaluation prior to obtaining a
permit necessary for the insemination. Furthermore, it was proposed
that both partners be age 25 or older. I will return to the issue of

what constitutes indications for or against treatment in the next
section.

A frequently used argument against screening is that men and
women who conceive through intercourse do not have to pass any

screening requirements, and that screening of DI parents may violate
their right to procreate and to create a family. On the other hand, it
has been argued that the state should not consciously participate in
the creation of families where the environment is not (or may not be)

optimal. With increasing concern over the costs of health care it
might be anticipated that one issue in the future will be who should
be able to make use of DI within the health care system.

Finally, there is the question of how screening should take place
(e.g., clinical interview, genetic tests) and who will be responsible
for the screening. To what extent should physicians be responsible for
screening, and should there be some kind of licensing requirement if
they are? The legislation passed in the state of California
deliberately protects the rights of the donor and recipient only if a
physician has been involved, in order to ensure "proper" screening of
donors. Having a physician do the screening is not necessarily a
safeguard, nor is it clear that physicians are best suited to do the
screening. Furthermore, because of the ways physicians have gone about
screening donors in the past (e.g., selecting men very similar to
themselves) they have in reality been making eugenic choices on behalf
of their patients (cf. Fromer, 1983).
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Physicians argue the need for them to have the responsibility for
screening because of their potential liability for wrongful life suits
filed on behalf of children born with genetic defects. In addition it

has been argued that physicians have an obligation to be able to
locate donors later in such cases in order to stop them from donating

sperm (cf. Bishop, 1986). Such an obligation could have implications
for their record keeping (as well as for secrecy of the fact of
insemination and for donor anonymity).

For women with no special reproductive problems, physicians have

not been shown to be more effective at bringing about pregnancy
through insemination. Nor are their techniques of insemination
safer. Thus a medical justification for the doctor's role must
rest on the screening they perform on donors and their semen,

particularly with regard to AIDS (Wikler and Wikler, in press—a,
circa p. 30)

3.4 DI as a social construct

The terminology used in the DI arena reflects certain notions of
what larger context DI fits into, and has important implications for
its future usage, e.g., whether it is viewed as a "treatment" or a
"service", a "cure" or "therapy"; views of the woman such as
recipient, user, consumer or patient. A social construction of DI as a

medical rather than a social phenomenon will be perpetuated by a focus
on insemination as part of "medical practice", and by certain
terminology used, for example, "artificial insemination" rather than
"non-coital reproduction".

One of the first questions is whether or not DI qualifies as a
medical procedure or falls within the boundaries of "medical practice"
(cf. Ontario, 1985, p. 30–35). An argument against such a view can be
justified basis of the following: a) DI is technically quite simple,
of relatively low risk, and can be undertaken without medical
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assistance. b) DI is more of a social than a medical manipulation,
because the results or outcomes do not primarily, if at all, have a
bio-medical effect on the recipient. The social response to this
"medical procedure" is primarily a response to its social effects
(e.g., on the family) rather than its bio-medical implications.
Further, not everybody perceives infertility as a disease state to be
cured by medicine. c) DI is unusual, because the person "treated" is
not the person with the disease or disability. Physicians have
frequently refused DI to single women on the basis that it is a

medical treatment for infertility (cf. Kritchevsky, 1981, p. 2). They
have, in other words, treated a woman's lack of a male partner as if
it were a medical indication against treatment. This raises the
question as to exactly what constitutes a medical indication, as well

as what is to be considered an indication for or against treatment.
Furthermore, it has been questioned to what extent physicians have the
right to refuse providing DI on the basis of their moral or religious
views, if DI indeed is to be considered treatment (cf. Ontario, 1985,

p. 52).

Second, there is the issue of screening. As a well established,

legitimate aspect of medicine, screening is probably the issue around
which it would have been easiest to articulate a rationale for

medicalization of DI. Paradoxically physicians have been more
stringent in screening recipients than donors. In addition, their
screening of recipients has included non-medical characteristics
(e.g., IQ, economic status, marital status) which, it could be argued,
lie beyond their area of expertise. Placing the duty to undertake

psychosocial screening of recipients as well as of donors on
physicians entrenches DI in the medical system and further medicalizes

the whole process. Some argue that screening should not be a
requirement in DI any more than it is a requirement in "natural"
reproduction. This would preclude physicians becoming gatekeepers with
a social control function.
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It can be seen that DI as a service has the potential for the
exercising of social control, by health care or other professionals
(e.g., social workers). In fact, it becomes very difficult to separate
what are issues of social control from the issue of whether or not DI

is part of medical practice, because of the centrality of screening
and its Counterpart access.

The potential for social control has been realized to varying

degrees in legislation. For example, as noted earlier in the state of
California women are protected from claims by the donor only if the
insemination was undertaken under the supervision of a physician. This
statute has practical ramifications primarily for single women, as
most legal scholars agree that claims against a heterosexual couple
would be unlikely to be upheld in court (e.g., Kritchevsky, 1981). In
the state of Georgia, one condition for the child's legitimacy status
is that the insemination was performed by a physician (Corea, 1985, p.
42).

Through the review of empirical data, policy issues, and
historical constructions of DI, DI emerges as a political issue with
knowledge and opinions about DI shaped by cultural forces. DI is
different from other reproductive technologies both in its history and
its lack of technological complexity. The level of technology involved
in doing an insemination does not in itself appear to justify medical
hegemony over its practice.” In fact, the simplicity with which DI
itself can be undertaken appears to defy attempts to place it under
imedical supervision or control. Whose interests are being served by so
doing?
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CHAPTER 4

A CHRONOLOGICAL OVERVIEW OF THE SWEDISH DEBATE

4.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a chronological background for the
subsequent thematic analysis of the debate over donor insemination.

The chapter also lays out the formal policy process, describes key
actors and arenas in the debate, and discusses the handful of issues

which were perceived as the focus of the debate.

An examination of the events leading up to the opening of the
Swedish debate suggests that momentum for legislation had been growing

for some time. Thus physicians were instrumental in the establishment
of a government Inquiry in 1947 as well as the later Inquiry.

Religious groups also articulated a concern with DI. The process
culminated with the Haparanda case, an event which coincided with

increasing public attention to issues of medical technology. The case
provided the context in which the general social perception of DI was
forged, with mass media accounts frequently suggesting that the child
was used as a means by the parents.

The chapter points to the significance of the work of the
Inquiry. The head and secretary had previously served on the
Commission on Children's Rights. Along with the directions provided
the Inquiry, this fact is likely to have contributed to the early

emphasis on the best interest of the child. The head of the Inquiry,
Ombudsman of Justice Tor Sverne, appears to have wielded substantial

influence in the subsequent debate. Notably no representatives for

potential DI parents were appointed to the Inquiry. The documentation
assembled by the Inquiry focused on the social organization of the

practice of DI. What little information was provided on those making
use of the procedure indicated only positive consequences.
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The political process was generally characterized by much
dissension within the government and the different parties in
Parliament. Overall, there was an absence of a lack of clear interest

group boundaries. One exception was an adoption agency, which appears
to have influenced the Inquiry substantially, as evidenced in repeated
comparisons of adoption and DI.

4.2. Overview of events prior to the 1980s debate

The first Swedish attempt to legislate insemination took place
during the late 1940s and early 1950s. In 1946 a government Inquiry
studying the possible need for an overhaul of inheritance legislation
commented that DI was done so rarely as not to warrant specific
legislation. Potential Conflicts could be resolved through reference
to established judicial practice. However, the Royal Medical Board
disagreed, stating that legislation was needed to regulate who should

have the authority to undertake insemination as well as the legal
consequences for the child and parents. The Board's opinion was
apparently instrumental in establishing a government Inquiry in 1947
for the purpose of further investigation. The final report (SOU
1953:9) published in 1953, proposed a law for insemination that
focused on the issue of competency or authority. Donor disclosure was

not discussed, and the law covered only married women, perhaps because
it was inconceivable that single women should desire insemination. The
proposed legislation stated that self-insemination was to be illegal,
but not punishable, and that the donor could not be charged with

paternity.

The proposal was never enacted, and thirty years later those

actors to whom DI represented a negative development frequently
interpreted this as evidence that DI earlier had been viewed

negatively. For example, a Christian organization, The Ethical League,
(Etiska Fonden) stated in response to the 1983 Inquiry report that the
report thirty years earlier had met with such strong criticism that it
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was never even sent out for the customary review by agencies and
organizations. Alexandersson (1984), a lawyer whom also took a
negative position with respect to DI, stated that the Circuit Court of

Appeal (Svea Hovratt) was in such disagreement that it had difficulty
commenting upon the 1953 report. Further, "the Department [presumably
referring to the Department of Justice] was subjected to pressure from
different directions and it was thus concluded that the time was not

ripe for legislation" (Alexandersson, 1984, p. 59).

The Inquiry of 1983 suggested three possible reasons for the
earlier controversy; too few inseminations were done at the time,

strong interest groups opposed legalization, and Swedish children were
available for adoption at the time (SOU 1983:42). According to another

source, several members had differed with the conclusions, stating
that they were concerned that legislation "would result in the
legitimization of child-birth through insemination with sperm from a
man other than the woman's husband" (quoted by Danelius, Ewenfeldt,
Korduner & Tagestam, 1983, p. 7. See also Dagens Nyheter, 24 Nov.,
1981, p. 32). Another source claimed that the members had felt that
the psychological implications of insemination for the child had not

been sufficiently considered (Ingemar Lindahl, Lakartidningen, 79, 11,
1982). Finally, in the view of Tor Sverne, the head of the 1983

Inquiry, the fate of the earlier investigation was evidence that
insemination was considered undesirable in Sweden (quoted in
Landstingens Tidskrift, 11/12, 1982, p. 11).

How frequent an occurrence was insemination at the time of the

earlier Inquiry? A survey done by the Royal Medical Board in 1948

found that 7 pregnancies had occurred during the preceeding three
years as a result of DI (SOU 1983:42).

Scattered events between 1953 and the 1980s suggest that momentum

for legislation was growing prior to the Haparanda case. For example,
a foreign student wrote to the National Board of Health and Welfare
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(NBHW) in 1977 to inquire about the state of insemination in Sweden.

One result of this letter was a memo articulating the risk that a
conflict might occur in which a social father deny paternity, a
possibility caused by recent changes in the Parenthood and

Guardianship Code. Another example involves the Council of Europe,

which began drafting recommendations for legislation regarding
insemination in 1978 (SOU 1983:42). The representative for Sweden
abstained from voting on the recommendations proposed in 1980 or 1981

by the European Committee on Legal Co-operation (CDCJ). According to
an internal memorandum from the Swedish Government Commission on

Children's Rights (written by Goran Ewerlof, a lawyer appointed as
expert to that Committee who subsequently was appointed secretary to
the Inquiry on insemination) the reason was that Sweden was opposed to
donor insemination of non-married women. According to another memo,

from the Department of Justice, the reason was that Sweden opposed the
recomendation that the insemination be kept secret. Both of these

memos are dated more than one year (February and April 1980,
respectively) prior to the time the Haparanda case broke into the
news. It should be noted, however, that neither of these policy
positions in the Council of Europe were mentioned in the final report
by the insemination Inquiry.

It is perhaps a curious fact that the Commission on Children's
Rights wrote a memo on donor insemination. The Commission was
established in 1977. By 1987 it had published three reports, the first
providing the basis for the world famous legislation prohibiting
corporal punishment of children (SOU 1978:10). The second and third
reports dealt with the mutual responsibilities and duties of parents
and children with respect to conflicts in custody, right of access and
transference, etc (SOU 1979:63 and SOU 1987:7). During 1980 a set of
directives to be issued by the government for the purpose of including
insemination in this investigation were drafted by Ewerlof. Several
other members of the Commission subsequently were appointed to the
insemination Inquiry. While the Inquiry ultimately was established as
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a separate body, this linkage to the Commission on Children's Rights
highlights the early emphasis on the best interest of the child.

In addition to these events, some DI initiative was made in the

Swedish Parliament in the middle of the 1970s (Sverne, 1986). Finally,
in 1980, the NBHW commissioned a survey of the extent of insemination
done at gynecological clinics from one of the Swedish pioneers on
insemination (Bergman, 1980).

These examples indicate an interest for insemination among
certain policy-makers, but it is unclear exactly who they were, where
the lines of interests might be drawn, or what nascent interest groups
they might have represented.

It appears that insemination was a vaguely articulated concern

for physicians and relious groups prior to the 1980s debate. This is
consistent with the development of DI in other countries.” That the
Swedish Church early on voiced opposition to DI is evidenced by a
document on sexuality issued by the bishops to the nation's ministers
in 1951 (Ett Brev i En Folkets Livsfraga, 1951. See also Fagerberg et
al, 1985) and a book published the same year (Furuhjelm, Hafstrom, &

Petren, 1951). One basis for the religious opposition was that
insemination was viewed as not being in the best interest of the
child. Thus Alexandersson, referring to a Scandinavian lawyer meeting
in 1951 where insemination was discussed, states that

the parents' role and situation received significantly more
attention than that of the child. The only one of the
participants who illuminated the child and its rights was the

theologian . . . He stated that the it is a basic human right to

know who one's father and mother are, and that society already at
that point did everything to prevent fathers from remaining
unknown (Alexandersson, 1984, p. 59, emphasis added).
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The activities of physicians prior to the 1980s appear to have
taken place in a medico-clinical context, rather than in the form of

any policy oriented or political activities (e.g., Bergman and
Ulstein, 1971; Milsom, 1979). In the spring of 1980, however, the
Delegation for Medical Ethics of the Swedish Medical Society arranged
a symposium on insemination, attended not only by physicians of
various specialties, but also by representatives of other fields, such
as mass media, labor unions, theology, and law (see "Artificiell
Insemination," 1980). Several of the persons subsequently appointed to
the government Inquiry, including the head, presented papers. The
symposium was focused in the direction of ethical or legal, rather
than purely medico-technical, implications of insemination.

Portions of the symposium were included in a special issue on DI

in the Swedish Medical Journal in 1980 (Lakartidningen, 77, 38, 17
September, 1980). Three articles represented the views of persons
subsequently appointed to the Inquiry.” All in all, the articles
expressed a more apprehensive than affirmative position toward
insemination.

Following the symposium, the Swedish Medical Society requested an
Inquiry from the Minister of Justice. According to the Department of

Justice, others communicated their concern about the lack of

legislation as well, including an association of gynecologists (Dir

1981:72). As was the case in the 1950s, physicians appear to have been

instrumental in initiating the development of legislation.

With respect to mass media, an examination indicates that the
first time DI was dealt with in a substantive manner on TV was in a

news program in September of 1980. Among those interviewed were the
head and the medical expert of the subsequent Inquiry, and a medical
expert from the NBHW. A radio program in the early part of the year
had focused on Robert Graham's sperm bank in California which supplied
sperm from Nobel prize winners.
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There appears to have been little newspaper coverage of DI in
1980. One article, in an evening paper (Aftonbladet, 3 March, 1980),
apparently was a consequence of the radio-program about Robert
Graham's spermbank. This article focused on Swedish donors (medical
students and men serving time in military service), their screening,
and the process of donating and inseminating sperm.” The suggestion
was made that only an "elite" of young men are used as donors. A
second article, referring to the Swedish Medical Journal's special
issue on DI, focused on the need for legislation, disclosure issues,
and whether or not DI is justified at all (Unidentified paper, 18
September, 1980). These two very short articles sketched some of the

themes that would dominate the subsequent debate: elitism, the quality
of donors, childrens' needs and rights to a father, secrecy of the
fact of insemination, disclosure of donor identity, and that children
not be used as a means.

4.3 The Haparanda case

In November of 1982 a boy conceived through DI was declared
"fatherless" by a district court in the northern town of Haparanda.
This is the background: The boy's mother and social father had
divorced a few years after his birth. At that point the father denied
paternity, claiming that he never had consented to the insemination.

In fact there had been no written consent. On their way to the

physician's appointment which resulted in the successful conception,
the couple had had an argument over whether or not to go through with

the insemination. It ended with the husband stepping out of the car in
anger, and his subsequent denial of paternity. The court decision hit
the newspapers, and the case was followed closely during the
subsequent years while it wound its way up to the Supreme Court which

upheld the decision (although with a different justification) that the

social father was not to be considered the child's father (Nytt
Juridiskt Arkiv, I, 1983:44).
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While the time appears to have been ripe for a debate, the

Haparanda case served as a catalyst for a nationwide controversy on
DI. Had the catalyst been a different event, the debate would likely
have taken a different course from the outset. The immediate responses
to the Supreme Court verdict ranged from demands that the NBHW put an
end to DI and that retroactive laws be adopted in order to protect
children already born (e.g., Norrlandska Socialdemokraten, 26 March,
1983; Stockholms Tidningen, 29 March, 1983), to demands for better

screening of recipients and written consent procedures.

To understand the impact of the Haparanda case, one needs to go
back to the fall of 1981 when the first articles about the case

appeared. These articles portrayed the child as "fatherless", stating
that society must not "allow an increasing number of children to
become playthings for the changing emotions of adults" (Expressen, 21
September, 1981. See also Expressen, 16 September). Furthermore, it
was implied that politicians had been too slow to take action. In

January of 1981 two motions concerning insemination were submitted to

Parliament. The first, by a Social Democrat, requested that action be
taken to ensure the right to a father for all children conceived
through insemination (Motion 1980/81:909). The second, by a Moderate
(formerly known as the Conservative Party) asked for an investigation
of the question about the child's right to know its biological origins
(Motion 1980/81:1189). While dated ten months prior to the first court
decision in the Haparanda case, knowledge of the case had already
spread in certain legal/political communities (Respondent Interviews,
# 4 & 15), and it seems likely that the motions were a response to the
case. The Case also resulted in a number of interpellations by county
councillors in various parts of the Country that same year. The lack

of knowledge of insemination was a source of embarrassment for many of
them, as it is the county councils which allocate resources for health

care (Landstingens Tidskrift, 11/12, 1982, p. 10–13). The case
continued to receive attention throughout the debate, punctuated by

>
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the succession of verdicts reached by three different courts. Tor

Sverne, the head of the government Inquiry, frequently referred to the
case and the ways in which the child was used as a means by the

parents. Politicians, meanwhile, were said to have been caught

unawares, left behind, or not doing their job right (e.g., Dagens
Nyheter, 23 March, 1983; editorial, Goteborgs-Posten, 28 April, 1983;

Svenska Dagbladet, 17 May, 1983. See also Dagen, 29 March, 1983, in
which the different party leaders were asked how to protect the unborn
individual).

The Haparanda case provided the context in which the general
social perception of DI was forged. It was crucial in setting the
stage for views of parents and the child. The case was viewed as a

precedent for dealing with retracted paternity and the possibility of
other children becoming fatherless — regardless of whether or not

there was prior acknowledgement of paternity, and regardless of method

of conception (e.g., Norrlandska Socialdemokraten, 26 March, 1983).
The case was furthermore used as a basis by various writers from which
to generalize about DI in general.

The coverage of the case focused on the child's need for and
right to a father, and the injustice done to the child, by the parents

and the medical profession. The child was described as the big loser.
First, he had no father, which was bad enough. Second, it was

suggested that the couple had decided on having a child in order to
"fix" a marriage which was faltering, thus the resulting child was a
means to an end.

Other commentators went even further, suggesting that DI children

generally might be less desired or cared for:
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The child has 'the right' hair-color and eye-color, and one can
only hope that all goes well. Otherwise it is simply a matter of
giving it notice. That has been proven by two courts in the case

of Calle (Expressen, 9 March, 1983).

The quotation implies that a child might be rejected by the parents on
basis of its personal characteristics, rather than "rejected" due to
the parents' conflict. A statement by a social worker/therapist,
discussing adoption and DI generally, suggests one source for the
notion that DI children are deserted. She stated:

With the help of insemination . . . one gives the child the

problems an adoptive child already has, that is, it is deserted
and cannot always find out about its biological origins (Gertrud
Hagglund, Att Adoptera, 2, 1982, p. 3, emphasis added).

One of the rare disagreements with the court verdict was by the
lawyer representing the social father. He felt that

The interest of the child has been exaggerated. Is it really so

important to keep a legal father after a divorce? An economic
matter perhaps, but there is the state reimbursement [to single
parents] . . . . It has become a matter of status, and a 'feeling
sorry for mentality', which has contaminated even the
representative for the child (Expressen, 9 March, 1983. See also

Dagens Nyheter, 9 March, 1983).

The court case originally focused upon whether or not the husband
had consented to the insemination. It is impossible to determine
whether this was in fact the "real" issue for the husband, or whether
he used it as a way to avoid paying child support or getting even with
the wife.” In the mass media there was little if any discrimination

between the use of children as a means to rescue an already existing

relationship versus their usage in an act of hostility between the

–78–



Couple in a subsequent conflict. The disagreement over the issue of
consent allowed for multiple understandings of the conflict.”
Consequently media interpretations varied, at times describing it as
if there was indeed an issue of consent, at other times as if the
husband's lack of consent had been clear. Some accounts implied that
the mother had been selfish enough to proceed with the insemination
against the objections of her husband (e.g., Expressen, 16 September,
1981).24

Frequently it was the mother in the Haparanda case who was blamed
for using a child to solve marital problems. The mother was portrayed
as having pushed for insemination as a way of solving her
childlessness, and the father portrayed as a hesitant participant:

The couple begins discussing other ways of having children. Could
adoption be a possibility? – 'No', says Gunilla [the wife]. 'We
won't have any kids if I can't give birth'. Kjell's and Gunilla's
marriage is shaken in its foundations. The childlessness is a

great stress. At least Gunilla would like to believe that the
frictions between them will disappear and the relationship
improve if they had a child. (Dagens Nyheter, 28 February, 1983.

See also Svenska Dagbladet, 8 March, 1983; Expressen, 9 March,
1983).

The wife was described as being "possessed" (e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 9
March, 1983) by her desire for a child, while the husband was depicted

as open to adoption.

However, there was little sympathy for the husband as well. The
reason being that even if he were "cheated" into becoming a father
(e.g., Expressen, 9 March, 1983), it was not honorable for a man to
avoid responsibility for his offspring. He was viewed as at least in
part responsible for the child having become fatherless. His behavior
was reminiscent of
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the distant murmur of all prosperous farmers' sons whom, facing
the thing [the Court in older times], swore themselves free from

paternity of the maid's bastard (Expressen, 10 March, 1983).

The emergence of the Haparanda case in 1981 was a timely event,

Coinciding with increasing public attention to issues of medical
technology.” The first articles about the case appeared shortly after
the publication of a book, "Hothouse Children," (RFSU [the National
Association for Sex Information], 1981). Covering infertility, fetal
diagnosis, surrogacy, IVF, cloning, and other topics along with DI,
the book took a dim view of these technological aids. The book warned
against the tendency toward commodification and objectification, and

the lack of public control.

The Haparanda case had great symbolic value. The child's destiny
was an issue around which many people could unite. Neither the man's,
nor the woman's, nor the physician's contribution to the events were
viewed in a positive light. The childless couple were construed as
wanting a child to save their marriage in the first place, and not

sufficiently considering the interests of the child once he was born.
The child was "the weaker party", whose interests conflicted with
those of the parents. The physician was at fault for not having
screened the couple better, and not having ensured the husband's
consent. In addition, he was suspect because he did so many
inseminations that he was not able to remember this particular couple

(e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 28 February, 1983).

Few voices were raised in opposition and there were few

challenges either to the Court decision or to the legislation upon
which the decisions were founded. The stage was now set for a number

of moral claims to be made about DI parents and others who participate
in DI.
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Around the time the district court announced its decision in the

Haparanda case (November 1981), the government announced the

establishment of a Commission of Inquiry for the purpose of studying
insemination. The Minister of Justice explained that the focus of the

Inquiry was to protect the rights of the child.

4.4 The policy process

The parts of the Swedish DI debate most accessible to the

researcher are the claims expressed in I■ lass media and in government

and Parliamentary documents. The former composed the major part of the
debate of which the general public took a part. It was also the part
with the more rhetorical character. This section describes the steps
involved and claims made in the formal policy process.

4.4.1 Parliamentary motions

As noted, two motions concerning insemination were submitted to

Parliament as early as January 1981, one requesting action to ensure
the right to a father for all children conceived through DI (Motion
1930/31:909), the other requesting an investigation of the question
about the child's right to know its biological origins (Motion
1980/81:1189). These were followed one year later by a request from a
Moderate that DI be prohibited unless the identity of the donor could
be established and registered (Motion 1981/82:524). Few, if any,
references to these motions were made in mass media.

4.4.2 The government Inquiry”

Directives

The government authorized an Inquiry to study insemination in
December of 1981, for purposes of mapping the extent and forms of

insemination in Sweden, and determining whether or not regulation was
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needed, along with the format of any such regulation. Anchored in
family law, the Inquiry was instructed that the needs of the child

should constitute the general point of departure (Dir 1981:72, p. 2).

These directives, focusing on the practice of insemination and
the child's best interest, set the framework for the Inquiry. More
specific directives followed. Ensuring paternity on part of a woman's
husband or co-habitant, was the first concern. Next, it was suggested
that allowing insemination on women who "live alone" would be a
questionable policy, to be considered in light of the child's best
interest. With respect to secrecy and confidentiality the Minister of

Justice suggested that the child probably should have the right to
know the fact of its conception, but that donor disclosure was a more
Controversial issue. Furthermore, the Inquiry was to consider who
should be authorized to undertake insemination, issues concerning
Spermbanks, mixing sperim, and payment to donors. The costs were to be

payed by the recipients. Finally, a social screening of the parents'
"suitability" was apparently a given, the question being by whom it
should be undertaken, and it was noted that society must "prepare the
future parents with respect to the social and psychological concerns
involved in insemination" (Dir 1981:72, p. 5).

Composition

The directives instructed the Inquiry to enlist experts from
medicine and child psychology, as well as representatives of public

health care. Appointed to head the Inquiry was Tor Sverne,
Parliamentary Ombudsman (or Ombudsman of Justice), * whom earlier had
headed the Commission on Children's Rights. As secretary was appointed
the former secretary of the Commission on Childrens Rights, a member
of a district court. Four "specialists" were appointed, a theologian,
a ministry department councillor, a physician, and a ministry
department manager. Seven "experts" were appointed; a child
psychologist, three Members of Parliament (representing the Liberal,
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Moderate, and Social Democrat parties), a secretary in the office of
the Centre party, a Social Democrat ethicist, and a physician doing
inseminations.” The "expert" physician, Marc Bygdeman, the one person
disagreeing with the subsequent recommendation, was appointed seven

:nonths after the authorization of the Inquiry, and only after requests
had been made by medical organizations according to one interview
(Responde:nt Interview, # 3). According to another, he was appointed
after requests by Tor Sverne (Respondent Interview, # 1). All in all,
the Inquiry consisted of the head, secretary, and eleven "specialists"
and "experts". In contrast to the directives, no representatives for
the County Councils participated in the Inquiry. Apparently they did
not feel the need to do so, because of the emphasis on legal questions

and the de-emphasis on questions regarding costs (Landstingens
Tidskrift, 11/12, 1982).

Notably there were no representatives for potential DI parents in
the Inquiry. Furthermore, the influence of Tor Sverne, the head, was

substantial. As the Ombudsman of Justice Sverne likely had legitimacy
prior to the debate. As an early spokesman on the topic (e.g.,

"Artificiell Insemination," 1980; Lakartidningen, 77, 38, 1980) and
the official head of the Inquiry he had the advantage of being able to
define the issues and provide a "metaphorical view" which would serve
as a model for the general public to interpret news in mass media

(£delman, 1971, p. 72). In ºlass media, Sverne was invariably referred
to as a "one-person-investigator," possibly enhancing his influence.

Documentation and recommendations

The Inquiry assembled and evaluated four main types of data: (a)
DI practices and policies in other countries; (b) anecdotal

information from, and discussions with, physicians, adoption agencies
and social welfare authorities; (c) surveys of insemination in Sweden;
and (d) studies of adoptive children. The report further included an
appendix in which the theologian discussed the "ethical
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considerations" with respect to DI. It is not clear whether this
appendix served as a basis for the report or whether it represents the
opinion of an individual member of the Inquiry.

One of the surveys consisted of a questionnaire given 92 spouses

using DI, distributed by a physician in 1976–1978; another was an
earlier survey of medical clinics. In addition, the Inquiry conducted
its own surveys of clinics and physicians. Ten clinics and a handful
of physicians in private practice were found to perform DI. The
presentation of data focused on the social organization of the

practice of DI (e.g., screening criteria, recruitment, whether or not
spousal consent was required, number of conceptions per donor, the
extent to which sperm from several donors was mixed, renumeration, and
the extent of "matching" of donor and social father characteristics).
According to the Inquiry many of the professional responses emphasized
the need for legislation, particularly concerning the child's legal
postion. They also expressed concerns that over-regulating DI would
diminish access, however.

The information provided on those making use of DI focused on

their feelings about the experience (generally positive), their
motives for using DI, and their responses to disclosure.

Adjustment, screening and counseling. The data from parents and

practitioners suggested that the divorce frequency was lower among DI
families than in the general population (SOU 1983:42, p. 87) and that
relationships within the families had become stronger since the birth
of the child, with fathers being involved in parenting more than what

is common (SOU 1983:42, pp. 48, 52, and 176). Nevertheless, the
Inquiry recommended that applicants go through a mandatory

psychosocial screening by a social worker prior to receiving a
necessary permit for insemination. The criteria potential DI parents

were to fulfill were based on criteria used in the practice of DI in
Canada and in adoption proceedings in Sweden. Parents should
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1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

have a "stable and mature" relationship;
must have "discussed their feelings over their [in-] fertility
with each other and have a similar viewpoint" (p.88);
the wife must have accepted the infertility in the marriage

and not be using DI for purposes of seeking revenge against
the husband;

the husband must have accepted his infertility;
the couple should be sure of its decision;

their decision must not be motivated by social pressure or a
desire to rescue a problematic relationship; and
they must not be "overly" concerned with the choice of donor
(pp. 85–86 & 88).

Furthermore, the screening should cover issues such as their attitude
to disclosure, their motives for DI, their relations with each other,

past partners, family and friends, and their philosophy of life
(p.95). For a summary of the Inquiry's recommendations, see Chart 4.1.

Insert Chart 4.1 About Here
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Chart 4.1

Summary of Inquiry Recommendations

Screening: Social welfare authority to screen couple's
psychological and social suitability for DI.

Registration: The fact of insemination to be registered in
the National Population Register, and kept
confidential.

Disclosure: Offspring to have access to donor identity at
age 18.

ACCess: Only for Cohabitating or married heterosexual
couples, age 25 and over.

Consent: Written consent from social father and from
donor required. Both must be alive.

Authorization: Only by gynecologists/obstetricians at public
hospitals. Permit from NBHW required.

Frozen sperm: Importation prohibited. Frozen sperm to be
kept no more than one year. Must not aim at
organizing sperm banks for eugenic purposes.

Mixing sperm: Prohibited.

Disclosure. Of the couples surveyed by the Inquiry, 15 percent

had told someone, generally the grandparents, about the insemination.

All but one couple intended not to tell the child. None of the clinics
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surveyed by the Inquiry recorded information about the insemination in
the usual medical records but in most cases kept special confidential

records. The donor could be identified at six of the clinics, often

only until the child was born or as long as the donor was being used.
Eight guaranteed total confidentiality to the donor as well as to the

couple. All clinics Conducted sessions with the parents about secrecy
and confidentiality, seven giving no recommendations about how to

handle it, and two recommending secrecy. All of the gynecologists
guaranteed total Confidentiality. Only one recommended that the couple
talk to the child about the insemination.

The discussion of data supporting the need for disclosure was the
most extensive and detailed of all data in the report, spelling out,
for example, optimal timing for disclosure, who should disclose the
information, the negative effects of non-disclosure. Having noted that
DI in Sweden was undertaken in a climate of "secrecy," "deceit,"
"dishonesty," "deception," "lies," etc. the Inquiry early on concluded
that this was unacceptable. For lack of research on DI offspring, the

Inquiry drew on research on adopted children, undertaken in other
countries. This analogy was a major part of the report. With the
exception of one study, the research cited overwhelmingly supported

disclosure in the case of adoption. The findings cited four major
assertions: a) Adopted children often conceptualize access to the
information about their biological parents as their right; b) It is
important that when told of the adoption, the child is told by the

parents rather than by others; c) Children searching for their origins
often do not make use of the information to look the parents up; d) If

the child does not have access to the information, or if the parents
give the child vauge or inconsistent messages about its origins, the
child may experience feelings of insecurity, doubts, or rootlessness.

Having made a general argument in favor of disclosure, the
Inquiry discussed four components thereof: a) The child's right to
know how it was conceived; b) Keeping records about the child's
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biological origins; c) The child's right to information regarding its
origins; d) The child's right to know the identity of the biological
father.

Based on this discussion, the Inquiry recommended that the child,
at age 18, be given the right to know the identity of the donor.
Access to that information prior to age 18 would be up to the
discretion of the donor, only after an evaluation of the child by the
social welfare authority. The welfare agency would also be involved in

providing the child with the information and provide the child an
opportunity to deal with any feelings associated with the process. The
parents would not have access to the information about the donor.

Registration. The Inquiry recommended that the fact that the
child was conceived through DI (but not the identity of the donor)
would be entered into the National Population Register at the parish

authority and be kept confidential. This proposal, one of the most
controversial during the debate, was justified by reference to the
child's best interest. To consciously allow faulty information in this
register, it was said, would perpetuate the existing "hanky-panky":

Information about the insemination in the parish authority
register would . . . likely make it difficult for DI parents to

escape their responsibility to tell the child the truth about its

origins (SOU 1983:42, p. 146).

In the ensuing debate, this proposal was overwhelmingly interpreted as
meaning that DI parents would, de facto, have to disclose the fact of
insemination to their offspring.

Access to DI for single women and lesbians. The Inquiry noted
that research in the United States comparing the adjustment of

children of lesbian mothers with those of heterosexual parents have
found no significant differences. No research on children of single

*
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heterosexual mothers was reviewed. Nevertheless, it was asserted that

the positive development of a child necessitates a father as well as a
mother figure, and that DI should not be available to these two groups

of women. While the Inquiry found that a woman without a spouse

inseminating herself should not be penalized (SOU 1983:42, p. 140), it
was argued that she should not receive the state contribution provided
single parents.

In conclusion, in the view of the Inquiry, those undertaking
insemination did not sufficiently pay attention to medical, legal,
ethical, and psychosocial considerations. As evidence, it was noted
that: a) donors were screened haphazardly; b) there was no

psychosocial evaluation of the parents and their ability to take on
the parenting role; c) there was a lack of research on DI-families; d)
there was a lack of evidence that non-disclosure is best for the child

while there ostensibly was evidenc of the contrary; e) the keeping of
records was incomplete (due to secrecy); and f) that women frequently
had problems with ovulation during the DI process (viewed as evidence
that women have psychological difficulties accepting the process).

4.4.3, Opinions in response to the Inquiry recommendations

Approximately 53 opinions (ranging from one to a couple of pages)
were submitted by a wide range of agencies and organizations in

response to the Inquiry recommendations. In general, the arguments
were similar to claims made in mass media. The summary below (see
Table 4.1) is based on 46 of the opinions, the remainder being of a
technical nature.

Insert Table 4.1 About Here

Thirty-seven of the opinions dealt explicitly with the proposal
that the child be given access to the donor's identity. 19 opinions
were opposed and 21 were in favor of the proposal. The supporting

e
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Opinions were by and large from professional organizations (e.g.,
psychiatrists, psychologists, social workers), advocacy groups (e.g.,
adoption, children's), religious groups, political party groups (e.g.,
the women's affiliates of the Social Democrats, Moderates, Centre Pary
and Liberals), and state agencies (e.g., courts, Inquiry on Children's
Rights, adoption agency, local welfare authority). The predominant
theme in their support was concurrence with the adoption analogy and
the child's rights.

Table 4.1

Responses to Inquiry Recommendations, Selected Issues

In Favor Against Total
Proposal NO.T.Responses No. Responses TCCC■ ed

Screening: 13 20 33

Registration: 5 18 23

Donor Disclosure: 21 19 40

Women's Access: 23 5 28

Authorization: 4 5 9

Ote: "I'meSe In rs are pased On, analysis o O e Opinions.

§::::::::**■ stated an opinion for or against

Those opposed to disclosure were professional groups (physicians,
lawyers), advocacy groups (involuntarily childless, sexual minorities,
sex education, feminist), state agencies (university schools of law
and medicine, County commissions on health care, local welfare

authority), and others. Notably one of the responses was by the NBHW
(marred, however, by internal dissent), an agency which would have a

major role in implementation of the law. Many of the objections were
related to the practice of medicine. There was also a concern that the
information not be disclosed to "Tom, Dick, and Harry." Furthermore, a
couple of opinions dealt with the infringement of the state.

-
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Registration in the National Population Register could not be
completely separated from the issue of mandatory disclosure and it was
not always clear which dimension was being addressed in the 29
responses that addressed these issues. The majority, 18 responses,

opposed registration. Thirteen favored disclosure to the child, but
not necessarily that it be mandatory. Five explicitly argued in favor
of registration (Conservative women, Christian Democrats and their
women's affiliation, the Church of Sweden, a social welfare
authority).

Responses with respect to screening were also muddled. That is,

it was not clear whether a particular response was addressing the
mandatory nature of the proposal, the agency that would be in charge,
or the content of the screening. Thirty-three responses addressed this
issue, the second largest response of any recommendation coded. Twenty

responses opposed the proposed screening by a social welfare
authority, while thirteen favored the proposal.

Twenty-nine of the organizations addressed the issue of access
for single women and lesbians. Of those, twenty-three were in favor of
the proposal, including party affiliations (Social Democrat women,
Moderate women, Moderate youth, Christian Democrats), the Association
for Sexual Education (RFSU), the National Association for

Involuntarily Childless (OBR), various religious agencies, Save the
Children, the NBHW, the Swedish Medical Association and other

physician groups. At least two argued that the donor should be charged
with paternity, should insemination occur illegally in any way. Five
organizations opposed the proposal, among them the Social Democrat
youth affiliate, Gay Conservatives, the Fredrika Bremer Association (a
feminist organiztion established in 1884), the Association for Sexual
Equality (RFSL), and an organization for citizens' rights
(Medborgarrattsrorelsen).

|-
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A recommendation that might have raised controversy had it been
proposed in the United States, that DI only be permitted within public
hospitals, did not receive much attention. Only 13 opinions explicitly
addressed this proposal, five denouncing it, four supporting it, and
another three giving a qualified answer. Interestingly, not all of the

party affiliations nor physicians organizations responded to the
issue.

4.4.4 Lobbying

In the system of structured consultation (Heclo and Madsen, 1987)

which typefies Sweden, the type of organized, paid for lobbying which
characterizes the United States is minimized. In general, lobbying is
considered something "ugly" and "not nice" in Sweden, and many people
do not want to admit that it exists (Respondent Interviews, # 8 and
31). "Correspondence" or "communications" ("uppwaktning") may be a
better term for the low key Swedish process. It is thus difficult to

appraise the non-institutionalized influencing that does take place.
Members of Inquiries, for example, regularly circulate draft documents
to their parent organizations (Heclo and Madsen, 1987, p. 13).

Most of the materials found in this research concerning
"communications" in the Swedish DI debate date back to 1982 and 1983,
found primarily in the archives of the Inquiry. It is probable that
they represent a mere fraction of all efforts to influence the final
outcome, efforts aimed at, for example, Members of Parliament, the

government, the Inquiry, the Department of Justice, the Deparment of
Health and Social Affairs, and the NBHW. There was no evidence in the

Inquiry files of "communications" in 1984, probably because any such
efforts would have been directed toward members of the government or
Parliament. Other evidence indicates that some such efforts did take

place (e.g., adoptive children, the National Association for Sexual
Equality).

-
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Among the communications to the Inquiry were a number of letters

from individual citizens. In 1982 most of these were negative toward
DI, but in 1983 the Inquiry apparently also received letters on behalf

of involuntarily childless men and women, and single women and
lesbians. A few organizations also wrote to express their apprehension
with DI (BRIS) or to lobby on behalf of involuntarily childless men
and women (OBR) or lesbians (RFSL).

The most significant influence, however, appears to be a lengthy
memorandum from Adoptionscentrum (see Chapter 2), dated May, 1982,

i.e., only a few months into the work of the Inquiry. The memo may
have had a major influence on the Inquiry insofar as developing its
position regarding the adoption analogy. Although observing that
adoption and DI are different types of phenomena, the memo focused not

on differences in their natures, but on the differences in how they
are treated in policy. The point made was that they should be treated
similarly, with respect to screening of recipients, the disclosure
issues, and resources available. Not surprisingly, adoption was viewed
as a better alternative, because

the starting point is the needs and rights of the already
existing child . . . [while insemination] . . . is not done in
order to resolve problems of an already existing child's, but a
child is created in order to resolve the problems of the parents
(SOU 1983:42, Diarienummer 7, p. 2).

According to Adoptionscentrum, DI is not in the child's best interest.
Society ought to take on a greater responsibility to ensure that the
child's interests are protected when they conflict with those of the
adult, since the child is the weaker party and cannot speak for
itself. Furthermore, the agency objected to the role of the donor

!
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The word 'donor' itself is an attempt to erase the fact that the
donor not only has delivered his seed, but actually is the
biological father of a living child. In other words, there are no
'donors' – only biological fathers for whom every link to the
child definitely has been cut off. A fertilization has taken
place, yet there is no fertilizor . . . Furthermore, it is a way
to emphasize the idea that a child actually doesn't have any
father, but only a mother, and that the role of the father can be
reduced to a 'starting mechanism' (SOU 1983:42, Diarienummer 7,
p. 3).

Although nothing was mentioned about single women's access to DI, and
the memo seemed to assume that recipients are heterosexual couples,
the quotation gives an idea of the significance of both the
construction of donors and anonymity, for the issue of single women's
aCCeSS •

Adoptionscentrum argued for a screening of recipients to be done
by social psychological experts, prior to a necessary permit. In
discussing the past role of physicians the Center objected that the
view of the latter frequently reflected a notion of "grafting," in
which, if the grafting "takes," the child successively becomes more of
a child to the social father. This view, they argued, is skewed

"is living evidence ofbecause the child resulting from insemination
the precise event one is attempting to erase," in contrast to a
transplantation in which the event is over after a successful
operation. Furthermore, the Center objected to the past traditions of
selecting donors whose physical characteristics matched those of the
recipient couple, stating that, were this to be allowed, it might be
difficult to explain to adopting parents why they not could raise
similar demands.

4. 4.5 The government bill
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In February 1984 newspapers began reporting that the government,
in its preparation of the bill (Prop. 1984/85:2), disagreed regarding
donor disclosure. According to the reports, there was strong sympathy
for disclosure within the Department of Health and Social Affairs.

Lawyers were largely opposed to disclosure, yet the bill was to be
written within the Department of Justice. It was well-known that the

NBHW was split on the issue. Further, the Social Democrat

Parliamentary group was divided. The issue was sensitive, with

government staff speaking only on Condition of anonymity (Unidentified

paper, 25 February, 1984), and it remained a sensitive issue in 1988
(e.g., Respondent Interviews, # 5 & 6). There was no identification of
the positions taken by individual ministers. Articles in March and
April expressed contradictory interpretations of the government

positions, not only on disclosure, but also on the screening and
registration proposals, and suggested that the government's position
changed several times (e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 11 April; Expressen, 5
April; Stockholms Tidningen, 11 April; Unidentified paper, 28 March

and 5 April). It is likely that the contradictory reports in part
reflect the multitude of negotiations during this time period between,

for example, the government and the Social Democrat Parliamentary
group. According to one interview, the government exerted quite a bit

of pressure on the Parliamentary group, requesting support on the
donor disclosure issue (Respondent Interview, # 6).

The draft for the bill was finalized around mid-April, 1984, at

which time it was reported for the first time that the government had
expanded the disclosure mandate so that the child's access to the
identity of the donor would not be contingent upon having come of age.

At this point it was clear that the government had decided against
registration and against mandatory screening by the social welfare
authority. The justification for the former was to avoid any chance
that the child be labelled in any way akin to illegitimate children in

the past (Expressen, 15 April; Unidentified paper, 16 April).
According to an article in Dagens Nyheter (17 April) the proposed law

}
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had two components--prohibiting business with sperm, and placing
insemination under the control of society. These purposes explained
the proposal that Only DI done by physicians for payment, in violation
of the law, would be punishable. Self-insemination, although illegal,
would not be penalized.

The change in screening requirement did not meet with much of a
reaction but the debate over mandatory disclosure raged on, with
concerns over registration of the fact of insemination being expressed
as late as after the vote in Parliament.

4.4.6 Treatment in Parliament

Moving amendments

Once the party groups in Parliament began treating the bill in

October, attention turned to their decisions. Of the twelve moving
amendments (Motion 1984/85:15–26) submitted by Members of Parliament
(MPs) all addressed the donor disclosure proposal. Six were against
donor disclosure: three of these were made by Social Democrats; and
one each by members of the Centre Party, Liberals, and Moderates. Of

the four motions favoring disclosure, one was made by Liberals, two by
Moderates and one by Communists. There were no motions favoring
disclosure by Social Democrats or Centre Party members. Other issues
received less attention. Amendments by Moderates expressed doubts

about the practice of DI altogether. Others commented on screening and
disclosure generally. Only one amendment, by the Left Party
Communists, argued that lesbians and single women should have access
to DI.

Committee treatment
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In August, a tug-of-war was supposedly taking place between two
of Parliament's standing committees over which would examine the bill
before it was considered by the whole Parliament, the Legislative
Committee or one concerned with social welfare. These committees have

15 members each and are central to the operations of Parliament.

Parties are represented according to their strength in Parliament,

with Social Democrats in majority on both at the time. The bill along
with the moving amendments went to the Legislative Committee, which in
turn obtained the opinion of the other Committee. While a majority on

both committees supported the bill with respect to the disclosure
issue, there was an unusually large number of dissensions attached to
both reports (Aftonbladet, 16 December; Norrlandska Socialdemokraten,
17 December; Goteborgs-Posten, 17 December) dealing with many
different issues (LU 1984/85:10).

Vote in Parliament

During the drafting of the bill, comments had been made that

donor disclosure was not a party-political issue (e.g., Goteborgs
Posten, 17 April). In the fall many papers commented on the fact that
there was, in contrast to most other issues dealt with in Parliament,

much internal dissension within most parties (e.g., Dagen, 19 October;
Dagens Nyheter, 21 October; Unidentified paper, 19 October; Dagen, 30
November; Aftonbladet 16 December). Inga Lantz, Communist MP, was

quoted as saying that no other question had caused so much debate
during her 12 years of tenure (Aftonbladet, 16 December). Now it was

reported that some of the parties decided that individual MPs would be

permitted to vote "free," that is, they did not have to conform to a
party line, but could vote according to their own Conscience.

According to some accounts this was a highly unusual phenomenon.

On December 17, 1984, Parliament debated the proposed bill for
four hours. Newspapers noted that the debate was unusual in its
length, emotionality, and intensity, and that the final vote indeed
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cut across party-lines, suggesting that the positions had not been
Conclusively negotiated beforehand. Few, if any, new arguments were

raised in the debate. Donor disclosure was the primary focus,
virtually to the exclusion of other issues. Addresses by members of
the Social Democrat, Conservative, and Centre parties dominated the
debate. These were also the parties which had been most divided

internally throughout the debate, a fact which did not pass unnoticed.

The debate concluded with members casting votes on 12 separate
items. The proposal to require donor disclosure received the support
of 53 % of Parliament, the largest number of votes coming from Social
Democrats (the largest party). Within each party, however, the support
ranged from 80 % of the members (Communist party) to 21 %
(Conservative party). The support for restricting access to

insemination to married or co-habitating women was higher – supported
by 70.5 % of all MP's. Finally, about half of the MP's voted in
support of restricting the undertaking of insemination to public
hospitals.

4.5 Discussion: Issues, actors and arenas

4.5.1 Key issues in the debate: Disclosure, screening and registration

There are four issues which are likely to be remembered as being
the foci of the controversy which surrounded the Haparanda case:

1) Disclosure of the fact of insemination;

2) registration of the fact of insemination with the

National Population Register;

3) disclosure of donor identity; and
4) Compulsory psychosocial screening of potential DI

parents.

y
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The nature of the claims and counter-claims regarding these
issues did not vary substantially from those described in Chapter 3.
What is characteristic of the Swedish debate is the centrality of
these particular issues, and the intensity with which they were
debated. Further, the proposals made and the legislation passed with
respect to these relied heavily on arguments of the child's best
interest, the implications of which are discussed in Chapters 8, 9,
and 10. The Table of newspaper headlines in Appendix D provides an
idea of the tone of the debate around these issues.

In the process of claims-making with respect to these issues many
other, less focused, concerns were articulated. There were thus two

"parts" of the debate, the outstanding part being the four issues that
were discussed as if they were policy issues, and a backdrop
consisting of the claims articulated about parents and others during
this process. Although this backdrop contained fewer, less specific or
less controversial policy proposals than the foreground, it was as
important a part of the process of defining and negotiating DI as a
social problem. The expression of these concerns rendered particular
constructions of DI, potential DI parents, and donors (described in

Chapters 5, 6, and 7), constructions which informed the positions
taken in the debate regarding the four specific policy proposals.

4.5.2. A non-issue: Access to DI for single women and lesbians

The denial of access to DI for lesbians and single women,

occupied a somewhat curious position. It was frequently mentioned, but

mainly in passing. It was as if an agreement existed that this was a

potentially controversial issue, which must not be allowed to become
controversial. Most mass media accounts portrayed unanimity in the

belief that this issue could be dismissed, because, as one newspaper
article stated "it is probable that there is general agreement" that
this group of women should not have access to DI (Ystads Allehanda, 14
December, 1983). Few justifications for denial of access were

>
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articulated, the nature of those which were expressed did not
substantially differ from those in other countries. Given Sweden's
reputation for gender equality and for being liberal, the
"stonewalling" of this issue and the assumption of a shared consensus
is surprising.

Attempts to make the denial controversial did exist (e.g., Falu
Kuriren, 22 July, 1983; Clas Engstrom, Gotlands Tidningar, 13
September and Arbetet 14 September, 1983; Gustaf Petren, member of the

Supreme Administrative Court, Expressen, 29 December, 1983). A
poignant criticism was delivered by feminist Majken Wendel who argued
that mothers to a large extent already were single mothers in reality
and that the state actively had contributed to a dramatic increase in
the economic responsibilities of fathers toward their children after a
divorce. Suggesting that fathers frequently are mere "guests" in the
lives of their children, she stated that the purpose of the policy
recommendations was "to retain the illusion of a matrimonial idyll."
(Dagens Nyheter, 3 August, 1983). Another feminist, physician Anna
Westerstahl, challenged the definition of insemination as medical
treatment:

In order to qualify for treatment against infertility – in this
exceptional case a treatment without any side effects and with a
recovery rate approximating 100 % - women must fulfill the demand
of the patriarchal myth that they be part of the economically and

socially successful nuclear family, with the good mother in the
center. This myth hides reality (Dagens Nyheter, 15 April, 1984).

The National Association for Sexual Equality (RFSL) also

protested, announcing at one point that it would start its own sperm
bank, should the proposals be passed (Dagens Nyheter, 11 August, 1983;
Stockholmstidningen, 16 August, 1983; Svenska Dagbladet, 11 August,
1983). The organization also awarded the Inquiry its "Rotten Orange
Prize" subsequent to the publication of the report, awarded on the

~
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basis of the Inquiry's "ignorant" and "prejudiced" views on lesbian
parents.

The objections were, however, largely either ignored or not

discussed in substance, as indicated in the following quotation:

It [the proposal] is a limitation which has created protests from
the National Association for Sexual Equality. The proposal is
experienced by them as discrimination of these person's parental
capacity (Unidentified paper, 6 September, 1983).

Note the distancing, creation of an "us-them" dichotomy in the
statement. The predominant response on part of the Inquiry, or rather,

its head, was to simply reiterate its position without responding to
the Imerits of the opposition.

4.5.3 Actors

The actors involved in the debate spanned a wide range, from

journalists to physicians to the general public, male and female. One
of the difficulties in this research has been the lack of

participation of interest groups with defined boundaries. Claims could

rarely be predicted in a neat and consistent manner based on
membership in a particular interest group or on social
characteristics. A few general patterns were evident, however. The few

interviews with involuntarily childless men and women and donors that

were published took place primarily in the last year of the debate.
For most of the debate they were invisible. This was true to an even
greater extent for lesbians and single women——during the whole debate
there was no interview with a lesbian in the newspapers, and only one

with a single woman Considering DI. Letters from individual citizens

to newspapers, the Inquiry, and so on, appear to have been written
more by persons disfavoring than supporting DI. Physicians were

generally perceived as speaking on behalf of DI parents, and a handful

* *
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participated actively in the debate. As a group, they composed the
main opposition. Their statements that they would quit should the
proposals become enacted were interpreted as threat that warranted

further claims. There was sufficient disagreements within their ranks,

however, that they did not speak with a uniform voice.

Politicians were surprisingly absent from the debate, although
many claims were made about them. This was true also during the time
the bill was in preparation. Only a handful of articles were written

by or substantially dedicated to the views of politicians. One
exception was the conflict in opinions within the NBHW in 1983. But in

general, one would not get even a remotely clear picture of the
positions of parties or individual politicians from reading the
ewspapers. This was true for the politician members of the Inquiry as

well. With the exception of the physician (Marc Bygdeman) and to a

lesser extent the theologian (Holsten Fagerberg) noone but the head

received attention. The Inquiry was portrayed as being largely
unanimous with the exception of Bygdeman's disagreement regarding
disclosure and registration, and there was little information about

who else was a member, what they represented, by what process they

were going about their work, and so forth. Sverne figured virtually
alone in the COverage by mass media, and he was outspoken early on

with respect to the problems of DI. Staff members of the national
adoption center appear to have played a significant role in this
respect as well.

4.5.4 Arenas

Beginning with the Haparanda case, mass media, particularly
newspapers, constituted a key arena of the debate. Particularly in the

first two years, the articles were sensationalized and contained flat
out mistakes (such as referring to DI offspring as "test-tube
babies"). By 1982 the number of newspaper articles about DI appears to
have increased five-fold. Once the Inquiry had made its
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recommendations, the debate in mass media became more focused on

specific policy proposals and on the politics of government and
Parliament. Sperm banks, the Haparanda case and other events, moved to
the background from which they continued to inform the debate.

Mass media overlapped with other forums, foremost among them. The
Swedish edical Journal [Lakartidiningen], which contained articles

written by non-physicians and by persons also appearing in the mass
media. The number of articles in this journal also peaked in 1983 and
1984.

In addition to mass media, the obvious arena is the formal policy

development process. The emergence in mass media of the four policy

issues had an intricate relationship with the Inquiry. That is, the
In juiry's reco a lendations were not published until the fall of 1983,
several years into the public debate. Nevertheless, the Inquiry played

a central role in the debate, in part due to the public participation
of the head, Tor Sverne.

As indicated in this discussion, counter-claims to emerging

dominant ideologies were indeed articulated. However, with the

exception of the issues of screening and registration the policy
outcomes appeared largely unaffected by these counter-claims.

The subsequent chapters of this research focus on the emergence
of dominant ideologies through the ultiplicity of themes in the

debate. Specifically, the debate over DI policy is analyzed as a form

of rhetoric constructed to serve the interests of the state and key
actors in DI.

º
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CHAPTER 5

THE RHETORICAL CONSTRUCTION OF DONOR INSEMINATION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the predominant ways in which donor
insemination was constructed in Sweden through the debate over DI. In
so doing, the focus is on the rhetoric of the debate. Analyzing that
rhetoric reveals the nature of the debate and meanings given DI by

claims-makers. It illuminates what happened in the debate, through

focusing on the concerns, definitions, and claims expressed. I am
using the term rhetoric to describe a process which, in contrast to a
disinterested analysis of all the facts, has the objective of
presenting a body of information in such a way as to influence the
audience to adopt the speaker's perspective.

The analysis illustrates the importance of attention-getting
examples provided in mass media, such as the Haparanda case, the

development of sperm banks in other countries, and negative
experiences of DI offspring. Such stories served to define the the

boundaries of the debate, placing certain issues beyond these
boundaries (e.g., the related issue of putative fathers, access for

single women and lesbians) while emphasizing others (e.g., the rights
of the child). The examples demonstrated the potential exploitation of

DI offspring and the evils associated with DI. They also linked donor
anonymity to commodification, lack of screening of DI recipients, and
access to DI for single women or lesbians. Further, the lack of public

control demonstrated by the examples, in combination with the

perception that there was something surreptitious about the practice
of DI appears to have had a spill over effect onto the issues of

confidentiality and knowledge of origins. The debate itself was
portrayed as being "ethical" -- a counter balance to the implicit
theme of social disintegration present in the stories. That the debate

was "ethical" also implies a controversy which goes
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beyond personal interests, one for which a right and a wrong answer
exists, and for which there can be no bargaining or compromise. This
construction of the debate, and the rhetoric of specific examples of

horror, was to justify state intervention for purposes of
"legitimizing" DI as well as protecting the child.

The organization of this part of the analysis draws on work done
by Joel Best (1987b) concerning the rhetoric used in constructing
missing children as a social problem (see also Best, 1987a).29 In the

view of Best, claims made in constructing social problems have been
treated largely as given in past research. However, the claims are as
significant for Social inquiry as is the process by which they are
constructed or the interest-groups involved. Best's analytic framework
was a modified model for rhetoric originally proposed by Toulmin
(1958) and Toulmin, Rieke and Janik (1979), consisting of "grounds,"
"warrants," and "conclusions."

5.2 Grounds

"Grounds" refers to a type of statements that serve to provide
"the basic facts" for the ensuing discussion. As is the nature of
"facts" these statements are socially constructed, and their
legitimacy is contingent upon the social context. Best identified

three types of grounds statements in his research, all of which were
present the Swedish DI debate; examples, definitions, and estimates of
extent. "Examples" refers to the atrocity tales so frequent in mass
media. Such tales serve to grab the reader's interest, make it easier
for the reader to respond empathically, and obtain a sense of the
seriousness of the problem. "Definitions" give a name to the problem,
and delineate its boundaries. Certain issues are established as

relevant, while others are not. "Estimates of extent" refers to
efforts to assess the magnitude of the problem.

5.2.1 Examples: Incidents reported in mass media

:
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Best noted that examples frequently precede the logical first
ground, that of definitions. This was also the case in Sweden. The
Haparanda case was viewed, at the time as well as later, as the

impetus for the debate. The case served as a catalyst for a nationwide

debate about the need for legislation, and set the stage for ways in
which some of the issues were to be construed in the debate. Documents

indicate that donor insemination was an emerging issue regardless of

the case. However, the case provided an event around which people

could focus their arguments. As with other spectacular tales, it

became a referent for further discussions, shaping views of the
problem, particularly parents, in significant ways, as discussed

earlier. Perhaps the most important effect of the case was that most
people seemed to agree that the outcome in the case was undesirable.
Thus the request for legislation in order to prevent a recurrence was,

from the outset, not controversial. As stated in one paper,

It must be an important societal task to prevent, through

legislation, that human pitiableness makes children fatherless

(Expressen, 10 March, 1983).

Another court case, the Halmstad case, added fuel to the fire in

1983. In this case there had also been much conflict in the marriage

prior to the insemination, and again, the couple was portrayed as
thinking a child would rescue the marriage. One-and-a-half years after

a daughter was born the couple was divorced. The father later asked
the court to revoke his paternity on the basis that his sperm had not
been used, despite it being delivered to the hospital for purposes of
inseminating the wife. (e.g., Expressen Goteborg, 27 September, 1983;

Hallands Nyheter, 28 September and 17 November, 1983). Once again, a
child was declared "fatherless."
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In addition to these two cases, Sverne, the head of the Inquiry,
made frequent references to divorces in which children conceived
through insemination were used as "weapons" or "bats" in custody
fights. He claimed there were cases in which mothers had threatened
their spouses with "if I don't get the child, I'll disclose that
you're not the father" (e.g., Arbetet, 13 April, 1983). Such
statements served to demonstrate two points: First, that the

publicized court cases were only the tip of the iceberg of a larger
problem. Second, they clearly established a linkage between using
children "as a means" and one dimension of the disclosure issue — for

if parents had disclosed the fact of insemination, they would not be
able to use the threat of disclosure as a weapon against each other.

In addition to the examples at home, developments in the U.S. and
Denmark served as evidence of the horror of DI. Thus one of the

earliest newspaper articles published in the 1980s about DI in Sweden
was apparently a consequence of a radio-program about Robert Graham's
sperm bank in California which supplied sperm from Nobel prize
winners. The article suggested that only an "elite" of young men were
used as donors in Sweden (Aftonbladet, 3 March, 1980).

The use of foreign sperm banks as attention-getting examples
persisted throughout the debate, particularly during 1982 and 1983. In
1982, a number of articles about sperm banks in the U.S. appeared in

mass media. They were usually described in a context of individual
profit and selection of donors with certain characteristics such as a

high IQ. These features were all portrayed as reprehensible examples,

something for Swedes to take note of and avoid (e.g., Aftonbladet, 3
June; Aftonbladet, 19 July; 7 Dagar, 6 August). Sperm banks organized

in ways that might be expected to receive a positive evaluation were
not at all discussed (see e.g., Novaes, 1985).
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In 1983 a new theme was added to earlier criticism, namely that
"some of the new mothers take the opportunity to make money off of
their maternal happiness" (Helsingborgs Dagblad, 28 August). A focus
was the exploitation of the then 10 month old Doron Blake in
California, conceived by sperm from the Nobel bank. Blake's mother had
pretended that she was not single in order to qualify for the

insemination, according to some articles (e.g., Sydsvenska Dagbladet,
11 December. See also Stockholmstidningen, 2 September; Unidentified
paper, September 7). Another example of the exploitation theme is a
series of articles with the subheading "Children at Any Price" that
was published in one paper. The articles covered sperm banks in
general, Graham's bank, a feminist health clinic in San Diego
(WomanCare), and surrogate mothers (Stockholmstidningen, 31 August,
and 2, 3, and 4 September). Some of these items made references to

attempts to regulate sperm banks in California (e.g., Uppsala Nya
Tidning, 23 March; Helsingborgs Dagblad, 28 August). They also focused
on the lack of screening of recipients. For example, one recipient was

said to have lost custody over previous children as a result of having

abused them (Uppsala Nya Tidning, 23 March).

One noteworthy example focused on the experience of an individual
conceived by DI with sperm from a sperm bank. Such an example reduces
the level of abstraction, making it easier for the reader to become

engaged. This case portrayed an American woman, Suzanne Rubin, who

only found out as an adult that her social father was not her
biological father.” When, after 30 years, she was told, she finally

began to understand why the father had beaten her as a child and
a teenager. Particularly as she became pregnant. 'Being a sterile
man he never felt as a human being. His 15-year old daughter
could have a child and her boyfriend could make that which her
father could not manage. For my father, my child was only an 'it'
and I, his daughter, was not worthy of the least consideration.'
Suzanne has difficulty forgiving her dead mother for not having
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told her the truth. Even though she knows that the mother had a
desperate wish for having a child, and what options were there
when the husband was sterile? Sperm from an unknown man became
the alternative. 'Mother gave him an ultimatum. You either
consent to the insemination or look for another wife!" A brother

and sister for Suzanne were also promised, but those
inseminations resulted in miscarriages. "My mother was never fit
to be a mother. She would never have been approved to adopt",
Concludes Suzanne Rubin (Expressen, 21 February, 1983).

Another paper claimed that it was when Rubin began searching for
her own child, given up for adoption, that she found out about her own

conception:

She has no strings, neither to the past nor to the future, she is

without both father and child, and she is searching (Dagens
Nyheter, 20 February, 1983).

Finally, the stories linked anonymity of the donor to
commodification and to a father's responsibility for his offspring.
Rubin was quoted as saying:

I must find my father, even if it only means that I can find out

what kind of person can sell his sperm for $25 and then leave,

without any thoughts of the life he has created. How is a child
conceived in this manner to feel toward a father who has sold his

vital liquid so cheaply to a complete stranger? (Dagens Nyheter,
20 February, 1983).

In the spring of 1983 a Danish sperm bank, "Sadeshjalpen" ("The
Seed Help"), was "discovered." A pediatrician, Lars Gustafsson,
supposedly blew the whistle on Sadeshjalpen at an event arranged by
the organization "Save the Children." Gustafsson was ostensibly
concerned about the psychosexual development of the child, which he
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argued was seriously threatened by insemination. He felt that

Sadeshjalpen was the epitomy of a lack of societal control of a
medical technology, particularly, it appears, with reference to the
child's need to know its origins and the access provided single and
lesbian women (e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 17 February. See also Svenska

Dagbladet, 17 February).

Subsequently there were many stories about Sadeshjalpen,
nationally and locally, in morning papers as well as the more
sensationalized evening papers. It was also noticed on TV and Radio.
The objections voiced against Sadeshjalpen, and, by implication, all
other sperm banks were, first of all, that it was private and assumed
to be making a profit. The owner's statements to the contrary: "It is
a business where the owner claims that he does not extract any pay"
(unidentified paper, 20 February, 1983), were not heeded. The fact
that the owner had set up a mail-order system through which recipients
could choose donors was a sub-dimension of its frequent description

(particularly by Sverne) as being a "supermarket", "geschaft" or
"racket" (e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 20 February, 1983).

Second, sperm banks were strongly associated with a lack of
screening of recipients and access to insemination for single women or
lesbians. The size of the banks, their impersonal quality, their lack

of screening, etc. were occasionally depicted as facilitating the
access to insemination for single women or lesbians. Sadeshjalpen was
seen as a particular threat:

The authorities in our neighboring Denmark have, after all,
nothing against commercial sperm banks which also provide service
to single women (Dagen, a religious paper, 5 Aug, 1983. See also
Dagens Nyheter and Svenska Dagbladet, 17 February, 1983).
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The third objection raised was a reaction to the use of anonymous
donors. Donors being anonymous was part and parcel of the whole

complex of eugenics, commodification, and possibly insemination of
single/lesbian women. Fourth, Sadeshjalpen in particular had murky
ways of doing the insemination:

Since the whole thing is supposed to be anonymous, it is done
such that the donor masturbates into a glass tube, for example in
the bathroom of the hydrofoils [between Denmark and Sweden.]
(Arbetet, 20 February, 1983).

Here associations are made with fleeting contacts, objectification,
and body waste. This suspicion was not limited to the collection of
sperm, but extended to the act of insemination itself, occasionally

insinuating that donors favored intercourse as a method:
Sometimes he [the donor] met the woman in her home and they had
intercourse. But in most cases, when the woman refused

intercourse, the insemination took place at the railroad station.
With a difference -- the meetingplace could just as well be the
bathroom of a restaurant [saloon, inn] or a car. Tor Sverne is

very critical toward the activity of Sadeshjalpen. He thinks it

is suspect and a pure business (Expressen, 20 February, 1983,
emphasis added).

Making an association with sexuality would strenghten the likelihood
that the article would grab the reader's attention.

Bo Warming, the owner of Sadeshjalpen, was pictured as "odd" or
deviant, as an anarchist, anti-bureaucrat and parasite, and as living

a very disorganized lifestyle (e.g., Goteborgsposten, 20 March, 1983;
Arbetet, 20 February, 1983).

These stories about Sadeshjalpen were presented as if based on an
assumption that the Swedish population agreed on Sadeshjalpen's sleazy
nature. Such an assumption is consistent with the point made by

>
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analysts of network news, according to Best (1987a, p. 31, citing
Gans, 1979, and Hallin, 1986), namely that "such stories are grounded
in a taken-for-granted consensual perspective" (for a discussion of
Consensus perspectives in the welfare state, see e.g., Gusfield,
1989).

Sadeshjalpen was a thorn in the side for many Swedes, and the
mass media attention caused Sverne to disclose that he had attempted,
for half a year, to persuade the Danish authorities to close it down

(e.g., Dagens Nyheter and Svenska Dagbladet, 20 February, 1983). A
member of Parliament, Rune Gustavsson (Centre Party) requested, in a
Scandinavian council for ministers (Nordiska Radet), that the Danish

government take some action to stop the business (e.g., Svenska

Dagbladet, 25 February, 1983; Gefle Dagblad, 25 February, 1983).
Apparently this proved to be futile and he then requested that the

Swedish government put pressure on the Danes to stop Sadeshjalpen

(e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 16 March, 1983; Expressen, 15 March, 1983).

The revelation of the existence of a private sperm bank so close

to home may have served to concretize the concerns associated with
sperm banks. Fanning the flames of the debate, articles appeared in
early June of 1983, describing a "grey market" in Sweden. Echoing the
themes of Sadeshjalpen (though more muted), the articles described the
existence of a "private sperm bank" in southern Sweden (e.g.,
Expressen, 3 June; Arbetet, June 3, 8, and 9, 1983). It was evidently
labelled a "grey market" because though it was still legal to provide
sperm without a hospital affiliation, each insemination cost several
hundred dollars, the solicitation and screening of donors and

recipients seemed too haphazard, intercourse was said to improve the
chances of success, and the persons involved would not disclose their
identities.
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An event intended to enhance the rights of lesbian women may have
have served to strengthen the negative association of access to

single/lesbian women with sperm banks. At the annual Gay Liberation
week in August 1983, a national organization (RFSL) working for the
improvement of the status of homosexuals in Sweden announced that it

would start its own sperm bank should the Inquiry's recommendation
denying access to insemination for lesbian women be passed. While the
announcement appears not to have been given much attention in mass

media (e.g., Svenska Dagbladet, 11 August; Dagens Nyheter, 11 August;
Stockholmstidningen, 16 August), it may nevertheless have backfired,
strengthening the association between sperm banks and lesbians rather

than challenging taken-for-granted assumptions about rights to
proCreation or homosexuals as parents.

In short, the examples pointed to the need for public control of

DI, specifically to ensure that a) children not be exploited, b) DI
not become a commercial enterprise in Sweden as it had elsewhere, c)
the procedure be undertaken by reputable individuals, and d) that
appropriate screening of donors and recipients be undertaken. The
examples suggested a link between donor anonymity and commodification,

sexuality, lack of personal responsibility, and access for single and
lesbian women.

5.2.2 Definitions

Best (1987b) distinguished between two types of definitions,
domain and orientation statements. The former establish the boundaries

of the discourse while the latter provide an interpretation of the
nature of the problem and suggest the appropriate avenues for

response.

Domain Statements

*-
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The power of domain statements derives from their defining a
problem as new. That is, it is claimed either that the problem was
previously unacknowledged or that it is in fact new (Best, 1987b).

Perhaps the most important claim for the Swedish debate was the
construction of the child in the Haparanda case as "fatherless". The
focus placed on the injustice done to the child as his father was
relieved of paternity directed the attention to the needs of the

child, as well as to the actions of his parents which had caused this
to happen. There was, for example, relatively little criticism of the
other actors (the court and the physician) who had contributed to this

result. This construction was to significantly influence the debate in
the direction of an emphasis on children's needs and rights to a
father. Thus the first parliamentary motion regarding DI asked that
action be taken to ensure the right of a father for all children
conceived through insemination (Motion 1980/81:909). What could have
been constructed as an issue of consent, since it was not clear
whether or not the social father had consented (an issue ruled

irrelevant by the Supreme Court), thus became defined as an issue of

having a father. This in turn was forged into the issue of knowing the
identity of the donor.

Placed beyond the boundaries of the debate was the fact that many
other children do not know their paternal origins, or that many other
fathers are not present in their children's lives. Unsuccessful
attempts were made later in the debate to bring these issues into the
domain. Thus the existence of putative fathers (8–10 % in Sweden), in

other words, children being misinformed about who their biological
father is, was used by anti-disclosure advocates in an attempt to show

the absurdity of mandatory donor disclosure (e.g., Lars Carlborg,
Arbetet, 30 July, 1983. Margit Gennser, RD 1984/85, # 54, p. 32).
Majken Wendel, a staunch feminist, criticized the proposal that only
heterosexual couples be allowed access to insemination, because of the
not uncommon phenomenon of biological fathers deserting their children

º
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after a divorce, a phenomenon which had been, she argued, supported by
the state (Dagens Nyheter, 3 August, 1983).

The construction of the child as "fatherless" resulted in a

framework in which the emphasis was placed on the mother, father, and

child. The social construction of parents and donors became central to

the debate, while single and lesbian women became invisible and
excluded from access to DI.

Orientation statements

To a certain extent, insemination shares the confusion of other

novel forms of third-party reproduction over the meaning of family,
genealogical ties, and so forth. As in the case of these other forms
of reproduction, one orienting framework used to describe the various
relationships involved, centered upon rights specifically the child's
rights–to a father, to know its origins.

It appears that this framework originally was suggested first by
the Swedish Church. As noted in Chapter 4, the church had voiced its
opposition to DI thirty years earlier (e.g., Ett Brev i En Folkets

Livsfraga, 1951; Furuhjelm et al., 1951). Later the framework of human
rights was taken up by the head of the Inquiry and others who

denounced DI. A representative of Adoptionscentrum, for example,
argued that anything short of providing insemination children access
to the donor identity would amount to social approval of a denial of
civil rights that belong to all other adult citizens (Madeleine Katz,

Expressen, 12 September, 1983). Further, it was suggested that not
legislating the child's right to know its origins would amount to
Parliament protecting the right of parents to lie to their children

(e.g., Barbro Nordenhall, Lakartidningen, 81, 10, 1984, p. 875).
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The theme of the child's rights received support from portrayals
of the debate as being "ethical" or as focusing on ethical issues. The
high point of such claims occurred in 1984, when newspapers announced
that the parties in Parliament had decided to allow their MPs to vote
"free" when a decision was to be made on the government bill (see
section 4.4.6). The proposal for mandatory donor disclosure was the
immediate catalyst for this decision, having caused much internal
dissension in the parties. Judging from the reactions of the
newspapers, this fact was, along with he unusual decision to allow for

a free vote, testimony to the highly ethical quality of the debate
(e.g., Expressen and Dagbladet Sundsvall, 18 December, 1984).

While the exact meaning of "ethical" in the debate is not clear,
some results might be suggested. Portraying issues or a debate as
"ethical" or "moral" rather than "political" suggests that the issues
are non-negotiable. It suggests that the controversy goes beyond
personal interests, that there is a right and a wrong, and that there
can be no bargaining, and no compromise. A "basic human right" is
inviolable, and competing claims can be dismissed under the veil of
self-interest. As discussed in later chapters, the DI child's rights
were polarized with portrayals of parents as selfish.

The notion of the debate as being ethical was linked to three
other orienting grounds; Commodification, the slippery slope, and DI

being practised in secrecy. It is not uncommon for DI to be associated
with commercialization or commodification (see section 3.3.7). The

existence of sperm banks was a catalyst and focal point in the Swedish
concern with commodification. Furthermore, there was a linkage between

commodification and the notion of quality control or eugenics, as
evidenced in this statement by a lawyer:

*
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Do we really want a society where one orders a child just like one

buys a commodity? Most of us are old enough to remember what happened
in Germany, and those who aren't have hopefully read about it
(Birgitta Alexandersson, 1984, p. 64)

While most Swedish people likely would agree on the detrimental
effects of any commodification of reproduction, those who questioned
any use of insemination were more vocal in their concern. Politicians
and others argued that such an outrageous development as that of other
countries should never be allowed in Sweden (e.g., RFSU, 1981; Inga
Lantz, RD, 1984/85, # 54, p. 10). Referring to the developments
already materialized in the US and Denmark, countries lacking public
control of DI, gave a legitimacy to their concerns. Thus Mr. Sverne
early on voiced his concern over this issue:

Today there is no control of it at all. Any physician can

undertake these treatments. Since there is a wait-period of
several years in hospitals there is a risk that private

physicians take it on and charge royally for it (Dagens Nyheter,
2 April, 1982. See also Lakartidningen, 79, 48, 1982).

The concern with commodification was but one aspect of the
"slippery slope" that was highlighted during the debate (see section
3.3.6). In Sweden, potential commodification was one aspect involved
in the perception that DI had gone out of control. Other dimensions
included the Haparanda case, the perception that insemination

originally had been developed for purposes of "the breeding of cows",
(e.g., Jan Freese, Jusek, 5, 1982. Reprinted in BRIS-Bladet, 10, 1,
1983), that it was a manifestation of a kind of "planning hysteria" in
which humans attempt to take control over fate (e.g., Kajsa Sundstrom

Feigenberg, Att Adoptera, 2, 1982), that it was being used for
"experiments in biological heredity" (Dagen, 11 November, 1983). Donor
anonymity was seen as enhancing this manipulation with human beings

(e.g., Dagen, 19 December, 1984).

>
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The concern with potential manipulation of human beings is not
unique to Sweden (nor is it limited to certain groups on the political
spectrum). Another facet of the slippery slope argument is more
uniquely Swedish, involving donor anonymity as well as the involvement
of the state. As noted in Chapter 4, there had been discussions
concerning whether or not legislating DI would legitimize its usage as
early as the 1950s. For some people, the fate of the earlier Inquiry
was proof that insemination at that time was considered undesirable in

Sweden. In the 1980s debate, state involvement was viewed as necessary

in order to eliminate the "monkey-business" surrounding insemination.
As stated by a female physician:

the debate is an absolutely necessary condition to clean up all
hanky-panky and all attempts to pretend that insemination doesn't
exist. Not only does it exist – the demand is increasing! (Ingrid

Ursing, (Lakartidningen, 77, 38, 1980, p. 3240).

An involuntarily childless couple comparing services in England and
Sweden stated:

Actually it [insemination] is something which doesn't exist as an
officially recognized form of treatment here. How can it then be
viewed as an alternative right when it comes to resolving

infertility problems?
and further

It is still something that exists more or less on the sly . . .
at the side of the official health Care system (Lakartidningen,
77, 38, 1980, p. 3237).

As these quotes indicate, "secrecy" as a mode of coping used by
recipients of insemination, and "secrecy" in the sense of a lack of
public control were not conceptually distinguished. The lack of that
distinction may in fact have played a central role in the subsequent
debate. The theme that DI is a form of medical technology which been
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developed by physicians in secrecy persisted throughout the debate
(e.g., Gabrielle Bjornstrand, Arbetet, 3 January, 1983). Openness and
elimination of the "monkey-business" would demonstrate the respect for
all parties involved, and show that insemination is a "socially
accepted form of creating a family" stated a representative for
AdoptionsCentrum (Gunilla Andersson, Stockholms Tidningen, 12 August,
1983).

Thus, whether actors approved or disapproved of recipients
keeping the fact of insemination and the identity of the donor secret,
the lack of public control of the clinical practice of insemination

acted to legitimize the need for state intervention. Official
sanction, i.e. legislation, was needed in order to make insemination
legitimate.” It appears that the two separate issues of
confidentiality and public control (reflecting an individual vs. an
organizational level of analysis, cf. Alford and Friedland, 1985) to a
certain extent merged into one. Counter-claims that the activity could
not continue without complete confidentiality may have had the
unexpected effect of contributing to this merging.

5.2.3 Estimates of extent

Claims of the extent of a phenomenon are usually central to its
establishment as a social problem sufficiently great to command
attention. Best (1987b) identified three types of estimates in his

research; incidence, growth, and range.

Magnitude of the use of DI was not a central aspect of the
Swedish debate. While the number of DI children born per year was

often quoted, few comparative data were provided. The problems caused
by use of DI was the focal point. The lack of disclosure would have
made estimates of the number of people affected impossible. Thus

claims resorted to the use of spectacular examples to demonstrate the
problems with donor anonymity, lack of screening of recipients, access

}..
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to single and lesbian women, etc. Rather than empirical data being
used to support claims about magnitude, the lack thereof became
justification for requests for legislation (e.g., the lack of data on
the effects of confidentiality was used to support demands for
mandatory disclosure).

If incidence could not be used as a grounds, growth was a

powerful argument. The notion of the slippery slope is a metaphor that
suggests, in ways very similar to that of an epidemic (Best, 1987b),
that an increasing number of people will be affected unless action is

taken. The increasing number of children born through IVF, for
example, buttressed this idea. DI-children were thus not infrequently
mistakenly referred to as "test-tube babies".

Finally, with respect to range, the suggestion was made that the

existence of anonymous donors would have consequences for other
children as well – no Swedish children would know with certainty who

their biological fathers are (e.g., Babro Nordenhall, Lakartidningen,
81, 3, 1984. Cf. Rowland, 1985). This argument accords with Best's
suggestion that a successful claim that anyone can be affected by a
problem is likely to make each person in the audience feel a vested

interest in its solution (1987b, p. 108). Furthermore, this particular
claim, as will be discussed later, bears weight due to its consistency
with Swedish policy for illegitimacy.

5.3 Warrants

Warrants constitute an essential bridge between grounds and

conclusions. While obtaining much of their power from examples,

warrants are necessary because "they are statements which justify
drawing conclusions from the grounds" (Best, 1987b, p. 108). Thus an
audience might accept the definition of a problem without accepting
the proposed solution. On the other hand, conclusions might be
accepted despite a disagreement over grounds. Warrants justify
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conclusions and solutions by references to values or interests, making
them culturally specific:

within specific Social units . . . members hold particular lines
of reasoning to be valid. Thus, for an argument to be persuasive,
the individual to be persuaded must ordinarily belong to a field
which deems the warrant valid (Best, 1987b, p. 108).

Best observed that warrants are more difficult to dispute than
are grounds, and that "it is more difficult to defend a warrant which
one's audience refuses to validate" (Best, 1987b, p. 109). Finally, it
should be noted that warrants frequently are implicit. In a

homogeneous society not prone to conflict (Daun, 1989) their implicit
nature may creat special difficulties for assertions of counter
claims. Six warrants used in Sweden are discussed next, most of them

focusing on the child: children as autonomous human beings, children
as victims of immoral adults, associated evils, deficient policies,
historical continuity, and rights and freedoms.

5.3.1 Children as autonomous human beings

The first warrant discussed by Best in his work on the missing
children problem, was the extraordinarily high sentimental value of

children. While warrants in the Swedish debate were perhaps ultimately
based in similar concerns, e.g., . that children are "the leading
endangered species of today" (Best, 1987b, p. 109), a key warrant
focused instead on children's autonomy. Children, it was repeated
throughout the debate, should not be treated "as a means for another
person's happiness." Children should not be created to solve the
problems of adults in the first place, be it to resolve childlessness
or rescue a faltering marriage. Second, in the case of DI in which

there is a lack of disclosure, the child could be used in conflicts

between the parents. Third, to deny children knowledge of their
biological origins was, in the words of a well-known journalist
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affiliated with Adoptionscentrum, reminiscent of "free men who always
have spoken about the best interests of slaves" (Madeleine Katz,
Expressen, 12 September, 1983). Parents, one might conclude, do not
own their children. And children should have the same rights that
adults have in this respect. Anything else amounts to "the breeding of
a special class of citizens with limited civil rights" (Madeleine
Katz, Expressen, 12 September, 1983). Denying the child knowledge of
its origins would be a violation of its integrity.

5.3.2 Children as victims of immoral adults

Children have high social value, and DI offspring had not in any
way contributed to their situation:

Blameless victims offer rethorical advantages to claims-makers.

Public opinion and official policy often distinguish between
'innocent' victims and those who are thought to share some
complicity for their fate

and further

Presenting victims as blameless makes it more likely that claims
will be ratified (Best, 1987, p. 110)

A child who is not yet born would make the most perfect object for
innocent—victim claims. The warrant that the DI-offspring is blameless
is difficult to dispute regardless of consensus or disagreement on
"grounds". The sensationalized examples consistently portrayed the
child as suffering from the actions of adults. It would be
particularly difficult to dispute such a warrant in a society with a
tradition of protecting the child.
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Thus the debate focused on the shortcomings of the adults.
Parents, donors, physicians and the state, were the guilty parties. Of
these, there was a significant amount of attention placed on the past

actions of parents and donors. As discussed in more detail in the next

two chapters, there was an imputation of wrongdoing on their part,
which contrasted with the portrayal of the state as the benevolent

protector of the child. On the other hand, the state was guilty by
virtue of its omissions. Politicians were accused, particularly early

on in the debate, of being too slow to act, of not having regulated DI

Sooner (e.g., Expressen, 21 September, 1981; Landstingens Tidskrift,
11-12, 1982).

Physicians were also guilty. They were accused of attempting to
play "God the Father" (e.g., Gabrielle Bjornstrand, Arbetet, 3
January, 1983; Lakartidningen, 77, 38, 1980), of not having any limits
for how far they would go, of having developed DI in secrecy, and of
looking out for the needs of the parents while neglecting those of the
child.

On the whole, however, less attention was paid to the role of

physicians or researchers in this debate than has been the case in
discussions of reproductive technologies elsewhere (e.g., Corea,
1985). They appeared to be viewed as less self-interested than parents
or donors. This might be attributed to the different socio-political
structure, causing physicians or researchers to have less to gain

financially or professionally in Sweden than in the U.S. for example.
It could also be attributed to the particular controversy, the child's
need for disclosure, which made the portrayals of parents (the primary
persons in charge of the child's welfare) more important than
portrayals of physicians.

5.3.3 Associated evils
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Themes of moral bankruptcy elsewhere, specifically the
association of insemination with commodification and eugenics pervaded
the debate. Statements about these evils associated with insemination

implied a cause and effect type relationship. In contrast, Sweden, it
was frequently repeated, would be the first or only country in the
world with an "advanced" law protecting the child's interest (e.g.,
Dagens Nyheter, 6 September, 1983).

Homosexuality was perhaps a less visible evil, yet subtly

associated with DI in the minds of many people. As noted in Chapter 4,
the denial of access for single women and lesbians, when mentioned,

was merely a potentially controversial issue:

Among the most important parts of the legislation are [the
proposals] that only co-habitants or married couples should have
the right to insemination treatment, that the husband/co-habitant
is the legal father by virtue of his consent, and that the child

will have the right to know the identity of the biological

father. The first mentioned [proposal] will likely meet with
general understanding" (Ystads Allehanda, 14 December, 1983. See
also Hallandsposten, 17 December, 1983).

Generally, mass media reports either did not consider potential
access for single women and lesbians or portrayed it as something
negative (e.g., letter by the National Association for Sexual

Education, RFSU, Dagens Nyheter, 5 April, 1984). Not one lesbian and
only one single woman was interviewed during the debate. Insemination
was assumed to be, it appears, for heterosexual couples only. Once the

Parliament had voted on the government bill, in December of 1984, the
vote on this particular issue was not deemed sufficiently interesting
to warrant any comment, but was only mentioned in passing. Nor was

attention given to a small but creative protest against the vote which
took place outside Parliament that same day (see section 7.2).
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What was the content of those statements which explicitly argued
against access for lesbians? Some papers echoed the argument put forth
by the committee that insemination was a medical remedy to be used for

treating or overcoming biological infertility (e.g., Goteborgs
Tidningen, 6 September, 1983. See also Arbetet, 6 September, 1983).
One article made explicit a value which perhaps was the basis for many
people's support of the proposal – the affirmation of the nuclear
family – stating that "It is a welcome recognition by the Inquiry that
the family is the best environment for a child to grow up in" (Skanska
Dagbladet, 6 September, 1983). Similarly, one opinion solicited in
response to the Inquiry was "thankful" for the proposal that single
and lesbian women not have access to DI (Social Welfare Authority,
Boden). And in one newspaper interview a donor spoke up against

allowing insemination for single women. He ostensibly stated that he
could never imagine participating were single women given access (a
situation compared with insemination being "uncontrolled") because he
wanted what was best for the child (Dagens Nyheter, 18 March, 1983).

5.3.4 Deficient policies

Arguing that existing policies were deficient in handling the
problem (cf. Best, 1987b) did not prove difficult, since no formal
policy regulating DI existed. Some of the negative portrayals of
physicians can probably be explained by the need to show their
deficiency in developing informal policies for dealing with DI. Thus
the Haparanda case showed, for example, that physicians did not
sufficiently screen recipients, and that they did not institute
sufficiently strict consent procedures. Physician traditions of
selecting donors were also criticized, either for being elitist or for
placing too much emphasis on the "matching" of characteristics of the
donor and social father. And of course, the past policy of advising
the recipient couple to keep the insemination secret was condemned.
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The lack of existing policy would be a particularly strong
warrant for change in a culture such as Sweden, in which there is a
general belief in regulation. As noted, several requests for action

due to the lack of legislation were submitted in 1980 to the Minister
of Justice prior to the news of the Haparanda case (and one of those

requests came from the Swedish Medical Society) (Dir 1981:72).

Legislation, according to some people, would create order and make DI

socially acceptable. Few people challenged this claim, although later
in the debate some accused the government of going too far in

restricting parents.

In making claims about deficient policies, an analogy was made
comparing DI and adoption. The claim had two dimensions. First,

adoption was said to be a superior alternative for creating a family
because DI is not in the child's best interest (e.g., Ingemar Lindahl,
Socionomen, 39, 1982; Kajsa Sundstrom-Feigenberg and Gertrud Hagglund,
Att Adoptera, 2, 1982). Key components of this claim were the Swedish
tradition of disclosure in adoption, and the fact that in adoption an

already existing child is provided a home. Second, the claim focused
on the difference in how adoption and DI were treated in policy with
respect to screening of recipients, disclosure issues, and resources
available.

The comparison with adoption, supported by structural conditions
in Sweden (see section 2.8), was widespread and persisted throughout

the debate. It provided a framework for understanding and analyzing DI
for those writing opinions in response to the inquiry's report, for
politicians, and for mass media. The existence and nature of adoption
policy justified claims for greater state responsibility and for
disclosure in the case of DI. The power of the comparison was such
that the Draft Legislation Advisory Committee (Lagradet), a

politically independent body of legal experts submitting the
government bill to a judicial scrutiny prior to its treatment by
Parliament, suggested that the DI policy be made consistent with that
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for adoption which allows the social father to marry his daughter
(Prop 1984/85:2, p. 36).”

5.3.5 Historical continuity

Traditions of the past is a common warrant in political debates.
References to such traditions were made primarily by disclosure
advocates:

Using historical continuity to justify future actions is usually
a conservative warrant. Emphasizing Consistency with past
policies—or with founders' intent—may be especially useful when
claims-makers address bureaucracies or institutions (Best, 1987b,

p. 111).

Most obvious in this respect was the claim that the child has the

right to know the identity of the donor because anything else
would contradict general efforts within Swedish judicial
tradition in which attempts have been made all through the 20th

century to increase the legal security for the third party, the

innocent child (Ingemar Lindahl, Lakartidningen, 79, 11, 1982, p.
962. See also Dagens Nyheter, 7 January, 1983 & BRIS-Bladet, 10,
1, 1983).

The precursor of this tradition dates back to 1778, when a law was
passed which allowed women to give birth in secrecy to prevent unwed
mothers from resorting to infanticide in order to avoid the shame
associated therewith. The church, however, disagreed with this policy
and initiated action to change it, culminating in a 1911 declaration
that knowledge of one's biological origins is a basic human right
(Fagerberg, 1983). This change was said to have resulted in less
hypocrisy and more openness (e.g., Leif Carlsson, unidentified paper,

8 April, 1984; Barbro Hedvall, Expressen, 4 April, 1984)

y
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This conservative warrant carried implications for disclosure as
well as the significance of fathers in general. A Social Democrat MP
offered that

Society has also always been keen on establishing paternity when

the child is not born within a marriage. Society has not
hesitated to put strong pressures on, for example, the mother in
this respect. Sometimes this may appear to infringe upon the
individual's integrity. Is this not the woman's—and the anonymous
father's—own business? No, it is in first instance a matter for
the child—and the child cannot speak for itself (Evert Svensson,

unidentified paper, 28 July, 1983).

The preoccupation with establishing paternity is based on an
assumption is that there is in fact a father for the child, in turn
closely linked to the proscription that there should be a father
involved. One paper went so far as to say that it is probably better
for a child to have two known fathers than one unknown (Vasterbottens—

Kuriren, 17 April, 1984).

The illegitimacy warrant was closely linked to a notion of donors

as promiscuous. In this respect it also provided a conservative model
for understanding their involvement, a model which significantly

influenced the direction of the debate, as discussed in Chapter 7.

5.3.6 Rights and freedoms

As noted, knowledge of origins was construed as a basic human

right, a civil right without which one can not be considered an equal

citizen. A problem, however, was that those ultimately in charge of
the child's welfare, the parents, could not be trusted to protect this
right. Nor could the child itself speak up. Thus the state must step

in and protect the rights and interests of the child, specifically
with respect to possible encroachment by the parents. The warrant of

c
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the state stepping in to protect "the child's best interest" was thus
justified by explicit references to rights, and implicit references to
equality.

5.4 Conclusions

"Conclusions" refers to the claims-makers' agendas for change
(Best, 1987b). It refers to that part of the rethoric whose merits

claims-makers have attempted to establish. Typically they are calls

for action of the type which will prevent recurrences, undo damage, or
research the problem. Of the three types discussed by Best, increasing

public awareness, prevention, and social control policies, only the
latter are discussed here. The reasons are the conditions of the

Swedish debate which made increased awareness and prevention a given
from the outset; early state involvement in the debate; no defined

interest-groups acting to increase general awareness of the problem;

and the debate taking place in light of a clear anticipation of a
concrete policy proposal.

5.4.1 Social control policies

The Swedish mass media portrayed consensus on the undesirability

of the outcome in the Haparanda case. The request for legislation was
thus not controversial, because most people wanted to prevent a
recurrence of a DI child becoming fatherless. The facts that no formal
policy existed, and that current policies were deficient further

supported the claim for legislation. Related to this was the
portrayals of DI as having been developed in secrecy by the medical
profession, and views of politicians as being "left behind." In
addition, there were the attempts to construct legislation as a way of
legitimizing the existence of DI. The notion of the slippery slope, in

all likelihood shared by many potentially oppositional groups (e.g.,

feminists and the church) further supported the call for action. For
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many people then, it seems that legislation did not represent a form
of "social control."

The warrants referred to in the debate were to justify the
particular policies proposed and/or passed. Not surprisingly, the
descriptions of Commodification and exploitation convinced many people
that prohibiting any kind of private DI was justified and that payment
should be strictly controlled. Thus it was later said that one key
purpose of law was to prohibit business with sperm. The lack of

existing policies and the outcome of the Haparanda case justified the
proposal for mandatory screening to be undertaken by social welfare
authorities. The analogy with existing adoption policies justified
proposals for mandatory screening of recipients, for the child's right
to know its origins, and for denying access to lesbian women.
Construing knowledge of origins as a human right or equality, as a
factor important for development of one's identity, rather than, for
example, an issue of family cohesion, justified the child's right to
know the identity of the donor.

Finally, sensationalized examples of children being innocent
victims of immoral adults justified the state speaking on behalf of
the "child's best interest." The child's best interest was a warrant

in which the other warrants were subsumed or merged. The polarization
of the needs of parents vs. child was clearly related to the state
speaking on behalf of the child. In order for the child's best
interest claim to make sense, several steps had to be included in this
polarization: First, a demonstration of how their needs are

incompatible, i.e. how parents a) are obsessed, and b) want something
completely different from child. Second, how the child is less

powerful than the parents. Third, that the child has the right to know
its origins. When these warrants have successfully been presented, the
state can step in and protect the child.

J.
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CHAPTER 6

THE RHETORICAL CONSTRUCTION OF POTENTIAL DI PARENTS

6.1 Introduction

In this chapter I discuss the meanings associated with the
participants most immediately involved in insemination, involuntarily
childless, potential DI parents, and how portrayals of these
participants were created in the debate. These meanings are an
integral part of the action they were involved with. The focus here is
On those portrayals which became most influential. These claims are

important because they served as a counterpoint to the argument of the
child's best interest, contributing to its legitimacy (cf. Garfinkel,
1956/1972).

As will be seen, use of rhetoric, labeling, attribution of
motives, and implied contrasts with ideal types was common in the

discourse. The court cases discussed earlier set the stage for the
debate: In particular several themes from the Haparanda case, a
sensationalized story, permeated the portrayals of DI parents. Very
little factual information was provided in mass media, particularly
with respect to the characteristics of potential users and donors.
Portrayals of these persons were given primarily during the beginning
and the very end of the debate. Once specific policy alternatives
existed (e.g., Inquiry recommendations, a government bill) and a
formal political process set in motion, attention was focused both on
those alternatives and the political process. Toward the end of that
process, however, there was a peak in claims made about donors and DI
parents. During 1984, for example, there were a number of interviews
in mass media with parents and donors, with ramifications for their
portrayal.
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The portrayals of potential DI parents took the form of assaults
on their character, containing a strong dosage of blame. The
Criticisms were delivered in polemic arguments that were not grounded
in reality and that contrasted the parents with an implicit Swedish
ideal type of person. In one respect this ideal type was made explicit
-- when the adoption model was used as comparison. In sum, I suggest
that the portrayals served as dramatizations of virtue and evil, a

process integral to labelling (Tannenbaum, 1938), with the result that
potential DI parents and donors were viewed as different from the

mainstream population, creating an "us-them" dynamic. Four
characteristics attributed to DI parents which stand out in particular

are discussed in this chapter: egoism, instability, immaturity, and
lack of awareness. Further, DI parents were told that they should
learn to "accept" their infertility. In conclusion, I argue that DI
parents were blamed and patronized, and stereotyped on the basis of
gender. At the heart these processes were based on DI parents'
response to their infertility and to issues of disclosure.

6.2 Portrayals of DI parents: "Egoistic"

To the extent that the Haparanda case framed the debate, DI

parents were portrayed as thinking only of their own needs. The

argument of selfishness had appeared as early as 1981, indicating its
potential for legitimization. Ingemar Lindahl, a philosopher who
subsequently consistently argued for the child's right to know its
origins, posed this rhetorical question in a letter to the Swedish
Medical Journal:

It is remarkable that no one so far has posed the basic ethical

question: Why should childless couples have their self-interested
demands satisfied at the expense of the needs and rights of the

child? (Ingemar Lindahl, Lakartidningen, 78, 44, 1981, p. 4310).

D
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Similar sentiments were expressed throughout the four years of
the debate by journalists and policy-makers alike. For example, Inga
Lantz, MP for the Left Party Communists, asked in 1983 if "one's
happiness must be fixated on having one's own children" and argued
that insemination is an unreasonable way of "satisfying grown-up
persons' longing for self-actualization and immortality"
(Stockholmstidningen, 19 January, 1983). The Women's League of the
Christian Democrat Party stated in its response to the recommendations
made by the inquiry, that DI was undesirable, and that

women in certain cases must assert their identity through means
other than childbearing. To make this possible, a different view

of human nature is necessary—- women as well as men must increase
their responsibility for the unborn and the born child. A

compassionate view of human nature must prevail over egoism. The
motives for donor insemination must be mapped out carefully in
each individual case (KDS-K, opinion, in Justitiedepartementet,

Diarienummer 2553–83, 1984, p. 49).

Existing practices of DI were often said to illustrate the
"thoughtlessness" with which insemination was being done. This claim
was one variation of the selfishness argument. It was frequently
articulated in conjunction with arguments polarizing the needs of the
child with those of adults (e.g., children not should become a means
to cure the parents' condition), that society must protect the needs
of the child, and that denying the child knowledge of its origins is a
violation of its integrity (e.g., Barbro Nordenhall, Lakartidningen,

81, 3, 1984, pp. 87–88).

The claim of selfishness may have focused more on women than on
men, as did that of "obsession" discussed below. Recall, for example,
the statement in the article about the media exploitation of a child
conceived by sperm from the Nobel sperm bank, according to which "some
of the new mothers take the opportunity to make money off of their

*
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maternal happiness." The mother was described as not only actively
participating in this exploitation, but also as having pretended not
to be single in Order to gain access to insemination (Helsingborgs
Dagblad, 28 August, 1983).

A corollary to the argument of selfishness was the charge that
adults were using children as a means for their own happiness, to
resolve their own problems. Adoptionscentrum, for example, repeatedly
emphasized this point in comparisons with adoption. Thus the Center
Contended in its memorandum to the Inquiry that in adoption an already

existing child, and its needs and rights, is the starting point, while
in DI "a child is created in order to resolve the problems of the
parents" (Memorandum to the inquiry, May, 1982. Diarienummer 7, p. 2.
See also Dagens Nyheter, 28 January, 1983).

Generally, the "child-as-a-means" charge referred to one of two
things: First, that the child was used as a means to steady a rocky

marriage. This could take place either by having a child in order to
rescue an existing relationship (e.g., Vasterbottens-Kuriren, 17
April, 1984; Aftonbladet, 17 April, 1984), or through parents' use of
the child in a marital conflict subsquent to its birth. However, these
two were not always distinguished in the debate. Second, the "child-as
a—means" argument at times implied that the parents were using the
offspring as a means to "cure" their infertility or disease (e.g.,
Kajsa Sundstrom Feigenberg, Att Adoptera, 4, 1982; Barbro Nordenhall,
Lakartidningen, 81, 3, 1984). It might be suggested that the concern
with the child's role in a faltering marriage to an extent spilled
over and colored the view of DI and infertility. In other words, the

marital conflict and subsequent consequences for the child in the

Haparanda case were taken as evidence that DI itself is a suspect
activity. The real issue, whether children conceived through

insemination run a greater risk of being used as a means than children
not so conceived, was addressed, but only partially, by Sverne and
others who talked about DI offspring being used as "weapons" in
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custody fights. In such cases, the child's being conceived through DI
was directly related to its increased vulnerability to the egoistic
needs of the parents.

In short, involuntary childlessness was said to be a "luxury
' a term which was not denoting socio-economic class, butdisease,'

referring to the self-indulgent nature of the involuntarily childless
and perhaps to the sentimental value of children. Although not made

explicit, the term also suggested that DI parents were commodifying
children by their attempts to have biological offspring. According to
this view, the emphasis on having one's "own" children (cf. the
earlier quote by a Communist Party MP) is tantamount to viewing them
as "property" (cf. Overall, 1987).

6.3 Portrayals of DI parents: "Unstable and obsessed"

While perhaps not obvious at the time, the idea was also present
that simply choosing to use DI is somehow symptomatic of individual

pathology. An article published by the Swedish Church in 1951 suggests
a legacy of such charges. According to the author, a woman's choice of
DI was evidence of neurosis and an inability to adapt, because a) the
choice could not reflect "true" feelings of maternity, and b) the
woman should desire to procreate only within the marriage. The problem
was said to be the woman's fixation and reaction to her situation

(Petren, 1951).

In the 1980s debate the assumption of instability was evident in

the report from the Inquiry, which suggested that DI parents were

poorly prepared for their task — an assumption apparently
contradictory to the existing data – and that screening of DI parents
must consider the possibility of "revenge" and other motives for
wanting a child. Recall also some of the media's American
sensationalized stories described earlier, in which the DI parents
were described as unfit parents who abused their children and whom
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would never have been approved had they chosen adoption instead of
insemination. In one story the mother was described as having
blackmailed the father in order to get him to "consent" to
insemination (e.g., Expressen, 21 February, 1983; Uppsala Nya Tidning,
23 March, 1983). Given the father's initial unwillingness it follows
that he may reject an appropriate parental role.

While those considering DI frequently were portrayed as "driven"
in their desire for a child, the emphasis was usually placed on the
mother. Often, DI was said to be largely in the mother's interest
(e.g., Aftonbladet, 17 April, 1984; Alexanderson, 1984). The mother
might then be called "obsessed", and described as using "all sorts of
tricks and methods of blackmail" to pressure her husband into
insemination (e.g., Ingrid Kierkegaard, Nerikes Allehanda, 2 June &
Bohuslanningen, 9 May, 1984). These charges of obsession were

frequently linked with the existence of sperm banks.

Part of the "obsession–argument" can be summed up in the phrase:
Men are infertile, but women want children. As early as 1982, a

gynecologist affiliated with the NBHW asserted in an adoption
publication that women want biological children more than men, that DI
causes an unequal relationship, and that the husband and child will
suffer as a consequence of the woman's persistence:

A woman ardently desiring a biological child certainly gets what
she wants. If you enter into it [insemination] with open eyes and
realize that both the man and the child will pay a price for her

having that experience. If you consider the positive sides, then
donor insemination is good for the woman. But you should be clear
that it is the woman you are helping (Kajsa Sundstrom Feigenberg,

Att Adoptera, 2, 1982, p. 5).

*
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Implicit in the quotation is the idea that the woman "should know
better," that there is something inherently wrong with the choice of
DI because it reflects a lack of caring about the relationship.

The argument that the involuntarily childless were unstable and

obsessed had two Components. First, choosing to use DI is evidence of
instability, unresolved conflicts, and obsession. This dimension was

primarily attributed to women. Second, there was an implicit notion

that DI may cause instability (in parents as well as child) because of
the psychological risks involved.

While non-disclosure was what made the risk paramount, the bottom
line for many people was that DI is too risky even with disclosure.
For example, a representative for AdoptionsCentrum, when asked if DI

would be an option to be considered equal to adoption were the fact
and identity of the donor disclosed, responded negatively, because in
adoption an effort is made to remedy a tragedy which has already
occurred, while in DI a new problem is created (Respondent Interview,
# 18).

An interview in the largest morning newspaper with psychologist

Inga Sylvander, subsequently published nationally, suggests the views

of insemination of a person viewed as an expert (Dagens Nyheter, 15
April, 1984). The interview began with a discussion of the increasing
number of troubled DI children appearing at mental health agencies (no
statistics were provided). The rest of the interview focused on the

unresolved conflicts, denial, and psychological trauma said to be a

part of infertility and DI. Sylvander suggested that infertility
remains an unresolved conflict even after the child is born, and that

the child easily can become a target when the Conflict erupts. In
Sylvander's view, DI was likely to be perceived as a form of
infidelity, by the wife as well as the husband. The husband would be
angry at the "lover" as well as at the "unfaithful" wife. The wife
might entertain fantasies of the donor, particularly if the marriage
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is shaky. The wife might also be angry at her husband for his

inability to give her a child, feelings likely to be denied as she
would also feel sorry for him.

Sylvander likened secrecy to "dynamite," accounting both for the
nature of the debate and for family dynamics. In her view the

importance of biological ties had been de-emphasized in the debate, a

denial indicating a strong psychological charge. Social fathers in
particular were likely to engage in denial. Secretly they might even
dislike the child because of the constant reminder of their own

infertility. Sylvander did not feel the psycho-social screening

proposed was sufficient, since parents needed additional resources to
work through their infertility. This is a process, she noted, which
demands great courage and will. Not being able to answer the child's
questions about its origins would be an indication of lingering shame
or other un-processed feelings.

It is important to point out that the phrase "a stable
relationship" when used in the debate generally meant a specific
category of stable relationship – it was a euphemism for a stable
heterosexual relationship, as indicated in the quote below. Lars
Gustafsson, the pediatrician, who supposedly "blew the whistle" on the
Danish sperm bank, argued that DI should be available only to married
heterosexual women:

A firm named Sadeshjalpen in Copenhagen provides sperm to

interested women. No stipulations for the provisions exist. For

example, no demands are made that the women have stable
relationships. 'Such conditions belong to the medical world. We
are happy to receive single and lesbian women' states the
advertisement" (Dagens Nyheter, 17 February, 1983, emphasis
added. See also Svenska Dagbladet, 17 February, 1983).

s
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Ultimately, the instability charges were reflected in the
proposal for a mandatory psycho-social screening of those wanting DI.

6.4 Portrayals of DI parents: "Immature"

The idea that potential DI parents are unstable and obsessed was

present in the claims made about their level of maturity as well.
Although Conceptually different, one referring to a state of pathology
the other to stage of development, these two concepts were somewhat
merged in the rhetoric of the debate.

That mass media and policy-makers portrayed potential DI parents
as immature may not have been readily apparent to mass media

Consumers, because it was usually not made explicit. It was implicit
by virtue of the contrasting image of what these parents ought to be
like. The argument had two dimensions: first, that wanting to use DI
was an indication of a less mature personality; and second, that the

involuntarily childless are insufficiently prepared for parenthood.

An example of the assumption that their choice is an indication

of a less mature personality was cited earlier —- that DI should not

be used for purposes of "satisfying grown-up persons' longings for
self-actualization and immortality." Another example is the response
to the Inquiry recommendations made by the Ethical League (Etiska

Fonden), an organization strongly opposed to the use of DI. The League
pointed to the introduction in Simone de Beauvoir's The Second Sex, in
which de Beauvoir ostensibly has stated that DI is something in which
mature women would not be interested, and that a number of well-known

female psychologists and psychotherapists have shown such a desire to
be a symptom of neurosis. A "culture journalist" echoed this theme in
several letters, one published in a Social Democrat newspaper in 1983
(Arbetet, 3 January), and another to the Minister of Justice in 1982.
She stated that those involved in DI are "immature" and that it is "a

very neurotic way in which to 'create' children" (Gabrielle º
* .
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Bjornstrand, 15 March, 1982, Justitiedepartementet, Diarienummer 778–
82).

Those choosing to use DI were portrayed as inherently immature by
virtue of being unable to understand, from the outset, their potential

child's need for disclosure. One journalist wrote:

It is difficult to understand how one . . . can be so sure that

the very Couples choosing insemination as a solution to their
childlessness are so mature and stable. The background is, after
all, the father's sterility and the mother's inability to abstain
from bearing a child herself (Barbro Hedvall, Expressen, 4 April,
1984).

Ingemar Lindahl, a philosopher who emphasized the child's right
to know its origins as well as the fact of insemination, questioned
the personal character of potential DI parents and concluded that

adoption is a superior solution:

The childless couple may have more difficulty in making their
decision, but it will be a more mature decision if they also take
into consideration that the child can find out about its origins

. . . . It is questionable whether donor insemination should

become legalized. Instead infertile persons should be provided

with opportunities to process their infertility. The possibility
to adopt should be improved (Dagens Nyheter, 7 January, 1983,
emphasis added. Also reprinted in BRIS-Bladet, 10, 1, 1983, p. 14
15).

Not wanting disclosure was seen as a further sign of immaturity:

"If one is sufficiently mature to choose that [method], then one ought
also be sufficiently mature for the extra complication of a known

donor" (Vasterbottens-Kuriren, 17 April, 1984). Without disclosure,
parents were not taking the Consequences of their actions (e.g.,
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Ingrid Kierkegaard, Nerikes Allehanda, 2 June, 1984). The
confidentiality to which they aspired was assailed as an illusion
which inevitably would crumble (e.g., Aftonbladet, 17 April & 18
December, 1984). One psychiatrist suggested that mandatory disclosure
would result in the social father processing grief over infertility

which had been unresolved until then, and would result in turn in a

more mature relationship with the child (Per-Goran Boden, quoted in
Ostgota-Correspondenten, 19 April, 1984). He did not distinguish
between disclosure of fact of insemination and of donor identity, a

distinction significant for the conclusion that disclosure is a
prerequisite for the father's ability to resolve a crisis over
infertility.

What exactly was the meaning of "mature" or "not mature"? Again,
it was not defined in any concrete way. Nor were childless persons
seeking DI specifically said to be "immature." Rather, it was implied
that they were not "mature enough." The meaning of that was in turn
indicated by other terms frequently used in the debate, specifically
that those making use of DI (as well as donors) needed to be "more
aware" or "conscious," "more serious," "more responsible," and able to
"accept" their infertility.

6.5 Portrayals of DI parents: Not "aware," "conscious," or "serious"

In light of the other claims made in the debate, it will come as
no surprise that DI parents were told they needed to become more
"serious" about, and "conscious" or "aware" of, their decision. In a
sense, this was a variation on the maturity imperative. Thus, if DI
parents had the opportunity to "work on" or "process" their
infertility, they would, according to the argument, become more aware.

It was frequently stated, implicitly at times but often
explicitly, that increased awareness, or maturity, would come about
from the possibility of future disclosure. Non-disclosure, and perhaps
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DI itself, was considered a "short-cut past one's childlessness crisis
. . . a possibility of pretending to the world and oneself that
nothing has happened" (Letter from Katarina, Dagens Nyheter, 23
November, 1984). In essence, it appears that the belief was that
increased awareness would come about if the decision-making process

was made more difficult for DI parents (cf. Ingemar Lindahl, Dagens
Nyheter, 7 January, 1983).

It was not only parents who were insufficiently aware. The whole
activity of insemination was said to have been undertaken in a

thoughtless or unserious manner. Sperm banks were for many people a
Central dimension of this Criticism. For example, a single woman who

very much wanted a child and was considering DI was critical of the
Danish Sadeshjalpen, stating in an interview that she found it
"offensive to choose men from pictures in a catalogue. It doesn't seem
quite serious" (Dagens Nyheter, 24 March, 1983). Perhaps she was
reflecting the aspect of commodification present in using a "mail
order" system for DI, as well as the ease with which she could decide
to use DI, in her comment.

There are several dimensions in descriptions of parents as not

" "conscientious" or "serious". Becoming "aware"sufficiently "aware,
implies a change in sensibilities, a process of becoming, a

development toward a desired state. It also can imply a degree of
first-hand knowledge, that the person with the knowledge is superior
because the knowledge is only available to those with experience.
Being "conscientious" implies a moral quality of virtue,
righteousness, and honesty. In contrast, the person who is not

conscientious is conceptualized as negligent and thoughtless. If a
parent (or donor) is "serious" there is the implication that he or she
will be purposeful, caring for that which "really" matters – rather
than that which is "only" for amusement. There might be a connotation
of self-restraint, and of careful reflection. In being "conscious"
there is a cognitive or rational Component. In contrast,

y
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"disregarding" and "ignoring" imply understanding or knowledge which
is intentionally rejected. In sum, these terms combine moral and
cognitive qualities that are considered important in Swedish culture.
By employing terms referring to the "ideal person" the debate relied
powerful rhetorical devices.

6.6 An injunction to DI parents: "Acceptance"

Learning to "accept" one's infertility was a predominant theme
in the debate. To the extent that this was seen as resulting from

intra-psychic work, it was related to the process of increasing
awareness or consciousness. It was also associated with maturity, as

suggested by the Inquiry's ethical expert:

Adoption can be one possibility. At times one must accept

something as difficult as not being able to have children and
then perhaps get help to process this. Life confronts everyone
with difficult and unexpected situations. It is part of the human
being's maturity to find ways out of such difficulties
(Fagerberg, 1983, p. 198).

Although the Inquiry found no empirical data suggesting that childless
couples are poorly adjusted, it was recommended that they nevertheless

need assistance with accepting the fact of their childlessness, to be
a part of the mandatory psycho-social evaluation preceeding
insemination (SOU 1983:42, p. 94). In the words of a theologian thirty

years earlier, the couple should consider childlessness as a loss that
could be transformed into new possibilities. They should, "with God's
help," "make the best of the possibilities given them" (Riesenfeld,
1949, p. 72).
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-143–



Potentially it could have been said that it is the child who
should accept its fate. However, "acceptance" was an argument used
exclusively with regard to adults, to justify claims for disclosure or
restricting insemination. As stated by a family lawyer:

In my view, starting with the interests and wishes of the adults
means acquiescence of the thought that there is some kind of
right to what is believed to be happiness. It cannot be

legislated. Just as we cannot legislate and prevent that one's
children die, that one's wife or husband dies. The discussion
thus should begin with the interests of the child (Alexanderson,
1984, pp. 59–60, emphasis added).

That human beings must accept their fate (cf. Svenska Dagbladet, 13
June, 1981) was a legitimizing argument, with the stress placed on

acceptance—or resignation—rather than the meaning of fate.

6.7 Conclusion

Any attempt to understand the logic behind many of the things
said about DI parents is likely to have been thwarted by the usage of
cliches and stereotypes. In this conclusion an attempt is made to
begin explain the meaning of the rhetoric used, and the power of the
claims made.

6.7.1. Patronizing and blaming

It is significant that the predominant terminology used in the
Swedish debate was that of "infertiles" or "the infertiles". As

discussed by Miall (1986) and others, use of this terminology
indicates that the emphasis is placed on a biological Condition (which

is not, incidentally, a clear-cut condition). The term "involuntarily
childless," on the other hand, emphasizes a psychological preference
due to an inability to procreate. As Miall has noted, the presence or
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absence of a wish to procreate is more important than biological
status. To talk about "infertiles" is to ignore or deny the social
psychological consequences of being childless. Interestingly, when
asked in interviews about the name of the only advocacy organization
for involuntarily childless men and women, "The National Organization
for Involuntarily Childless", [OBR] few the respondents could explain
the name. For example, one respondent thought it was a way to suggest
deservingness, which would put pressure on the state to improve the
lot of the involuntarily childless (Respondent Interview, # 8).

Being infertile has deep consequences for personal identity in
most cultures (e.g., Ebin, 1982). It entails a loss of control over

body as well as of that most private unit in life, the marriage:

Infertility not only calls into question the biological function

of marriage related to the procreation of children, but it also

directly challenges the social function of marriage as providing
some control over a private world (Matthews and Matthews, 1986,

p. 643)

The identity of the person with a higher commitment to parenthood
would be rendered more vulnerable to the stigma associated with
infertility of childlessness (e.g., Matthews and Matthews, 1986). In a
society in which "coupling" and the nuclear family is highly valued,
as in Sweden, and in which definite boundaries exist with respect to
what is private (though not necessarily in relation to the State)
(Daun, 1989), admonishing those who are childless to "accept" their
status may seem ironic and cruel. In a rare public appearance, a

previously childless couple responding to disparaging Comments made by
a gynecologist affiliated with the NBHW, expressed their feelings
about the ideology of acceptance put forth in the debate:

-
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we hope that you, in your other activities, don't respond to
those wanting abortions or birth control with the same arguments,
that is, dismiss their wishes as expressions of planning hysteria
or insufficient respect for life. You probably won't, because it
appears that it is the involuntarily infertiles whose lot it has

become to, so to speak, represent this charming irrationality in
life, and thus make up the background against which the 'normals'
can appear so much happier. That life is [ital. ) unfair, the
involuntarily infertiles already know, but to demand of them and
others struck by the whims of nature that they should feel happy
about the situation – that is cynical (Letter from "Proud
Parents", Att Adoptera, 4, 1982, p. 12).

It would be an exaggeration to conclude that there was a complete

lack of understanding of the pressures of involuntary childlessness.
However, the vulnerability these couples may experience was invoked in

a manner that closely resembles blaming the victim for the condition
he or she is in. What was conveyed was a sense of pity and compassion
mixed with blame. The "child-as-a-means" argument illustrates the
existence of an almost invisible line separating compassion and blame

(making articulation of counterclaims difficult). There is, for
example, a difference between saying that a couple's "childlessness
put a great stress on the marriage" (e.g., Sydsvenska Dagbladet
Snallposten, 26 March, 1983) and that "they hoped that a child would
rescue the marriage," as the circumstances of the Haparanda case
frequently were described.

Veevers (1979) (cited in Miall, 1986) has suggested that the

involuntarily childless are less likely to be stigmatized than the
voluntarily childless, because the former are seen as unfortunate and
deserving of sympathy, while the latter are viewed as immoral and thus
less deserving. In the Swedish DI debate, nothing was said about
voluntary childlessness. Rather, the focus was on the Coping
strategies involuntarily childless men and women chose to overcome
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their childlessness. DI parents were castigated not because of their
infertility, but because of their response to their infertility or the
stigma attached. Their attitude that their childlessness must be

remedied through a (biological) child made them "selfish" and
undeserving – they should learn to "accept" their
infertility/childlessness and "suffer" appropriately.

The message was that they were to ignore existing pronatalist
Social pressures and cultural norms. They should rise above their own
feelings of anxiety, isolation, self-doubt, shame, conflict and

inadequacy (cf. Miall, 1986). When they were unwilling or unable to do
So, they were said to be immature, weak, fragile, rebellious, and so
forth. They were also told (implicitly) that they were adhering to old
fashioned gender-views in a society which supposedly had become more
egalitarian. Yet evidence abounds that patterns of parenting have not
changed substantially (e.g., Bram, 1978; Duvall, 1977). Their

perception of reality was not validated but, if anything, attacked and
viewed as evidence of lack of character. Their need for information

management in a society in which infertility is stigmatized was not
used to discuss the processes of stigmatization, but was again taken
as a token of their moral flaw.

The involuntarily childless not only were blamed for choosing DI,
but were also patronized. For example, it was said that disclosure
would benefit the social father as well as the child -- in fact, it

was said to benefit the whole family. They were given advice as to how
they should manage their childlessness/infertility. This management
emphasized their personal characteristics, rather than any strategies
in the sociological sense (see e.g., Miall, 1986, for a recent

discussion of such strategies). A sentiment along the lines of "a
crisis is good for your personal growth" was expressed. While that
might be true, it is doubtful whether the person in the midst of a

crisis (or stigmatized condition) experiences it as a growth
opportunity. Whether it is an opportunity for growth depends on the
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situation as well as on the resources and support available, etc.

Broberg and Broberg (1982, p. 12–13) have given examples of responses
involuntarily childless men and women in Sweden can meet with when

attempting to share their feelings with others. Broberg and Broberg
learned to refrain from talking about their childlessness because of
the officious and unasked for advice they would meet with: "That's no
reason to sit and be depressed," "Kids are only trouble," or "Just
think of all the things you can afford and have time to do." Once
again, the responses described consist of attempts to redefine the
situation for the childless person, and to pronounce what is best for
her or him.

6.7.2 Gender stereotyping

Given the cultural context of parenting and infertility it is not
surprising that empirical studies have found differences between men

and women regarding the meanings attached to having children and being
infertile. Aside from the commonly accepted differences with respect
to infertility's meaning for an affirmation of sex-roles (e.g.
virility, femininity) and associated stigma, differences have been
found in willingness to consider adoption as an alternative (Becker,

1990), the impact on friendships (Becker, 1990), and ways of coping
with infertility (e.g., Becker, 1990; Greil, Leitko and Porter, 1988).
It is also well documented that failure to reproduce is likely to be
constructed primarily as a woman's problem (e.g., Corea, 1985; Miall,
1985 & 1986; Rothman, 1982; Snowden et al., 1983; Veevers, 1972).

However, in the debate these potential differences were articulated as

cliches, minimizing any discussion of the cultural context within
which such different perceptions are created. Differences were
emphasized and psychologized.

For example, it was primarily women who were said to be
"obsessed", driven to use DI. What is remarkable about this view is

not only the lack of empirical data supporting it, but also the

‘.
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|
conservative assumption that men and women differ to such an extent in

their desire for a (biological) child. The biological determinism
inherent in the charge of women being obsessed with child-bearing
while men are not, is surprising in light of Swedish society's
attempts to achieve gender equality, but not in light of the apparent
adherence to psychoanalytic models of motivation. Furthermore, the
charge is perhaps not surprising, given the cultural emphasis on
rationality and emotional control in Sweden. The expression of

emotions is looked down upon generally and viewed as particularly

feminine. Emotional expressiveness is viewed as the opposite of being
mature. True differences between men and women in the expression of
emotions persist, and are, surprisingly, apparently greater among
youths than adults (Daun, 1989, p. 148). This raises the question as
to whether childless women were stereotyped as desiring children more

than their male partners, or simply felt more permitted to express
their desire. In a low context culture, where pluralistic ignorance is
pervasive, this question is particularly difficult to answer. The lack

of empirical data supporting gender stereotyped claims in the debate

makes it tempting to conclude that the portrayal was simply a version
of the old "misogynist contempt for women as 'parasites' and
entrappers of men" (Ehrenreich, 1983, p. 182).

It might be suggested that it would be particularly difficult for
women to respond to the claim that DI users are "selfish" and
"obsessed". As one of my respondents suggested, women have
historically been socialized to think of the needs of others' before
their own needs. For women, accusations of being selfish would thus

carry an extra charge (Respondent Interview, # 27). Yet it was

precisely women who were the main targets of such accusations. When
Majken Wendel, a feminist, protested that the proposed legislation was

sexist because it required a fertile woman to have a man, fertile or

not, at her side in order to be approved as a parent (Dagens Nyheter,

3 August, 1983), a female physician responded thus:

*
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A world where the question of the child's coming into being
becomes purely a matter of the woman's right to pregnancy, feels
frightening in many ways (Marianne Ehinger, Lakartidningen, 80,
50, 1983, p. 4856).

This statement indicates the power of the polarization process that
took place, in which any attempt to construe DI as a matter of women's
rights might be countered with explicit or implicit charges of
selfishness on the part of women. Ironically, similar strictures

against selfishness have in the past been used to encourage parenthood
(e.g., Macintyre, 1976).

6.7.3 The impact of disclosure

It is impossible to distinguish attitudes toward insemination
from concerns over its potential consequences (e.g., children born

without father-figures, commodification). Without the Haparanda case
the debate would, no doubt, have looked quite different. As it was,

past practices, specifically disclosure issues, colored the debate in
its totality. It is questionable whether those against DI separated
its usage per se from their concerns about disclosure. That some men
and women wanted to go as far as using DI, considered a medical
technology, was clearly offensive to others. But would the use of
technology for procreation have been considered as offensive if there
had been assurances that all children would have a father, that there

would be no unknown progenitors, and that all parents would be

screened? Can the social consequences be distinguished from the method
itself?

As it was, judgements of DI parents, about the extent to which
they were "mature," "aware," "selfish," were made on the basis of
their propensity for disclosure (e.g., Inga Gustafsson,

Psykologtidningen, 19, 1983, p. 5-6). To some extent all DI parents
came to be seen as liars. In an interview with a couple in a daily
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paper, for example, their physician was present, purportedly to
protect their anonymity, but also to insure their "telling the truth"
to the journalist (Dagens Nyheter, 14 November, 1984). If non

disclosure was likened to treachery and betrayal toward the child
(e.g., Letter from Katarina, Dagens Nyheter, 23 November, 1984), then
one can hardly escape the conclusion that those engaging in, or
responsible for, the betrayal are traitors even if this latter epithet
was never used explicitly. Another example: Two parents responded to a
physician who argued vigorously for disclosure and a psycho-social
screening in the Swedish Medical Journal, using the signature "XX and
YY." The physician replied by condemning the basis for their opinions,
stating that out of the many responses she had received theirs was the

Only negative One. Further, she implied that they were cowards,
stating that they were the only ones not wanting "to stand up for
their opinions by [signing] their names" (Barbro Nordenhall,
Lakartidningen, 81, 10, 1984). She went on to admonish them to read
the Inquiry's report as it was based on knowledge superior to theirs.

Generally, the debate emphasized problematic aspects of DI,
caused by lack of disclosure or the possibility of children being born
without a father. In the widely publicized interview with the

psychologist, for example, the positive ways in which some people
surely resolve any conflicts that come up were not discussed. Overall,

a very risky scenario was depicted, one implication being that so much
subconscious material exists that no one can be trusted to understand

their own motives or feelings. Her statements are unlikely to have
encouraged use of DI, and likely to encourage "acceptance" or
resignation of infertility.

It is a commonly embraced view that some degree of accepting
one's infertility, of mourning the loss of one's fertility, is
essential for psychological well-being. "Acceptance," however, is a
slippery concept. "Denial," one of its antonyms, is a psychological
charge frequently used to challenge or invalidate a person's argument
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or feelings. Thus Sylvander and many others asserted that the de

emphasis of biological ties was an indication of denial, and that
social fathers would be particularly vulnerable to this process.

The emphasis placed on denial and psychological defenses would
make it difficult for anyone to object to the analysis -- any
objections could be interpreted as further denial. Further, "denial"
implies that the consequences of one's actions are known and certain
but ignored. Once a psychological parameter such as this had been
established for the debate, it would be difficult to logically counter

such claims. Thus, while many of the things Sylvander said may be
accurate in some cases, the larger context of the statements convey a
punitive or blaming rather than a supportive character. Considering
the shortage of first-hand accounts of DI, the credibility given views
such as those expressed in this interview is perhaps not surprising.

Miall (1985), in her research on the stigma of infertility has

concluded that infertility takes on a master status. This appears to

have been true in the Swedish debate—-infertility took on a quality, a
form of deviance which tends to override all other statuses (cf.

Becker, 1963). Men and women who already perceived themselves as

socially marginal were thereby made even more deviant, largely due to
their responses with respect to disclosure.
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CHAPTER 7

THE RHETORICAL CONSTRUCTION OF DONORS

7.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the portrayals of donors that were pre
eminent in the debate. Their portrayals are Central to an

understanding of the debate, both because their participation in the
practice of insemination is what makes the process possible, and
because disclosure of their identities was the focal point of the

debate. The chapter also discusses the meaning of donating sperm, the
activity in which donors were engaged.

Overall, mass media, politicians, and other participants in the
debate paid much less attention to donors than to parents and the

offspring. The interests of donors were apparently considered less
significant than those of parents. Views about donors were presented
as self-evident, as if consensus prevailed regarding these views.
Moreover, donors remained largely anonymous and invisible in the

debate, contributing to the strength of dominant portrayals in which
their character was questioned.

As with parents, the portrayals contained appeals to an ideal
type, the specific features of which were only vaguely suggested. The

portrayals of donors in particular focused on what they ought to be
like and the characteristics of future donors. The emphasis on the
desired characteristics of future donors implicitly berated those

already participating. In fact, very little information did exist
about the characteristics of current donors. Subsumed in the ideal

type were values about what it means to be a good citizen generally,
and as a donor specifically.
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One would expect involuntarily childless couples and physicians
to play a key role in providing a positive impression of donors.

Childless couples, however, did not discuss donors in the mass media,
except occasional comments of gratitude or concern that donors might
assert claims on the child. Physicians limited their comments to

recruitment, screening, and donors' motives for participating. Their
Comments did not, and perhaps could not ever, do much to turn donors

into human beings made of flesh and blood.

Three main themes emerge in the analysis of donor portrayals: a)
profit motivations and commodification; b) sexual connotations and

promiscuity; and c) donors as being less than adults. These two latter
themes suggest that a model of illegitimacy was operating which
colored the understanding of donor participation. Furthermore, as in
the case of DI parents, the negative rhetoric articulated about the

motivations and personal qualities of donors was predicated on the

belief in the value of disclosure. Finally, the association of donors
with sperm banks and elite selection played on fears of the slippery
slope. In sum, the act of donating sperm was not construed as
something honorable or positive. Donating sperm, it was implied, did

not contribute to the larger social good. As with parents, these
negative portrayals of donors served to shore up the argument of the
child's best interest.

Before analyzing each of the three major themes, the meaning of
donating sperm is discussed and mass media portraits of three donors

are summarized as an example of the data upon which the analysis was
S.

i.
derived.

7.2 The meaning of donating sperm º
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The meanings of donating sperm is a little explored area.

Nevertheless, it is clear that the portrayals of donors were in part a
reflection of such meanings. Some tentative suggestions are provided
here for their influence.

First, donating sperm entails masturbation which has a history of
Condemnation. Thus Holsten Fagerberg, the ethical expert on the
Inquiry, noted that inseminations were repudiated in 1897 by pope Leo
XIII and in 1949 by Pius XII, because masturbation was considered

unethical (Fagerberg, 1983, p. 192). One of the donors described below

suggested in a newspaper interview that the masturbation involved was
a source of the negative attitude toward donors. Some support for this
notion is gleaned in recent Swedish research on women's attitudes
toward sexuality. The study reported that 64 % of the respondents
"admitted experience with masturbation", and that a very low
percentage masturbated regularly (only 8% in Sweden compared to the 82

$ in America reported in the Hite study) (Hagstad, 1988). The low
percentage as well as the language adopted by the researcher (e.g.,
"admitted") suggest that masturbation remains a taboo in Sweden.

Second, sperm itself, Collecting it, and its usage are likely to

be invested with meanings that differ based on religion, gender,
sexual orientation, and other factors. For example, boys and girls

have different relations to their reproduction and sexuality due to

different physiological development, according to psychoanalytic
theory. There is also evidence that infertility means different things
for men and for women. It follows that donating sperm may have

different meaning as well. In Sweden and elsewhere, suggestions have
been made that female partners of donors may object to or disapprove
of their spouses' participation, regardless of the donors' own feelings
(e.g., Achilles, 1986; SOU 1983:42, p. 172). 33 The issue of infidelity
seemed to emerge in the Swedish debate primarily as an issue of
women's jealousy over their partner's sperm. Without further research,
however, it is not possible to ascertain the extent to which donating
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sperm does in fact hold different meanings for men and women, and the
extent to which the suggestions made are assumptions based on gender

stereotypes.

In a similar fashion the meaning of giving sperm away may differ
depending on sexual orientation, the link between sex and reproduction
or sex and continuity perhaps perceived differently by homosexual men
and women from perceptions held by heterosexuals. In discussing this
issue with some representatives for RFSL, a gay liberation
organization in Sweden, the suggestion was made that gay men view

sperm and sex different from other groups, because sexual activity is
not strictly separated from other activities of life. As far as

concerns infidelity, many other activities or involvements of life

would equal or surpass sexual activity. For them, donating sperm was a
separate decision from the decision to take on parenthood (Respondent
Interview # 26). When the Inquiry recommendations became known, RFSL
announced that they would open a sperm bank where single women could

have access to DI. They also kept (or joked about keeping) a container

in their offices as a repository in which men could donate sperm. The
cup was affectionately referred to as "Rosa Runken," loosely
translated as the "Lavender Jerk." Both the announcement and the

repository can be interpreted as symbols of absurdity, challenging the

taken for granted reality of the larger heterosexual society generally
and the DI proposals specifically. The challenge was displayed in
several ways. It was a way of stating that gay men had power over

their own sperm, as well as a gesture of support toward single and
lesbian women. It also challenged any notions of gay men as being
sterile or as wasting their sperm. In that it was a statement that
procreative ability lies not in one's sexual orientation. More
importantly here, however, the Cup and the announcement of a sperm
bank were ways to subvert any attempts to Construe sperm as sacred.

Both were an exaggeration of some of the concerns implicit in the

debate: That sperm is easily accessible, that one can never be sure of
its source, that sperm has no personhood or autonomy of its own. The
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Cup in particular appears as a way of mocking those who attempt to
take sperm too seriously.

Another challenge to taken-for-granted views of accessibility,
sacredness and worthiness was created by a group of lesbian feminists

who, on the day of the Parliamentary vote, demonstrated outside

Parliament with pretense newsbills announcing:

Extra: Sperm bank robbed by women's gang. Free distribution [of
sperm] to lesbian and single women at Parliament on December 18.

As with the men's action, this demonstration challenged the assumed
control over sperm implied by the legislative proposals. Furthermore,
it exaggerated (intentionally or not) the concern over commodification

and sperm banks.

As noted by Achilles (1986) in her research on donor insemination
and anonymity, it is the beliefs held about biological facts that
makes these facts socially meaningful. In the case of donating sperm,
it appears that the meanings attached are closely linked to issues of

disclosure and paternity.

7.3 Mass media portraits of three donors

The most comprehensive mass media interviews with donors were

published in April, 1984. Not surprisingly, they focused on reactions
toward disclosure. They also discussed the motivations of donors. One
of these portrayed the donor, "Stefan," as having thought through the
issues very carefully prior to donating. While his preference was that
donors remain anonymous, he had disclosed his participation to his

wife and children, as well as some friends and colleagues. Neither the

donor nor those he had told were described as considering his
participation problematic. His main motivation, stemming from friends
sharing their experiences of being infertile, was "to make a
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contribution," although the payment played some role as well. Stefan
did not spend much time examining the consequences of his
participation, that is thinking of the offspring. For example, he did
not examine children for resemblances with himself:

'No', he says slowly. "No, it's not particularly remarkable. I
don't know how much a blood donor thinks about that he is giving
blood' (Svenska Dagbladet, 16 April, 1984).

In this interview, the donor put forth a view that donating sperm

is not something shameful or embarrassing. The donor was presented as
a mature man who did not perceive his role as a donor as problematic.
Further, his motives were socially sanctioned. Nevertheless, he was in

favor of anonymity, a position which may have made him morally suspect
to some. On the other hand, his overall character may have convinced
some that anonymity was acceptable.

This routinized description was in striking contrast to that of
an evening paper, which portrayed another donor as full of fears and
concerns. This donor, "Peter," had at first been motivated by the
payment involved. After a while

it became a habit. Sort of like what I think a blood donor feels

like. Almost like a need. First a pressure, then a release. It

was strange to imagine that my sperm would come into the uterus
of a woman rather directly. It felt like a bit of a good deed

(Expressen, 11 April, 1984).

The focus of the interview was the donor's original naivete and
the subsequent consequences of his participation on him personally.
When Peter began donating he was "young" and never thought of the
offspring. At the time of the interview, however, he had nightmares
filled with children who appeared anonymous and objectified, and who

were looking for him. Further, the possibility that he, some time in
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the future, might yearn for his offspring and attempt to have contact
with them was a source of concern. He felt vulnerable, and fearful of
"retroactive demands of paternal feelings." In contrast to Stefan,
Peter's wife had no knowledge of his role as a sperm donor. He was
sure she would not approve of it, one reason being that they had only
managed to have one child themselves. Peter believed donor disclosure
would result in a lot of problems for all parties involved. Noting
that disclosure sometimes is claimed to be a woman's issue, he
retorted that no one had asked for the opinions of the mothers of DI

offspring. He concluded that disclosure could result in problems for
them as well. If, for example, the mother was having problems in the

marriage, she might start having fantasies of the donor and search for
him.

The interview with Peter would seem to confirm some of the worst

fears expressed about donors that they are immature and unaware, and

have questionable motives for their participation. Further, it played

on connotations of objectification, sexuality, and adultery.

The third interview was with a man who was willing to disclose
his identity. "Magnus" was in his mid-twenties and had only been a
donor for a few months. He had no children of his own, nor was he
married. His motivation to become a donor was financial. In contrast

to the other two, Magnus advocated donor disclosure, because the child
would be frustrated otherwise. He stated that

All donors must be aware that they have a certain responsibility
. . . . After all, they give away a part of themselves, which to

a greater or lesser degree must put its mark on the child

(Unidentified paper, 17 April, 1984).

Magnus felt confident that his future family would have no
problems with his role, and thought that it might be nice if the child
looked him up, as they would share certain traits. He said he probably
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would keep his eyes open for any child showing resemblances to himself
"whose mother I have fertilized." He did not think the possibility of
disclosure would cause problems between the child and the social

father because of the strength of their already existing relationship.
Finally, Magnus suggested that one reason for the opposition to donor

disclosure was that people (or donors) do not want to admit to the
masturbation involved.

The interview with Magnus was more complex than the other two.
The donor presented a fresh image and appeared to view insemination as
less complicated than either of the other two. Clearly he felt very

positive about his role, which could influence the readers. Further,
he advocated donor responsibility, something many would agree with.
His idea of mutual disclosure between the child and donor was

revolutionary. On the other hand, his motives (financial) were
suspect, and his ideas may have been too radical for many readers.
Also, some statements could be interpreted as if the act of donating

sperm had implications of virility for him. In fact one journalist
subsequently objected that his statements were in poor taste and
suggested that donors never be told whether or not "their gifts have
been used," so that donors not be permitted to "expose" themselves in
the manner Magnus had done (Ulf Wickbom, 7 Dagar, 27 April, 1984).
Finally, while Magnus' point about the stigma of masturbation may have
been accurate, it may have been offensive to some readers.

7.4 Commodification and profit motives

In Sweden, as elsewhere, concern was expressed that DI would
result in commodification (see Chapter 3), the beginning of a slippery

slope of objectification and dehumanization. Sperm banks and donors
were closely linked as the focus of this concern.

7.4.1 Sperm banks: "Unknown elite dads"
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An elite motif persisted throughout the debate, particularly in
conjunction with references to sperm banks and a concern with the
eugenic possibilities of insemination. As noted earlier, a radio

program discussing Robert Graham's sperm bank in California, resulted
in attention to Swedish donors. The suggestion was made that

In reality, only an "elite" of young men can be considered for
purposes of donating [sperm]. Absolutely healthy men, frequently
medical students, frequently conscripted men who have been
selected for officers' training [are chosen] (Aftonbladet, March
3, 1980).

No further explanation was given as to why these donors were
perceived to comprise an elite. In the next article about DI, a social
worker sounded a warning against "an artificial production of some
sort of elite human beings" (Kersting Elg, unidentified paper, 18
September, 1980). Obviously the production of elite offspring would

necessitate the use of elite genetic material. Both articles appeared
prior to any publicity of the Haparanda case, suggesting that the
notion of elite selection of donors played on powerful cultural

sentiments. A publication by the National Association for Sexual
Information (RFSU) was more explicit in its view of donor recruitment

among officers in training, stating that

Donors, spermgivers can be selected racially, in an elitist
manner. We have already seen examples of that in Sweden . . . We
[will] get unknown superfathers (RFSU, 1981, p. 2).

While the elite motif at first glance may seem unrelated to the

personal morality of donors, it must be viewed in light of the larger
picture. Allied with claims that donors should be more "mature," were
motivated by profit and the like, the suggestion that an elite was
recruited cast a shade of suspicion on their motives for

participating. The association between sperm banks and the personal
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qualitities of donors must not be underestimated. If sperm banks were
bad, then donors must be bad by virtue of their contribution to them.

Sperm banks, according to some, "compete over who can offer the best
commodity" (RFSU, 1981, p. 50). They were a symbol of objectification
and commodification of reproduction and of children. The persistent

notion of an elite cadre of donors being associated with the use of

sperm banks played on fears of the slippery slope.

The following description of the Danish sperm bank illuminates

the link between sperm banks and portrayals of donors:

Single women can choose a donor by mail-order. A desired donor is
chosen in the firm's catalogue and rented via mail. The chosen
donor contacts the woman and they decide on a meeting place in

Sweden. This is what happened when a childless Swedish woman
ordered a daddy for her child: The Danish donor and the woman met
in a railroad station in Southern Sweden. The man went into a

bathroom and masturbated into a glass tube. He then handed the

sperm to the woman. She quickly inserted the sperm into her
vagina with the help of a diaphragm. The insemination was
completed. The man had already left the railroad station and

continued on to the next 'recipient'. In yesterday's Expressen
one of Sadeshjalpen's donors appeared. The man . . . . explained
that he had done this between 25 and 30 times. Six or seven women

had become pregnant. Sometimes he met the woman in her home and

they had intercourse. But in most cases, when the woman refused
intercourse, the insemination took place at the railroad station.
With a difference -- the meetingplace could just as well be the
bathroom of a restaurant [saloon, inn] or a car. Tor Sverne is

very critical toward the activity of Sadeshjalpen. He thinks it

is suspect and a pure business (Expressen, 20 February, 1983).
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In addition to the associations with fleeting contacts, body
waste, profit, and sexuality, the mail-order symbol conjures up too
easy access, anonymity, and a business aspect. The physician does not

even meet the recipient. For these reasons, the mail-order may be the
epitomy of commodification, worse even than sperm banks. The donor is
a traveller who does not appear to care for the woman. His motives are
either financial or sexual.

The subsequent article about a "sperm bank" in southern Sweden
successfully linked Swedish donors with sperm banks, even though there

was no sperm bank in the usual sense of the term because donors and

recipients ostensibly had direct contact, and the extent of donations
was likely to have been limited. The article emphasized the
anonynymity of donors, stating that "they refuse to step forward and
talk about their activity. Despite the fact that it is still

completely legal in Sweden" (Expressen, 3 June, 1983). According to
the article, the person in charge of this particular enterprise
encouraged women to have intercourse with the donor. The article

further emphasized the financial transaction involved, and the
recruitment of donors at a local university. This article thus linked

three themes: donor anonymity, commodification, and sexuality. The
"sperm bank" came across as a kind of reproductive bordello, donors
being the prostitutes.

It is noteworthy that neither of the two cases described above

involved a sperm bank in the traditional sense: the involvement of
medical personnel was minimal, the medical setting non-existent, and

sperm was not frozen and stored. While these differences have a number
of broader implications, e.g., with respect to medicalization of
insemination, access, and professional dominance, the point here is

the strength of the association made in the debate between ideas of
sperm banks, portrayals of donors, and views on insemination.

7.4.2 Profit Motives: "A job on the side"
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Donors' motivations for participating in the insemination
enterprise were central to their portrayals. Existing research has
suggested three main donor motives: Financial compensation, virility
and/or to get out one's lineage, and compassion (e.g., Achilles,
1986). While all of these featured in the Swedish portrayals, it was

suggested that financial compensation and virility motives
predominated.

The possibility for commodification is primarily contingent upon
the participation of donors in the insemination enterprise. In Sweden,
the notion of commodification was closely linked to payment to donors
and to donor anonymity. That is, financial compensation was assumed to
be a key incentive for donors' participation, and anonymity was subtly
portrayed as facilitating this process.

The theme of donors being motivated by profit existed as early as
the 1950s. At that time, a legal scholar discussing insemination in a
religious publication argued that the term "donor" was inappropriate
because it assumes "an attitude of beneficience" which was likely only
in the rare case that the donor and husband are related (Hafstrom,

1951). Instead, he argued, donors should be referred to as
"spermators" ("spermator"). He asserted that a policy proposal by the
Royal Medical Board "leaves the door wide open for the possibility of
men more or less professionally devoting themselves to selling their
life-cells." Hafstrom, who disapproved of DI altogether, concluded
that "Thus the commercial, anonymous child-begettor, under the cover
name of donor . . . enters Swedish jurisprudence" (Hafstrom, 1951, pp.
40 and 41). He assumed then that disclosure and an attitude of

beneficience were linked, and that anonymous donors operate from

different motives. Further, he implied that anonymity is a

precondition for donors claiming financial compensation.
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This theme recurred in the contemporary debate. The NBHW, for
example, stated in its opinion that efforts should be undertaken to
make recruitment of donors more "serious", and to obtain donors who
"participate not only out of monetary reasons but from a more genuine
wish to help childless couples" (NBHW opinion to the Inquiry, 1983, p.
5). In the debate in Parliament a member of the Left Party Communists
stated that donating sperm "must not sink to a job on the side for
students and conscripted" (Jorn Svensson, RD 1984/85, # 54, p. 55).
The head of the Inquiry, stated:

The motivations directing donors today can be questioned.
Frequently students are recruited, and I cannot completely rid

myself of the thought that it is the 200 crowns, the common

renumeration, which plays a large role (Tor Sverne, Dagens
Nyheter, 7 January, 1983).

Sverne made this comment while arguing for donor disclosure, and that

the legislation would result in donors more carefully thinking through
their decision. This suggests that the statement had meaning beyond

the profit-motive itself. That is, in contrast to a "genuine wish to
help," donating sperm for money was clearly viewed as superficial and
not caring. However, linking donors' unwillingness to disclose their
identity to the profitmotive lent legitimacy to portrayals of existing
donors as somehow morally suspect.

In the contemporary debate, donor disclosure was advocated on the
basis of the child's need and right to know the identity of the donor.
However, the assumed link between anonymity and potential for
commodification suggests a second reason for the disclosure proposal -

that mandatory disclosure would reduce the business aspect of
insemination. Donor disclosure would thus have a significance beyond
the well-being of each individual offspring that may not have been

explicit at the time. In retrospect it appears clear that the absence
of legislation regarding donor disclosure was thought to facilitate
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commodification (Respondent Interview, # 11). What is not clear is why
disclosure was thought of as preventing commodification: whether it

was thought that donor disclosure would result in more personal
accountability or "responsibility" on the part of donors toward the
offspring, in turn resulting in their accepting lower payments; or

simply that commodification would be minimized by a reduction in the
number of donors participating.

However, a question that was not explicitly raised, is on whose
behalf was the concern with commodification articulated? It would seem

that some of the dimensions associated with the notion of

commodification would pertain to the child (e.g., possible genetic
selection) while others would primarily have the potential to

commodify the sperm itself (e.g., payment to the donor). Even if sperm
were to be bought it would not necessarily follow that a child could
be bought, chosen, or gotten rid of at will, like a commodity. This

distinction was usually not made in the debate — the slippery slope of
commodification conjured up images of a world in which first the
offspring of DI, and subsequently all citizens, were commodified,
objectified and made less than human. Only occasionally was the

suggestion made that there was a concern with commodification of
sperm, that perhaps the threat was to fatherhood. Rune Gustafsson, MP
for the Centre Party, who made efforts to close down the Danish
Sadeshjalpen stated thus: "The commercial treatment of the Danish firm
amounts to a terrible devaluation of the father's role for the child"

(RD 1982/83:97).

The business of commodification and the slippery slope was a
potent contention. Whether or not it was a positive development was

not something that could be debated because Swedish people were likely
to be united in a concern that such development was undesirable. What

could be disputed was the likelihood that it would happen as
hypothesized. In this respect those in disfavor of DI, aided by
sensationalized or misinformed accounts, were more articulate. Early
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on DI came to be defined as situated on the slippery slope, for
example by being allied with "test-tube" babies, eugenic programs, and
So forth. Perhaps a legitimacy of suffering (see Chapter 2), played a

part here, that is, in looking toward the future a sense of gloom
prevailed over optimism.

7.5 Sexuality and promiscuity: "Sowing their wild oats"

A contradiction existed in the views of donors. On the one hand,

they were viewed as a category of men that must be different from most
men, in that most "normal" men would not want to donate sperm. On the
other hand, sexuality was seen as a key motivation for their

participation, evoking a theme of promiscuity that reflected a
disenchantment with men's sexuality in general.

In the earlier quote about the Danish sperm bank the suggestion
was made that donors often had, and preferred to have, intercourse
with the recipient. While such blatant attribution of sexual motives
were less common, there was in the debate a notion that donors,

particularly if they were anonymous, were "spreading their seed"
around, taking no responsibility for their offspring, and likely to
receive some money for doing so. As one respondent put it, the public
was "irritated" over this and found it unethical (Respondent
Interview, # 7). Donors were likened to stray, absent, or unknown
fathers.

One woman opposed to insemination (who also wrote to the Inquiry
about her concerns) wrote:

So far donors have had the right to conceive as many children as
they want, just as men in the past sowed their wild oats in any
old way, without having to take responsibility for the

Consequences (Ingrid Kierkegaard, Nerikes Allehanda, P, 1984).
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This state of affairs, she continued, would end if there was
disclosure and a limitation of the number of children each donor could

conceive. A religious paper, commenting on donors' concern about
disclosure, similarly stated that the donor "naturally shares that
[concern] with many other men who have been promiscuous" (Dagen, 12
April, 1984, emphasis added).

A letter from an individual citizen associated donor anonymity with
past traditions of men being concerned only with their own pleasure,
and as well as with inbreeding:

Among other misery one could read about how an unscrupulous young
nobleman seduced a beautiful girl of the people and kept her as
his mistress until she became pregnant by him. The act in itself

is classic, sanctioned by usage. However, the young couple
happened to have the same biological father" (Rigmor Gadde,
unidentified paper, 28 December, 1983).

7.6 Immaturity: "Running and hiding"

As in the case of parents, maturity played a major part in
portrayals of donors. Claims were made directly and indirectly that
donors were lacking in maturity, thoughtfulness or virtue. These were
values around which audience could unite. As with parents, implicit

meanings left room for the audience to invest statements with their

own interpretations, while believing that they shared the opinion of
everyone else (cf. Edelman, 1971; 1984). Donors were being criticized
for not measuring up to an ideal, for not being "sufficient." If
donors had a sort of "false consciousness," a common conlusion might
be that their awareness could be increased through, for example,
education or legislation.
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While it may not have been obvious at the time, there was a
strong association between the claims that donors were less than
mature and the disclosure proposal. Donors, physicians, DI-parents and
others responded that donors no longer would participate if they were
forced to disclose their identity. A typical retort to such claims was
that "while there may be a reduction of the number of donors in the
beginning, in the long run we will get more conscientious [or

conscious] donors" (Tor Sverne, quoted in Dagens Nyheter, 6 September,
1983. See also the interview with the Inquiry's psychological expert,
Inga Gustafsson, in Psykologtidningen, 19, 1983, pp. 5-6).

Disclosure, maturity, and responsibility were intertwined in the
minds of those opposed to DI and/or anonymity. But the proposed
legislation, would encourage maturity:

The donor is forced to think through his decision carefully,
including future Consequences. Fewer donors may be recruited if
the donor knows what the child might look up its father, but we

may get persons who are prepared to stand up for their actions
(Ingemar Lindahl, Dagens Nyheter, 7 January, 1983. Emphasis

added. Also reprinted in BRIS-Bladet, 10, 1, 1983).

The government Inquiry clearly stated the importance of having
mature and responsible donors in order to assure that they would be
able to handle future disclosure:

The donor should, in our view, not feel completely disengaged
from the responsibility for the children born through

insemination with his sperm. If . . . the child

makes a request to know who the donor is, a need may exist for

contact . . . Such a perspective requires that the donor has a
mature and responsible attitude to his involvement (SOU 1983:42,
p. 89). 34

2.
169



In the quotes presented earlier , there is an implicit assumption
that donor anonymity would affect the child negatively. The following

statment makes this quite explicit, while also creating an image of
the donor as having questionable moral character:

The child must necessarily perceive a treachery [deceit] on part
of the parents. And what is he (I think it is particularly
serious if the child is a boy) to think about . . . his
biological father who gives sperm to "anybody' - and then runs
away and hides! What kind of contemptible man is he, who dare not
stand by his actions! And what is the child to think about the
society which protects that kind of behavior . . . (Clas
Engstrom, Gotlands Folkblad, 14 September, 1983. Also in Arbetet,

15 September).

The quote shows clearly the relation between portrayals of donors and
assumptions about the effects of anonymity on the child. It indicates

the necessity to portray donors in a negative light in order to shore
up the argument that disclosure is in the child's best interest. This
does not mean that impressions of donors were consciously constructed

in order to serve political interests. Impressions were also
influenced by existing cultural values.

It might seem that the link between the arguments for donor

maturity and donor disclosure was easily discerned, and the political
interests clear. This link could be very subtle, however. Nils

Uddenberg, a well known psychiatric expert on infertility and
involuntary childlessness, argued that "The donor is . . . the
forgotten party." Noting that the Inquiry essentially stated that the
donor has no interest in the child's welfare, Uddenberg expressed
concern for the donor's needs:
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If the donor is to be viewed as actively participating and aware
of what he is doing, it assumes that he is viewed as an

individual with rights and responsibilities. . . . the donor has
an interest in legislation and a process which guarantees

positive conditions for the life which he participates in
creating. It is thus in his interest that society, in the fashion
proposed by the Inquiry, in some way guarantees the recipient
couple's possibilities to care for a child. He should also be
assured that the child has access to an adult man, who can

function as a social father. It is possible that certainty with
respect to these points can make it easier to recruit donors — at

least conscientious ones. Awareness on part of the donor,
probably also means that he is prepared to take the
responsibility for the sperm donation, that is, the result of

maintaining [records of ) his identity (Psychiatric Association, a

section of Swedish Medical Society, opinion to the Inquiry, p.
5).

Uddenberg went on to say that the development of medical
technology has made it increasingly difficult for men to take

responsibility for their reproductive capacity, that society should
guard against DI enhancing that trend, and that men should instead be

made aware of their responsibility.

The logic underlying Uddenberg's argument is that being mature
means taking responsibility, in which case the donor should have some

rights as well. For donors to have no rights with respect to the child
(e.g., knowledge of identity) seems to contradict the meaning of being
a mature parent.

However, Uddenberg was not a donor even though he was ostensibly

speaking for them. While he may indeed have expressed the sentiments
of some donors, the prevailing feelings among them seemed to be that

they did not share his views of their potential interests in the
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child. This suggests that Uddenberg's argument was, in fact, a
proscription for what donors should be like. It suggests that the
message, under the guise of expressing concern for donors, was that

they should accept imperative to become parent, by disclosing their

identity. Possibly Uddenberg assumed that most of them did share his
aspirations of maturity, responsibility, parenting, and definitions of
a normal family. Nevertheless, a careful reading reveals a subtle
Social control mechanism expressed in the opinion. The opinion

presents a reality as if shared by the reader. It expresses a concern
for the donor, plays down any potential differences, and presents
certain views as self-evident. The combination of a concern for the

donor and a shared reality is a potent influence, particularly in a
low context culture.

In a similar manner, a representative of Adoptionscentrum
construed the donor as a person with an interest in the child. She
approved of the proposed social-psychological screening of DI-users on
the basis of what she construed as the needs of the donor. In her

view, the proposal for screening showed "respect" for the donor, in
that it would assure him that society had done its best to provide the
child "whose creation he was involved in" with suitable parents
(Gunilla Andersson, Stockholms Tidningen, 12 August, 1983).

In retrospect it seems clear that the claims originally put forth

by advocates for disclosure, about donors being irresponsible and
insufficiently mature came to influence the overall view of donors

beyond any association with disclosure.

7.7 Conclusion

The prevalent attitude toward donors was one of suspicion. While
there was acknowledgement that they to some extent acted out of a

desire to help, the scales were tipped in favor of portraying them as

irresponsible. The act of donating sperm was generally not construed
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as something honorable or positive. Rather, the dominant emphasis was
one of condemnation. There were traces of a concern for the donor.

That is, supporters of anonymity expressed concern that children who
were strangers to the donor would one day make claims upon him.
Advocates of disclosure were concerned that the donor's conscience one

day would start bothering him, and he would start wondering about his
offspring (e.g., Dagen, 12 April, 1984). The expressions of concern,
however, had a prescriptive quality, suggesting for example, that his
conscience ought to bother him.

Accounts which sensationalized the method or setting of

collecting sperm or inseminating it probably contributed to the weight
of this negative portrayal of donors. Such accounts often gave the
impression that existing donors did not treat their sperm with
sufficient reverence, and that they did not consider the consequences
of their actions.

The reasons motivating donors to give sperm were a central aspect
of their portrayal in the Swedish debate. This observation can be

interpreted in two ways: as an attempt to assail their character,
discussed above, or as a "genuine" inability to comprehend the
willingness of someone to give away part of their "life force."
Donating sperm might be more difficult to understand than, for
example, the donation of blood or an organ, since these latter are

vested with a different symbolism. Furthermore, the donation of blood

has a longer history, and donating blood or organs have certain

institutionalized rituals of acknowledgment. The act of an anonymous
sperm donor entails neither rituals of acknowledgement nor any

reciprocity between recipient and donor. Daun (1989) writes that
independence and a desire not to be indebted are characteristic for

many Swedes. He further suggests that ritual ways of Communicating

feelings symbolically are particularly prominent in Swedish culture.
The argument might be advanced that the Swedish lack of understanding
of donors' participation in DI can be explained both by the lack of
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reciprocity (assumed to result in a feeling of indebtedness), and by
the uncertainty involved in an activity for which no rules or rituals
for Communicating feelings are popularly known. This does not explain,
however, the force of the negative portrayals of donors.

I suggest that the underlying rationale for the attack on the

personal character of donors lie elsewhere. First, as illuminated in

the examples, the portrayals of donors relied on associations with
past notions of promiscuity and illegitimacy, despite statements to
the effect that illegitimacy had "been done away with." With respect
to donor participation, illegitimate children's need or right for
knowledge of paternity suggested the donor as a culprit.

Second, because insemination depends upon the participation of

donors, their portrayals were of particular significance in the
struggle over the extent to which DI should be allowed. Donor
disclosure was the key issue. That is, the child's potential right and
need to know its biological origin was the key policy issue in the
debate. There were no serious proposals for prohibiting DI altogether

(Respondent Interview, # 10). However, at the time many advocates of
DI felt that the proposal for mandatory disclosure was, in part,

designed to make DI more difficult. Those who were opposed to DI
altogether argued early on that a new, better type of donor would step
forward if donor disclosure became mandatory, thus implicitly berating

existing donors. Later, it was more explicitly put forth that if

mandatory donor disclosure resulted in less DI, it would be a benefit
rather than a drawback (e.g., the Communist Party in Dagen, 2 October,
1984; Barbro Westerholm, Dagen, 18 October, 1984).

Throughout the debate, donor anonymity or disclosure was given a
meaning that went far beyond the child's right or need to know the
donor identity. Sensationalized accounts suggested a cause and effect

type relationship between donor anonymity and accessibility of sperm,
co■ modification, objectification, and promiscuity. Furthermore, the
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claims by supporters of DI and of donor anonymity that disclosure

would have negative Consequences for donors, were used by opponents as
further proof that DI is a suspect activity and that donors are

persons who are not prepared to stand behind their actions.

In conclusion, the portrayals of donors as immature, promiscuous
and irresponsible shored up the notion of the child's best interest.
Portraying them as immoral is reminiscent of the blame placed on
mothers of illegitimate children in the past, and implied that they
(in part) caused the child's problematic situation. Donors'
promiscuity and irresponsibility and the child's suffering due to lack
of knowledge of origin met in the metaphor of illegitimacy.
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CHAPTER 8

IN THE CHILD's BEST INTEREST35

8.1 Introduction

The preceding chapters describe the ways in which potential DI

parents and donors were constructed by mass media, politicians, and
other actors. The focus of the present chapter is the documentation of
claims made in the government Inquiry and the social construction of
the child's best interest. Although distinct from claims made in the
mass media, the Inquiry's claims are also interrelated with the
rhetorical constructions by the mass media and politicians.

The first part of the chapter demonstrates the problematic nature
of the evidence supporting the Inquiry claims and policy proposals,
with reference to four of the policy issues that were justified by
reference to the child's best interest: disclosure, access for
lesbians and single women, mandatory psychosocial screening of
potential DI parents, and consent. Data from offspring, parents, and
donors is lacking in the documentation of claims. Further, the

evidence referred to by the Inquiry relies on status quo type

arguments.

The second part of the chapter examines the child's best interest
(CBI) argument as articulated in the debate. The examination of issues
that were ignored or constructions that were taken for granted in the
debate supports the argument that the CBI approach was a smokescreen
for a debate over symbolic issues with little relation to the

individual child's potential need for knowledge of biological origins
or for a father figure. Rather, the CBI argument was a shared moral

ground that was evoked or exploited in order to limit access to, or
put an end to, donor insemination. Throughought the debate, the CBI

argument remained an ambiguous, poorly defined concept. Its power, I
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suggest, derived from the ways in which it appealed to values of
Solidarity and the social good.

8.2 Documentation of claims in the sociology of social problems

Within the sociology of social problems, the relationship between
a definition of a social problem and putative conditions is understood
to be "variable and problematic" (e.g., Spector and Kitsuse, 1987).
The ways in which claims are documented are significant for the
establishment of a phenomenon as a social problem. In the words of
Wiener (1981) "Nowhere is the 'social construction of reality' more
evident than in the selecting [ital] of data to demonstrate the . . .
problem" (p. 177). One of the most common ways to document claims is
through the use of statistics.

In his analysis of drunken drivers, Gusfield (1975) shows how
statistics can be used to reinforce certain constructions while making

others difficult to substantiate. In the case of accidents involving
drunken drivers, most statistics Collected were of the personal

characteristics of drivers, while omitting factors such as the type of
vehicle, the manner in which death or injury was sustained, or the

organization of health care (quoted by Spector and Kitsuse, 1987).

Wiener's (1981) research on the politics of alcohol use,
research, and policy similarly reveals the use of statistical data for
purposes of demonstrating that a social problem exists, for magnifying
the problem, and for establishing a cause-effect linkage. The ways in
which the data were used had the effects of sidestepping important

issues, obscuring ambiguities in the definition of problemdrinkers,
presenting distorting pictures of alcohol treatment programs, and
generally presenting false impressions of the problem and its

remedies. Frequently, data provided by researchers were transformed
when used by mass media, with statistical figures becoming
"enshrined," that is, "often used and little questioned" (Wiener,
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1981, p. 185). In the process of popular interpretation, research
findings were extended and became "public facts." In addition to the
use of statistical data, the sources of authority, expertise, and
concomitant credibility or lack thereof can be important factors in

the construction of social problems (Spector and Kitsuse, 1987, p.
146).

8.3 The Inquiry documentation of claims

The details of the Inquiry report are discussed in Chapter 4. The
report relied on four main types of data: 1) DI practices and policies
in other countries; 2) anecdotal information from, and discussions

with, physicians, adoption agencies and social welfare authorities; 3)

surveys of insemination in Sweden; and 4) studies of adoptive
children.

The data on DI in other countries focused on practices and
policies, and provides an uneven amount of information for the
different countries. While this may have been a result of what data

was available to the Inquiry, the effect may have been to legitimize
certain procedures or policies. For example, Denmark——the Scandinavian

country with the most extensive use of DI, minimal restrictions on
access and no legislation regarding disclosure--was discussed very
briefly, while Canada's policies were discussed in detail. This might
seem justifiable, in light of Denmark's lack of policy and the fact
that many of the Swedish proposals were based on Canada's policy.
Nevertheless, the report could have included a more detailed

description of the practices in Denmark. The Inquiry could have
discussed justifications for lack of restrictions or disclosure

policy. The Inquiry focused not on what people think about DI, but how
it is done and the existing policies. Not considering the rationales
for the practices and policies in other countries resulted in a lack
of a sociocultural context through which to understand them.

Variations in religion, political structure, health Care system, the
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status of women, and their relationships to social constructions of
insemination, practices, and policies were not considered. As a
result, a reader Could easily interpret existing practices (e.g., lack

of access for single and lesbian women) and national policies

described in some depth, as desirable and appropriate for Sweden.

With the exception of data on adoption, there are several

problematic aspects of the empirical data assembled by the Inquiry.
First, there are discrepancies as to what research the Inquiry

actually undertook. For example, references are made in passing (SOU
1983:42, p. 29 and 121) to surveys of Swedish donors, ostensibly
undertaken by the Inquiry. However, there is no discussion of such a
survey in the chapter presenting data on DI practices in Sweden. Nor
does the chapter include any discussion of a study of DI couples
ostensibly commissioned by the Inquiry (SOU 1983:42, page 76, footnote
1).

Second, the results are reported in ways which make an

independent verification of the Inquiry's interpretations difficult.
Empirical data are reported in vague terms (e.g., "most," some"), and
categories are not mutually exclusive. In addition, a general lack of
citations or references throughout the report makes verification
difficult. The comparison with adoption is an exception.

With a few exceptions (e.g., the Haparanda case), the report
contains no empirical support for claims that DI had been a problem to
the families, donors or physicians involved. Although the Inquiry

noted that the data gave no indication of maladjustment on the part of
families involved, it concluded that the practice of insemination was
"too haphazard." DI was undertaken, in the opinion of the Inquiry,
with the interests of the parents in mind ignoring those of the child

(SOU 1983:42, pp. 52–53).

179

>

. e

J.

º

2.



As in the case of drunken drivers, these data supported certain
claims, while making it necessary for Counter claimants to collect
their own data in order to document their claims.

8.3.1 Disclosure

A key omission in the report was the perspective of DI offspring.
Obtaining data on their views would be difficult since few, if any,

Swedish parents at the time disclosed the fact of insemination to the

offspring. Nevertheless, there are no indications that the Committee

attempted to collect these data. The absence of empirical data on the
needs of DI offspring was offset by hypothesizing about their needs

with respect to the controversial issues (disclosure and knowledge of
origins), using data on adoption as a substitute. In fact, the analogy

of adoption was emphasized throughout the report.

The documentation supporting claims for the need for disclosure

in the case of adoption was extensive and detailed. With the exception
of one study, the cited research overwhelmingly supported disclosure.

In the instances where the Inquiry considered reasons for non

disclosure, no empirical data were reported. The weight of this

analogy, which referred to a well-established tradition of disclosure,
cannot be overestimated. As noted by the Inquiry, it is "considered
self-evident in contemporary Sweden that adoptive parents, as early as

possible and subsequently continuously are to discuss with the child
its biological origins" (SOU 1983:42, p. 110). Occasionally it was
observed that the tradition had changed over time, evolving from non

disclosure to disclosure. Such statements supported disclosure claims
by suggesting that, based upon experience, a superior policy had
developed.

In contrast to the extensive adoption data used as evidence for

the child's need and right to disclosure, discussion of reasons
against disclosure, and the other interests involved (e.g.,

*—
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physicians', parents', donors') was supported by minimal, if any,
empirical data. For example, in reporting on a survey of 92 spouses
conducted 1976–1988, the Inquiry stated:

All couples but one planned to keep the secret about the paternity.
The couple who did not intend to keep the secret experienced
insemination as a natural solution to their sterility problem.
Therefore there was, in their view, no reason to hide it. The spouses
thought it was as natural to tell the child about insemination as
about adoption (SOU 1983:42, p. 48).

In light of the lack of justifications on the part of parents who
choose not to disclose, constructions such as this are likely to
emphasize the importance of disclosure. The terminology used,
"natural" and "hide," suggests the existence of a consensus regarding
the desirability of disclosure. Given the Context, in this quotation

is buried the suggestion that the couple who planned disclosure was

somehow superior to those not planning disclosure, the latter being
conflicted about using DI or having other non-legitimate reasons for

their position.

8.3.2. Access for lesbians and single women

No data was presented to indicate that lesbians or single women
were making or wanted to make use of DI. In fact, none of the clinics

surveyed would provide DI to a single woman (presumably including
lesbian women), and only one gynecologist would or did provide it to
single women. No justifications for these positions were documented.

As noted in Chapter 4, there was no data on lack of adjustment of
children of single or lesbian mothers. Following the assumptions of
child psychologists and child psychiatrists, the Inquiry asserted that
the healthy development of a child necessitates a father as well as a
mother figure. The fact that single persons occasionally are allowed

s
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to adopt children was not considered a valid a justification, as a
child in need of care already exists in those cases. The Inquiry
further concluded that having children is not a human right, and that
society should not participate unless the "best possible conditions
for the child's development are offered" (SOU 1983:42, p. 71).
Furthermore, the Inquiry stressed that DI "is not meant as an
alternative to natural conception" (p. 68) because that is not what DI
had been used for in the past. Insemination is to replace intercourse.

The ethical expert on the Inquiry, theologian Holsten Fagerberg, went
as far as to suggest that allowing single or lesbian women access
would have consequences not only for the child, but for "the marriage"
as well (SOU 1983:42, p. 192).

Compared with other issues, the Inquiry's position on access for
single or lesbian women was particularly poorly supported. For
example, it was noted (p. 55) that the number of children available
for adoption has decreased because single mothers increasingly want
and are able to keep their children as a result of changes in
attitudes. However, the implication of these changes with respect to

single mothers and DI was not discussed. When pressed in an interview
on the discrepancy between the empirical data presented and the

restrictive policy recommended, a member of the Inquiry finally threw
up his hands and responded that he had no further arguments against
access, that his position was indeed illogical (Respondent Interview,
# 2).

In the case of access for single women or lesbians, the members
of the Inquiry simply chose to ignore evidence that contradicted their
belief in the need for a mother and a father figure for healthy child
development. Again, the hypothesized needs of the child were the
cornerstone of the report.

8.3.3. Mandatory psychosocial screening of DI parents
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The inherent ambiguity in terms such as "psychosocial screening"
and "counseling," the lack of definition of these terms in the report,
and the presentation of findings (SOU 1983:42, pp. 51, 174 & 183),
preclude a comprehensive picture of the extent to which evaluation or

Counseling took place among those surveyed by the Inquiry.*
Nevertheless, it was concluded that there generally was no evaluation
of the prospective parents' suitability for DI:

It is . . . clear that insemination couples currently are being
very poorly prepared for their task. Couples who have a
conflicted attitude toward donor insemination are not . . . given
sufficient possibilities to discuss and work through this
apprehension. As a consequence the applicants . . . may not be
able to give the child the support and help it needs . . . The
future parents thus need help to achieve insight regarding the
solidity of their attitude (SOU 1983:42, p. 93).

The Inquiry argued that current practices were more like "counseling"
than evaluation (p. 91).

Despite devoting two full chapters to the issue of screening, no
data was presented to indicate either poor adjustment on the part of

the offspring or that the DI parents are more fragile than other
parents. Nonetheless, the Inquiry was willing to recommend that
screening be mandatory. The justifications were the following: (a)
There was too little data on existing DI families; (b) DI is certain
to be associated with "special problems not the least which are of an
emotional type" (p.87), making it important that the parents are
"aware" and "motivated". These problems were caused by their grief
regarding their infertility, their "unequal" relationship (one being a
biological parent and the other not), and the secrecy associated with
DI (p. 94); (c) It is society's task to help the parents to the
"insight" associated with being "aware" and "mature" (p. 87); (d) To
have children through DI is not a human right, but is only to be done
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if it is in the child's best interest (p. 87). Furthermore, the
Inquiry argued that a screening process similar to that already

existing for adoption was needed (p. 92). Problems in adoptive
families, it was argued, proved the need for screening. The ostensible
lack of screening of potential DI parents was taken as evidence that
DI as undertaken threatened the child's best interest (p. 56).

There are a number of problems with the idea of a mandatory

psycho-social screening of potential DI parents. First, there is a
Contradiction in the notion that DI on one hand was said to be a

medical (or even gynecological) treatment of involuntarily childless
heterosexual couples (although only the woman was "treated") and thus
not available for single or lesbian women, while on the other hand it

was said to have such significant social consequences as to warrant

the screening proposed. Unless a medical treatment is particularly
costly, complicated, and/or risky, it rarely entails the kind of
screening suggested by the Inquiry.

Second, as noted in the debate, parents who conceive through

intercourse are not screened. The fact that it is customary to screen

adoptive, foster, and other parents suggests

that we think it matter that people establish that they are fit

and proper potential parents . . . it implies that we care about
the sort of people who propose to have children. But we do not
(Harris, 1989, p. 150).

In fact, only a very small minority of the population is screened.
Harris argues that it would be possible to regulate sexual procreation

as well, but that it is not done because (a) of the importance we

attach to having children, (b) it would place too much power in the
hands of the government, and (c) we have no clue to how to establish

in advance what makes someone a good or a bad parent. Furthermore:

.
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the injustice of attempting to find people 'guilty' in advance of
the offence seems no less applicable to cases such as these than

it does in any other areas of human affairs (Harris, 1989, p.
151).

Screening would be similar to licensing, requiring potential parents

to demonstrate their competence. They would be assumed incompetent

until proving themselves competent (Overall, 1987). Since there are no
established standards of competence in child-rearing, licensing would

be difficult. Furthermore, screening would be employed for some
reproductive technologies, but not for others (Overall, 1987, p.
172).37

8. 3.4 Consent

According to the Inquiry directives (Dir 1981:72), the man's
consent and Concomitant acceptance of legal responsibility for the
offspring was a condition for the insemination (SOU 1983:42, p. 103).
The fact that the woman was participating in the insemination was
considered evidence of her consent, thus no written consent was

necessary from her. 38

The reports of the Haparanda and Halmstad cases had suggested the

need to evaluate existing consent procedures. The cases did not in

themselves indicate the most appropriate Consent procedures, if any.

The Inquiry report does not include any discussion the pros and cons
of consent, whether consent would be in the best interest of the

child, or how it might affect the autonomy of each spouse. Parental
autonomy was not a concern of the Inquiry. Nor was the issue of
women's reproductive control. The implications of this lack of
discussion are analyzed in the next chapter.

8.3.5 Infertility and the social organization of DI

* -
*
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The focus of the empirical data assembled by the Inquiry was on
the social organization of the practice of insemination. This focus is
consistent with many of the themes discussed in Chapter 5. Except for

the concern with the needs and rights of the child, the report might

be characterized as a functional analysis regarding the regulation of
a medical technology, rather than an analysis of the human
Consequences of the technology, specifically a social concern with the
relationship of DI to the experience of infertility.

Little information was provided about persons making use of DI.

What information was provided, focused on their feelings about the
experience (generally positive), their motives for using DI, and their

responses to disclosure. The Inquiry did not collect its own data from
(potential) DI parents, nor did it include much data (e.g., age,
class, length of childlessness, other options considered) on persons

who had participated in an earlier study on which the Inquiry also
relied. There was no data on the experience of infertility,

infertility services, or the use of DI. For example, there was no data
on the extent to which women in fact do experience attraction to the

donor, as one stereotype holds (e.g., SOU 1983:42, p. 194).

The report did not include data on other infertility services, or
on the accessibility of DI services from the perspective of the

involuntarily childless, a frequently problematic issue for this
population (see, e.g., Doyal, 1987). According to Pfeffer (1987) very
little information exists regarding the preferred treatment choices of
involuntarily childless men and women. In studying this issue, Pfeffer

had to resort to a survey from 1977. In contrast to many stereotypes,

only 2 percent of the respondents in the survey wanted more up-to-date
treatment techniques, while the majority wanted improvements in the

organization of clinics, attitudes of physicians, and length of time

for a diagnosis.

º

__

:

186



The Inquiry's discussion of insemination took place without
reference to the larger context of infertility. In the documentation
of evidence there was no acknowledgement that the practice of

insemination has relationship to the experience of infertility and
that of being a DI parent. While the data presented did not go as far
as blaming involuntarily childless men and women (as discussed in

Chapter 6), the documentation did not include them as significant
participants. Their perspective was absent and they did not have a
voice in the report. One member of the Inquiry suggested that there
was no need to talk to them, because the Inquiry talked to
knowledgeable physicians (Respondent Interview, #2). Such an omission
might be considered serious by those concerned with infertility or
childlessness, yet it was not raised as an issue in the debate.

Rather, consistent with and reinforcing the framework of the debate,
these omissions are "revealing of the general scheme of
conceptualization with which facts are developed" (Gusfield, 1975, p.
294, quoted in Spector and Kitsuse, 1987, p. 147). As a result, the
potential that parents' experiences of childlessness or infertility
services serve as a basis for counter claims to the CBI argument was
decreased.

8.3.6. Data on donors

The report did not provide data that shed light on why donors

participate, how they feel about their participation, what their needs

are (e.g. counseling), their socio-economic class, or other relevant
characteristics. Ironically, while demanding that the donor be more
"present" in the sense of being willing to disclose his identity and
assume the risks and responsibilities associated with disclosure, the

Inquiry rendered donors invisible and abstract by these omissions.

In discussing disclosure, the Inquiry suggested that one argument

against disclosure is concern for the biological father. It is argued
that his situation may be such that disclosure is "inappropriate." The
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paragraph continues, however, by concluding that a meeting under such
conditions may hurt – not the donor, but the child (SOU, 1983:42, p.
121).

8.3.7 The adoption analogy

The massive documentation favoring disclosure in adoption makes
ignoring the differences between adoption and insemination a crucial
omission. The terminology of the claims in favor of disclosure
("lies," "dishonesty," "cheating," "hanky-panky," "monkey-business,"
depriving, insecurity, rootlessness") was overwhelmingly negative.
No documentation presented how DI children actually have reacted to
disclosure. Nor was there any discussion of the processes involved in
stigmatization and the best ways of eradicating the stigma and
concomitant "secrecy" of DI. Disclosure was portrayed as virtually
synonymous with "truth," but there was no discussion of the meaning of
"truth," nor of the fact that it may be construed in many different
ways. In the words of sociologist Leigh Star:

every [itall viewpoint is a part of some picture, but not the
whole picture. The implications are that only in the articulation

of viewpoints can we understand anything about truth; that is,

that truth is a fundamentally interactional, Social phenomenon
(Star, in press, circa p. 22).

While adoption is a convenient analogy, it is not necessarily the
best one. British theologian Oliver O'Donovan (1984), in critiquing
the analogy, has suggested that it is attractive because it allows us
to acknowledge the presence of the donor, rather than viewing him as a
mere purveyor of useful material. In addition, I suggest that it was
attractive in Sweden because adoption was perceived as a contribution
to the public good. However, there are sufficient differences between

adoption and DI for the analogy to be seriously flawed.
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Adoption and DI are different kinds of social acts. Adoption was,
at least in the past, associated with stigma and secrecy, and

frequently with feelings of betrayal, deception and perhaps desertion,
on the part of the offspring. It involved the relinquishment of a
child, and frequently had Connotations of charity or cruelty. In
adoption, the child is not conceived for the sake of the adoptive
parents. In DI on the other hand, the child is conceived for the sake

of the parents who plan his or her conception, and frequently has
Connotations of a gift. Further, despite claims by disclosure

advocates, it is not clear that DI offspring share the experience of

stigma or the desire for knowledge of origins with adoptive children.
A few sensationalized examples do not suffice to prove that most DI

children do share this perspective.

The stigma formerly associated with adoption practices makes
distinguishing the conditions under which adoption took place from the
potential need to know one's origins virtually impossible. In other
words, it is not unreasonble to assume that the desire for knowledge

of origins was rooted in the negative aspects associated with
adoption.

Furthermore, as occasionally noted in the debate, the DI child

does have much more information about his or her biological origins
than the adopted child, should such information prove important.

Given the lack of data proving that the need to know one's
origins is a biological imperative or a medical necessity (information
that many people nevertheless live without), the potential need can be
viewed as a social construction. The meaning of knowledge of "origins"
is likely to vary by culture. For some people this knowledge may mean
detailed physiological information, geographic locale, ethnicity,

religion or class. For others it may extend to the ability to link
personal characteristics with a name. Some may go even further, and
include face-to-face contact. To say that children conceived through

- *
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DI have an inherent need to know their biological origins is simply
opinion at this point. It is a moral claim based on norms of what

should exist (see Liljestrand, 1988).

Finally, although this was not considered a legitimate interest
in the debate, it should be noted that parents do perceive

insemination and adoption differently. As one social father explained
in the study by Snowden et al (1983, p. 89), DI "is an essentially
different procedure from adoption. It's the act of creation, whereas
adoption is a sort of accomodation."

The CBI argument, based on the adoption analogy, was linked to
the notion of adoption as an alternative superior to DI. For whom? The
adoption argument cannot be viewed separately from vested interests.
For example, Adoptionscentrum argued that the economic demands for

adoption and insemination be made more equal, stating that the state

was paying for DI but not for adoption (e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 28
January, 1983). Zipper and Sevenhuijsen (1987) have argued that the
argument that adoption is an alternative to the "right to a child" is
misleading, because it ignores the barriers against adoption, and that
it is selective because:

it is only women who need medical intervention in order to have a
child who are expected to justify their choice to bear a child,

to shoulder personal responsibility for poverty, in other
countries, to feel guilty about the 'selfishness' of their
desires (Zipper and Sevenhuijsen, 1987, p. 134).

8.3.8 The status quo argument

As noted in Chapter 5, historical continuity was a key Warrant in

the public debate. This was also the case in the Inquiry report. In
the appendix on ethics in the report, theologian Holsten Fagerberg
stated the following:

-
*
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As a reflection of the principles for right and wrong human
behavior, normative ethics should be distinguished from law,
habit, institutional Custom and general moral opinion . . . . It
is wrong to assume, from the existence of certain laws, that they

also naturally fulfill the requisites of ethics. (SOU 1984:42, p.
187).

The reasoning articulated by the Inquiry did not fulfill the

requirements for an ethical discussion. In fact, it appears that the
Inquiry frequently referred to existing laws and customs without
examining their applicability or justification, in order to justify
its proposals.

For example the right to know the identity of the donor was
justified by reference to Swedish tradition and legal development. It

was stressed that society's attitude toward DI must change to become
consistent with general attitudes toward children if DI is to be

permitted, presumably referring to disclosure (page 57). Existing
traditions or attitudes toward children are obviously based on
existing modes of founding a family. Omitting to discuss differences
in forms of founding a family is significant because it makes existing
traditions (e.g., for adoption) appear appropriate for DI as well,
while a discussion of the differences may reveal that the traditions
make no sense or are not justified in today's society. Such a
reference to existing traditions or policy is an example of a status
quo argument, which is necessarily tautological. That is, it is an

argument that justifies proposed policies supporting the status quo by
referring to existing tradition.

Using the existing adoption policies as a justification, without

discussing how the nature of adoption differs from that of DI, also
supported the notion that there is no right to procreate through the
use of DI. Supposedly the purpose of adoption is to help an already
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existing child find a family – a purpose not easily reconciled with

DI. The purpose of DI is to help the prospective parents. Does this
necessarily mean that DI is morally wrong? If so, how is intercourse
as a mode of founding a family then justified? An in-depth analysis of
differences in modes of founding a family would have more clearly
revealed the threats posed by DI and the stakes involved.

Another way in which a status quo argument was used was to state

(as did the Council of Europe) that DI is a "medical treatment" for
the purposes of helping childless heterosexual couples who cannot be
helped any other way (SOU 1983:42, p. 41). There was no
ethical/philosophical discussion of whether it should be so. There is
nothing inherent in DI to limit its usage to heterosexual couples
(since sexual behavior is not inherently limited to heterosexual
couples), to define it as a medical treatment, or to limit its

practice to physicians. These social Constructions are explicit

examples of the status quo argument. The existence of past DI
practices was used to justify the exclusion of certain population
groups from access. They were used to justify claims that there is no

right to procreate for certain groups. The development of these
practices has been, in part, a result of who came to doctors' offices,
as well as a result of physicians taking it upon themselves to exert

control over access. Even consensually defining DI as a medical
treatment would not be a sufficient justification to exclude single or
lesbian women. These population groups are generally not excluded from
other medical treatments. Nor are medical treatments limited to

treating illness and disease, but include interference with health as
well, as in the case of pregnancy. Definitions of health, illness, and
disease are social constructions and can be moral constructions as

well.

The status quo argument was particularly obvious with respect to
single and lesbian women in another respect, namely in the argument
that children, according to "experience" need a mother and a father,
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despite the lack of empirical data documenting this claim. Considering
the inherent conservatism of status quo arguments, it is not

surprising that their usage is so conspicuous with respect to the two
issues most threatening to patriarchy, donor disclosure and access for

lesbian and single women:

Corea has pointed out that the notion that 'every child should
have a father' is an underlying value both in standard child
custody proceedings and in . . . artificial insemination. This
approach, of course, uses the sheer existence of the status quo
to defend the status quo and then accuses those who wish to

depart from the status quo of exploiting their children as a
means to revolutionary change (Overall, 1987, p. 177, note
omitted, emphasis added).

8.3-9. Summary

The documentation assembled by the Swedish Inquiry and used to

support claims reflects its priorities. The documentation shows
selective features, supporting predominant constructions of DI itself,

its central actors, and the specific policy proposals made. In the
selective process certain omitted "evidence" would have rendered the
controversial issues more complex and ambiguous, and implied different

causal connections. Such omissions are perhaps particularly
significant in light of the assumptions of the existence of
consensus/taken-for-granted in Swedish culture. Further, the Inquiry's
use of empirical data was selective. At times, as in the case of
screening, the Inquiry asserted that existing data was insufficient,
despite relying on small numbers in instances when doing so confirmed
the ideas of its members. 39

The Inquiry focused on objections to, or problems believed caused
by DI. The discussion frequently presented a one-sided view, omitting
or ignoring claims that did not agree with those presented by the
Inquiry. Frequently justifications were not articulated, or they
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consisted of mere reiterations of other claims. To a large extent the
documentation for the proposals was rooted in moral claims. Opinions
and values of the members of the Inquiry were prevalent. There was an
abundance of rhetorical questions, such as "But is it medical
treatment if an unmarried single would request insemination" (SOU
1983:42, p. 191) and rhetorical statements, such as that the child had
been "forgotten" in past practices and that "The modern health care so
far has undoubtedly prioritized the mother's/parents' needs" (SOU
1983:42, p. 195). The lack of viewpoints other than those preferred by

the Inquiry give such questions or statements an appearance of open
mindedness while in effect pulling the reader into the Inquiry's
ideological framework. The lack of empirical evidence makes
expressions such as "experience shows that a child needs two parents,
a man and a woman for identification" (Respondent interview, # 2)
appear to be euphemisms for personal values. They are a form of status
quo argument invested with cultural legitimacy.

The report is best characterized as a political document written
to support certain views, rather than as a genuine exploration of
options. It has a prescriptive quality. Although it is purports to pay
attention to "ethical considerations," these considerations emphasize
criticisms of DI and minimize any potential benefits. Portraying the
report as "ethical" thus becomes self-serving rhetoric.

The evidence presented served to construct a particular image of

DI and those involved with it. Particularly important are the
constructions of secrecy and donor anonymity, suggesting the

significance of the ways in which the history of DI is constructed.
Consideration of the stigma associated with DI in the past is

necessary to a full understanding of the role of secrecy and
anonymity. This in turn necessitates paying attention to how the
stigma came about, the relationship between infertility, stigma and
DI, and responses to the associated stigma. The social construction of
these relationships thus becomes important. In the report, donor

194



anonymity was presented as a historically Controversial issue, a

conceptualization supported by the use of adoption data. The report
suggested that the secrecy or anonymity associated with DI has

resulted in suspicion toward the practice (e.g., p. 120). This
particular construction is not irrefutable, however. For example,
Pfeffer (1987) suggests a number of reasons that DI became

controversial in Great Britain in the 1940s. It would appear from
Pfeffer's account that the stigma of DI resulted less from use of
anonymous donors than from an initial association of DI with, for

example, eugenics, science, animal technology, and illegitimacy.
Portraying lack of disclosure as an old controversy Created a
particular cause-and-effect relationship, with implications for the

most appropriate "cure." The evidence presented served to support a
"cure" for a problem which appears to have been defined in advance
(cf. Spector and Kitsuse, 1987), rather than exploring if there was a
problem, what kind of problem it might be, and what would be the best

alternative for resolving it.

8.4 The social construction of the child's best interest

Social constructions, or the creation of meanings and beliefs, is
a centerpiece in political struggles:

The strategic need is to immobilize opposition and mobilize
support. While Coercion and intimidation help to check resistance
in all political systems, the key tactic must always be the
evocation of meanings that legitimize favored Courses of action

(Edelman, 1985, p. 10)

Formal Swedish policy regarding children is described in Chapter
2. The construction of the CBI argument and the child's rights in the
DI debate is the focus of the present section. That knowledge of

biological origins is a social construction is suggested in the
following quotation from three well-known child welfare theorists:
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Unlike adults, children have no psychological conception of
relationship by blood-tie until quite late in their development.
. . . [they] are emotionally unaware of the events leading to

their births. What registers in their minds are the day-to-day
interchanges with the adults who take care of them and who, on

the strenghts of these, become the parent figures to whom they
are attached (Goldstein, Freud and Solnit, 1973, pp. 12-13)

and further

the physical realities of his conception and birth are not the
direct cause of his emotional attachment (p. 17).

As discussed in Chapter 1, images of "the child" and its needs have
undergone historical transformations linked to the needs of various
institutions in society and have has also frequently been used to
speak to concerns of the day. An examination of this history further
shows that the child's best interest in the past has been used to
increase the social control over children (e.g., Platt, 1969 and
1982). * These historical changes further support the view of the
child's best interest as a social construction, while raising
questions regarding linkages between contemporary constructions,
concerns expressed, and vested interests.

The review of Swedish policy in Chapter 2 also indicated a
cultural ideology of protecting the child's best interest. In
contemporary Sweden, speaking on behalf of the child's best interest
is a morally relevant, non-controversial, honorable act, rendering

opposition suspect. To speak on behalf of the weak is consistent with
a Progressive tradition, rendering use of this rhetoric a low-risk
endeavour, likely to increase the status of the person speaking on
behalf of the child. Those speaking on behalf of the child's best
interest in the DI debate portrayed themselves as acting out of
benevolence, as society's moral custodians, thus framing the debate as
one akin to a struggle between good and evil. As a moral claim the CBI

*
-
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argument was considered inviolable, making counter claims difficult.
Like that which is sacred, the CBI argument was expected to bring
forth a response of reverence, submission, and total commitment. It
was contrasted with commodification, the "slippery slope," and using
children as a means, these phenomena taking on aspects of the profane.
This dichotomy, in which children are viewed as sacred in diametrical

opposition of the products of society is not a recent phenomenon
(e.g., Jordanova, 1989). Children have high social value. They are
economically useless but emotionally priceless (Zelizer, 1985)
increasingly sentimentalized, a symbol for love and perfection. The
Cultural ideology and the high social value of children explain, in

part, the difficulty in articulating counter claims against the CBI
arguments.

A polarization of state and parents is virtually inherent in the
notion of the child's best interest. The presumption in the idea that
the state acts in ways beneficial to the child puts the burden of

proof on counter claimants. The notion is difficult to challenge in

light of the authority and power of the state in Sweden and can become
self-serving rhetoric:

While courts and child advocates presumably act in the best
interests of the child, parents and other socializing agents must
operate in protection of their own interests as well (Morton,
Dubanoski and Blaine, 1982, p. 143).

The criteria for evidence are more stringent for those who challenge
the state's definition of the child's best interest, laying the ground
for the legitimacy of state intervention and protection of the child.

In addition to these structural conditions, some dimensions of

the logic of the argument itself need consideration. First, there is a
kind of circular reasoning involved claims for disclosure and in the
CBI argument. The lack of disclosure in the past was interpreted as
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proof that the child's best interests had not been considered, but
disclosure was also part of the definition of the child's best
interest. Thus the best interest of the child was a claim for as well

as a hypothesized outcome of disclosure. Definition, proof and
prescription were all merged together in a tautological argument.

Second, there is something paradoxical in making firm statements

about what is in the best interest of a person who does not yet exist.
In the past, the child's best interest has been used largely as an
argument in cases involving separation of an already existing child
from one or both of the biological parents and justified by an event
which had already occurred (e.g., adoption, divorce, custody, juvenile
placements), and it is well known how difficult it can be to determine

what is in the child's best interest in these situations (see e.g.,
Goldstein, Freud and Solnit, 1973). The child in the case of DI is a

potential child, an abstract child, just as the foetus in the case of
fetal rights controversies is a potential baby. In the Swedish DI
debate the potential needs of DI offspring were extrapolated from
hypothesized needs of existing, concrete children. Portraying the
possible, probable, or potential needs as real facilitated the
conceptualization of the child as real even though it was not
Consulted in person. At the same time, this rhetorical device served

to homogenize DI offspring. Any personal idiosyncracies were ignored,
as was the larger context (e.g., time, place) within which the child's
needs situated.

Considering screening potential DI parents on behalf of a

potential, abstract child highlights the paradox further. There is the
additional uncertainty with respect to what makes good parents,
regardless of what is known about the needs of the child. The

characteristics or attributes (e.g., love, nurturance) thought to make
Someone a good parent could be considered in a general way, but a

clear linkage between parental characteristics and child adjustment is
difficult to ascertain (Harris, 1989). Nevertheless, had the Inquiry
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discussed parental attributes, the focus would have shifted to the

parents and might have made evident how tentative these criteria are.

But using the term "the child's best interest" focused the attention
on the child rather than on the parents' hypothesized attributes. The
term suggests that the needs of the child, a particular child, have

been definitively determined. As a rhetorical device, the term shifts
the attention from the ambiguous nature of parenting criteria to a
sentimentalized image of the child.

Another issue in the logic of the argument itself concerns the
relationship between a "need to know" and a "right to know" (about the
fact of insemination or the identity of the donor). The Inquiry report
did not always distinguish between what is "best" for the child and
what its "rights" are, nor did it discuss how a right is determined.
Thus the discussion on disclosure began by referring to rights, but
turned into a discussion of needs (based on adoptive children).

The right to know was based on hypothesized needs. "Best
interest" and "right," although not clearly distinguished by the
Inquiry, are two separate concepts, and it is not clear that they are
always Compatible. Depending on the circumstances, exercising a right
may not always be in one's best interest.

As Zipper and Sevenhuijsen (1987) have noted, the CBI argument is
presently used primarily to challenge family forms which differ from
the established social order with

an amazingly quick and unchallenged translation from 'longing" to
'interest' to 'right' in the moral sense, to 'right' in the legal
sense (Zipper and Sevenhuijsen, 1987, p. 133).

The CBI argument and the "right to know" buttressed one another,
each becoming weaker without the other. Each term implies its own kind
of discourse, requiring different forms of evidence. Neither the
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Swedish debate nor the Inquiry's Appendix on "ethical considerations"
constituted a rights discourse. There was no discussion of the meaning
of "right" generally or of the right to procreate (see, e.g., Harris,
1989 and Overall, 1987), although it was said that there is no right
to have children. A rights discourse would include arguments for as
well as against such a right, arguments put forth in the past, factors
to be weighed against each other (other rights, potential suffering),
the implications of various claims and rights (for society and for
individuals), and, if there is a right (to know, to procreate), what
limitations could justifiably be placed on it.

8.5 Conclusion

In short, the evidence presented by the Inquiry, did not explain
unequivocally what the child's best interest is in the case of
insemination, how to determine what is in the best interest of the

child, or how to go about accomplishing it as a goal.

On the other hand, many claims in the debate implied that the
right to know one's origins is an inherent right and a matter of
principle (e.g., SOU 1983:42, p. 121). What counted was not the

consequence of exercising this right, in fact the child was expected
not to do so, but whether or not the child was treated "as a mere
means." This Kantian principle is linked to respect (another theme
in the DI debate). In a Kantian analysis of child pornography the
principle is articulated thus:

The language of respect . . . requires that we never treat them

[children] as if they exist for us as our resources, as
individuals who may be coercively, deceitfully, or in other ways
treated merely as means for our ends (Regan, 1989, p. 199).
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This concern with treating another human being as a means suggests
that the debate in part was over values regarding personhood and what
it means to be human. This would explain the indifference to the

inconsistency in the empirical evidence supporting the CBI argument. I
suggest, that while the effects of non-disclosure on the child
ostensibly were the key concern, at the heart of the debate were other
concerns, which had to do with the challenges DI poses to existing
central values and institutions. Some such threats are explored in the

next chapter.
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CHAPTER 9

THE CHILD'S BEST INTEREST IN THE SERVICE OF PATRIARCHY

9. 1 Introduction

The many contradictions evidenced in the Swedish debate over

donor insemination can be reconciled only if the meaning of the debate
is interpreted beyond the issue of the child's access to its
biological origins. The debate may be understood as a moral crusade in

which symbolic and status issues were played out. The claim of the
child's best interest can be understood as a smokescreen to affirm the

status quo, specifically patriarchy. The restrictive legislation
adopted, informal social pressures, and economic sanctions combine to
defuse a threat to and enforce conformity to the heterosexual, nuclear
family. I suggest that the legislation is but an example of how women
in Swedish society still have little autonomy or identity apart from
the family.

The main body of the chapter consists of a discussion of five

policy issues and their interrelationship to patriarchy. The chapter

concludes with a discussion of women, the family, and patriarchy.

9.2 Donor insemination as a threat to patriarchy

Insemination, because it makes possible the separation of

sexuality from reproduction, challenges taken for granted conceptions
of the family, sexuality and reproduction. Feminists have suggested
that the future of reproductive technologies depends foremost on their

potential threat to the institution of patriarchy (e.g., Corea, 1985;
Hanmer, 1981). But reproductive technologies can also be used to
fortify patriarchal control over women's bodies (e.g., Arditti, Klein
and Minden, 1984; Corea, 1985; Overall, 1987; Rothman, 1989). Both
these processes were in play in Sweden. Patriarchy refers to a social
order of male dominance in which women do not have control over their
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sexuality, reproduction, and/or economical dependency upon men. It is
the dimensions of sexuality and reproduction which are relevant in
this research.

Three clauses in the Swedish legislation are especially
illuminating of a patriarchal social order: denial of access for
single and lesbian women, Consent, disclosure. These issues are

discussed in conjunction with two of the earliest issues involved in

conflicts over DI, i.e., adultery and the legitimacy status of the
child. Although these two were not explicit issues in the Swedish
debate, an analysis of their association with DI sheds light on the
threat DI poses to patriarchy, and the ways in which control over
women has been exerted.

9.2.1. Access for lesbians and single women

In Chapter 6 I discuss the significance of having children and of

infertility for the very meaning of life. Further, having children is
associated with obtaining adult status (e.g., Veevers, 1973). I now
suggest that having children is part of full citizenship, and that the

policy denying DI for women who are not attached to a man creates a
barrier to full participation in society.” Should one doubt the
significance of this, one can recall the fact that the Swedish welfare
state was expressly built on the desire to strengthen the family and
increase population growth (e.g., Popenoe, 1988). Notwithstanding

official rhetoric to improve the situation of homosexuals (e.g., SOU
1984:63) and further equality for women, as a bottom line the DI
policy is a litmus test of equality, relegating lesbians and single
women desiring children to second class citizenship. Given that there
were no indications of an increase in the use of DI in either of these

population groups, and that women can self-inseminate outside of the

health care system or become pregnant through casual intercourse, the
policy appears to be a matter of principle, or protection of
interests.
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In a thought provoking article "The Right to Found a Family,"
John Harris (1989) discusses the conditions under which the right to
found a family might justifiably be limited. A hypothetical example
concerns a woman attempting to decide whether to have a child now,

knowing that it would be born with a disability, or to wait, knowing
that the child then would be born healthy. Harris argues that our

judgment would depend upon whether or not the child was replaceable,
that is, although waiting would preclude the (first) child's only
chance of life, the woman would be wrong in not waiting because it
would bring needless, avoidable suffering into the world. If, however,
this was her only chance to have a child, it would be a different
story:

So long as the handicapped children will none the less have lives
that are on balance worth living, the parents would be

contributing more happiness than misery to the world. . . . So,
in addition to weighing the avoidable suffering . . . we have to
count in the happiness of such children also, and we have to

consider the avoidable suffering to the parents . . . and also .
. . the attack upon their equal status as citizens (Harris, 1989,

p. 143).

Perhaps the different Swedish viewpoint on the potential suffering of
children of single mothers and lesbians can be attributed to a more

gloomy outlook on life in general, which places an emphasis on

suffering rather than joy (cf. Daun, 1989). Harris further makes the

point that inferences that someone perhaps ought not to have children
must be treated separately from the question of whether they should be
allowed (or helped) to have children (Harris, 1989, p. 148). Denying

certain groups of people the right to have children wrongs them in
three ways; it denies them an experience which "gives point and
meaning to existence"; singles them out, stigmatizes them, and
publicly insults them in a way difficult to defend against; and
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stigmatizes and singles them out for particularly severe scrutiny if

they, against all odds, become pregnant (Harris, 1989, p. 149). Limits
to the right to found a family must be very strong:

unfitness must be palpable and demonstrable, not statistical,

speculative, or based on sheer prejudice (Harris, 1989, p. 152).

Compulsory heterosexuality is a part of patriarchy, labelling as
loose, lesbian, or spinster, any woman who is not attached to a man
(e.g., Ferguson, 1989; Rich, 1983; Rubin, 1975). These labels have
served as mechanisms of social control, inducing women to affiliate
with a man in order to avoid social sanctions. In the words of

feminist poet Adrienne Rich, the pressures inducing women to get
married are tremendous:

Women have married because it was necessary, in order to survive
economically, in Order to have children who would not suffer

economic deprivation or social ostracism, in order to remain

respectable, in order to do what was expected of women because of
coming out of 'abnormal' childhoods they wanted to feel 'normal,'
and because heterosexual romance has been represented as the

great female adventure, duty, and fullfillment (Rich, 1983, p.
162, emphasis added).

It may be concluded that only a policy requiring a heterosexual
relationship in order to obtain basic necessities of life (medical
care, housing, employment) would exceed the compulsory heterosexuality
expressed by the DI policy adopted in Sweden. To counter claims for
equal rights with statements that these women still can become
pregnant through casual intercourse, seems not only unethical
(Respondent Interview, # 26), but more importantly humiliating. It
conjures notions of a ritual of deference. Furthermore, single women
or lesbians who resort to using DI illegally would not receive the

financial contribution that the state provides other single parents
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(SOU 1983:42, pp. 144-145). 43 This contribution (not to be confused

with the child allowance given all parents) is meant to replace
financial support lost in the case of a divorce or desertion. While

withholding this compensation may be understandable from the

perspective of some adults ("She knew what she got into"), it not only
is incomprehensible from a consideration of the needs of the child,

but is also a distinct example of the pressures exerted upon women to
conform to the norm of the heterosexual nuclear family.

Pateman (1988), discussing the patriarchal structure of the

economy of the welfare state, argues that in the patriarchal welfare
state women have not yet achieved full citizenship. In the patriarchal
welfare state, "Women are not incorporated as citizens like men, but
as members of the family" (Pateman, 1988, pp. 235-236). This is in
part because of the patriarchal definition of "citizen," which is
based on men's attributes, capacities, and activities and which does
not value women's capacities, activities, and needs (Pateman, 1988, p.
252). It would thus appear that full "equality" is not possible
without a change in the nature of the welfare state.

Denying lesbian and single women access to DI, although not
construed as such, amounts to a form of screening. As in screening,

the potential parent is assumed incompetent in advance (or guilty) and
she must prove herself competent (or innocent). This in itself raises
serious ethical problems (e.g., Harris, 1989; Overall, 1987). With

respect to lesbians and single women, the policy goes a step further,
precluding them from any attempts at demonstrating competence as

parents. As with screening, a policy regarding access to reproduction
speaks to the kinds of citizens considered desirable for a nation.

9.2.2 Consent
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The consent clause, which appears justifiable at a first glance,

also serves patriarchy. That is, from a perspective of men having
"sown their wild oats" for centuries, it may appear reasonable that a
man not be able to renege on his legal responsibilities toward the

offspring (nor the woman on hers). And from his perspective it may
appear reasonable that he, before accepting responsibility for the

offspring, have an opportunity to consent to the conception.

However, if one juxtaposes men's responsibility for their
offspring with women's control over their reproductive capacity,
keeping in mind that certain women are denied access altogether, the
consent clause looks different. First, the woman obviously does not

have control over her reproductive capacity, since she, once again, is

dependent upon the presence and permission of a man.

The philosopher Christine Overall (1987), discusses the

difference between spousal Consent as a necessary condition for
obtaining DI in contrast to informing one's husband. Requiring
consent, she argues, is morally unjustified as it grants the husband

the power to deny DI to the wife, completely disregarding her
reproductive freedom:

This requirement exists in spite of the fact that the problem of
infertility is not hers but his; he permits her recourse to AID,
although she could just as well have become pregnant through

sexual intercourse with another man (Overall, 1987, p. 181).

Requiring consent "implicitly assents to the myth of the conniving
female who uses her reproductive capacities to manipulate a male"
(Overall, 1987, p. 182) while revering the male's reproductive choice.
Issues of reproductive autonomy, Overall argues, cannot be

simplistically transferred from one gender to the other, because women
and men are not exactly the same with respect to the choice to
reproduce. Although male reproductive autonomy should be considered in

207



an ethical analysis, a failure to consent is too often linked to
exemption from parental responsibility, which is not in the child's
best interest (Overall, 1987, p. 183). The mere possibility of a
conniving female is not, in Overall's view, sufficient to mandate that
she obtain consent from the husband. Requiring consent from the
husband, she states "can be wholly explained by reference to the
requirements of patriarchal dominance" (Overall, 1987, p. 181).

Secondly, the consent clause attempts to bind the couple forever
in a nuclear family. Take for example, the mandate that the wife is to
approve of her husband's consent:

The approval is needed so that no doubts can emerge in retrospect

regarding her wishes. . . . The approval means that the woman is
aware of and accepts the consequences of the consent, i.e. that

the man is the child's legal father (SOU 1983:42, p. 105,
emphasis added).44

Given the focus on a father figure in the rest of the Inquiry report,
this mandate appears to serve the purpose of ensuring that the mother

not prevent the child, once born, from having a father. Apparently it
was irrelevant whether or not the child is better off without the

involvement of this particular father, e.g., the benefits or
detriments for the child of the father reneging his legal

responsibilities, or his being forced into taking on paternity against
his will.

Furthermore, the Director General of the National Board of Health

and Welfare was quoted during the debate as wanting to charge donors

with paternity if there was no consent from a husband/co-habitant
(e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 13 December, 1983; Ystads Allehanda, 14
December, 1983). Mass media had earlier responded overwhelmingly
negatively to suggestions by Tor Sverne that the donor might be made

responsible for the offspring (Dagens Nyheter, Goteborgsposten, and
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Jonkopingsposten, 1 April, 1983; Norrkopings Tidningar, 15 April,
1983). Nevertheless, it may not be widely known that the existing
implementation guidelines state that donors are to be given an
opportunity, in fact are to be encouraged, it appears, to take on
paternity should consent from a social father be missing (SOSFS

1987:6, p. 27 and 29). It is unclear whether a donor can do so in face

of opposition by the mother. As evidenced in the Inquiry report, the
underlying assumption is that each child needs a father regardless of
potential negative consequences for the mother or the child.

9.2.3 Donor disclosure

With the emergence of new reproductive technologies the role of
the genetic link has become a topic of intense controversy in ways
that it has not been in the past. With increase in usage of these

technologies, and inevitable conflicts between the many parties
involved, the controversy is likely to increase. It is an area of

rapid social change. In Western Society many people are confused and
conflicted about the importance of this link, denying and recognizing
it simultaneously (cf. Rothman, 1989), and, for lack of empirical

evidence, constructing meanings for other actors. The specific
meanings of this link for members in society are partly contingent
upon social position and the associated interests.

New reproductive technologies will provide opportunities hitherto

not available to ascertain the social significance of biological
linkage. Until such time, assertions about its significance are
important in that they may protect vested interests and/or reinforce
other claims. For example, it has been suggested that the desire for

genetic ties in Western society may be caused by the commodification
of children. As in the case of commodities, it is important to possess
one's own, that is, having genetic ties to one's children (Overall,
1987, p. 148). Such a perspective, which associates the desire for

genetic offspring with commodification, might explain views that
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infertility is a "luxury disease," a claim that was frequently made in
the Swedish debate. This example points to the potential significance
of other social Constructions in this arena: that the genetic tie is

less significant for women than is the experience of pregnancy (e.g.,
Overall, 1987) while the tie is of paramount importance for individual
men; that the desire for genetic offspring is irrational (Bayles,
1984, cited in Overall, 1987); that men are more willing to adopt than
are women (claimed in the Swedish debate).

Social constructions of the genetic tie and the associated issue
of donor disclosure carry particular significance for single women and

lesbians using DI. Especially significant, and overlooked in the
debate, are the ways in which "truth" is socially constructed.

The Swedish debate was largely carried out over "the secrecy of
insemination," and the "lies" associated therewith.* Prior to any

specific policy recommendations, the discourse did not distinguish
between non-disclosure of the fact of insemination and non-disclosure

of donor identity. Non-disclosure, lying (and its antonym, telling the
truth) and secrecy are distinctly different phenomena, with different
moral implications. In the words of philosopher and ethicist Sissela
Bok:

there can be no presumption either for or against secrecy in
general. Secrecy differs in this respect from lying (Bok, 1984,

pp. 26–27).

In contrast to lying, which is prima facie wrong, secrecy may be a
questionable practice, but is not inherently so. Although secrecy can
be harmful it also serves important functions for human autonomy (Bok,
1984). The terminology used in the Swedish debate was replete with

moral evaluations of behavior. Each term used, rather than signifying
whether something is a truth or a lie, is an indication of a

particular social construction of the disclosure area, a construction
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encompassing certain vested interests. Social power would accrue to
those actors who managed to assert their definitions. Similarly,
Constructions might stem from existing power relations. I suggest that

viewing disclosure as an issue of secrecy, lies, and truth, rather
than one of privacy or confidentiality, reflected a sense of threat to
the existing social order, an issue discussed further in the next
chapter (for a discussion of the public-private dimension, see Tefft,

1980; Warren and Laslett, 1980).

For single women and lesbians using DI, the distinctions between

truth and lying, and between disclosure of fact and of donor identity
have been significant (see Chapter 3). While disclosure of the fact of

insemination has been less of an issue, donor anonymity has been
desirable because it affords protection against future claims on the
offspring by the donor (e.g., Kritchevsky, 1981; Robertson, 1986;
Stern, 1980; Sutton, 1980).” Through the effort to preclude this
possibility the Swedish DI policy affirms and protects patriarchy.

Notwithstanding the confusion over the meaning of genetic ties,
patriarchal kinship, in which fatherhood is construed to reside in

genetic contribution is one of the foundations of patriarchy.
Symbolically, by not allowing the identity of the donor to remain
unknown in the disclosure policy enacted, the Swedish state affirmed
this aspect of patriarchy.” In addition, the fact that mandatory
disclosure ostensibly was unwanted by most potential DI parents and

donors and thus likely to limit or decrease the use of DI, the policy
would have the effect of decreasing the threat to patriarchy posed by
DI itself.

-

9.2.4 Adultery

Prevention of infidelity on part of the wife is, in the view of
some, a key function of DI, more important than averting childlessness

(e.g., Pollitt, 1987),48 the underlying assumptions being first, that
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childless women whose partners are infertile might resort to having
intercourse outside of the marriage in order to become pregnant, and
secondly that the body of the wife becomes the property of the husband
as a result of the marriage vows.

I posit that the earlier focus on adultery is linked to the
present focus on donor anonymity. While a discourse of adultery
focuses on the marital union, and the discourse of donor disclosure

focuses on the child, there are elements of disclosure and betrayal

common to both. For the man, they can pose related questions, having
to do with men's uncertainty as to whether or not they are the father
of a child, and whether or not the woman has been faithful.4° Both

adultery and the use of anonymous donor would be causes for concern in
a patrilineal society, in which protection of lineage is vital to the
social order. The Haparanda case as well as court cases elsewhere

point to the relevance of this concern for individual men in the case
of insemination by an anonymous donor, entailing the difficulty of
establishing whether the child was conceived through insemination with
the partner's consent, through the couple's intercourse, or through
the woman's infidelity with another man.59

On the societal level the importance of descent has been

intimated by suggestions such as that made by Robyn Rowland (1985)
that the DI child's access to information regarding origins affects
everybody in society, because all children will be open to doubt
regarding their parentage (i.e., paternity) when birth certificates do
not indicate the child's biological father (cf. Feversham, 1960).

While individual social fathers in certain instances may have the

conflicting interest in retaining donor anonymity as was argued in the
Swedish debate, this does not preclude adultery from lingering in the
background and informing views of DI, particularly as articulated by
the church. DI by an anonymous donor can be viewed as a modern form of

adultery, posing similar threats to traditional views of marriage and
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the role of women. ” Adulterers, says Teichman (1982), "are good
symbols for liars," and in the Swedish debate donor anonymity had a
strong association with lying.

9.2.5 Illegitimacy

DI has stood the whole notion of illegitimacy on its head because
it allows for the absence of a sexual relation and the absence of a

male to confer legitimacy. Traditionally the status of illegitimacy
was a result of a mother having committed adultery or of a sexual
liaison between an unmarried woman and man. Illegitimacy as an
institution has been the product as well as the means for reinforcing
male dominance (Donovan, 1982–83).

In the Swedish policy debate considerations of the child's
legitimacy status were downplayed, and the notion of illegitimacy was
dismissed as outdated. On the surface this may seem to be a radical
departure from past traditions of determining the child's status by
reference to the father. In suggesting that illegitimacy is an

outdated notion Swedes expressed pride about having eliminated the

stigma children suffer as a result of their parents' (particularly
that of their mothers') actions. This pride misses the point, however,
that the major function of illegitimacy is to control (women's) sexual
activity and reproduction (Teichman, 1982), and that other means for
doing so either remain or have replaced illegitimacy as traditionally
defined:

an illegitimate child is a child whose conception and birth did
not conform to the institutional rules which, in its parents'
community, govern reproduction (Teichman, 1982, p. 80, italics
omitted).

As suggested in the quotation, the notion of illegitimacy is likely to
remain although the particular definition changes. Furthermore, while
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the mother and her child may be allowed to live, unpunished, in
today's society, sanctions may not be necessary if the structural
conditions are insurmountable and prevent women from having children
without fathers in the first place. Thus while the Swedish lack of
Concern with illegitimacy may appear radical at first glance, in the
case of DI it was accomplished by excluding single or lesbian women
from access to DI, justified by appeals to the child's best interest
(i.e., having a father). This action was consistent with the state's
tradition of securing a father for each child, with sanctions for

mothers not cooperating in that process (cf. Nordborg, 1985), rather
than questioning the supreme value of the nuclear family and securing

equal status for all children, regardless of family structure. The
issue of illegitimacy was subtly transformed, shifting the focus from
the child's status to the presence of a father, possibly legitimizing
the ideology of a need for a father. Thus the potentially
controversial issue of the child's social status being determined by
reference to the father was skirted by ensuring a father for each

child. Or, in the words of one writer commenting several years prior

to the Swedish legislation:

It seems that now the stigma of bastardy is declining new
legislation is needed in order to retain men's rights over women
and children (Hanmer, 1981, p. 181).

In contrast, legislation in the state of California, for example,

appears to have aimed at ensuring, not necessarily that a father
exists, but that there will be no conflict over claims of paternity

(see Table 3, Appendix C). Juxtaposing the meaning of illegitimacy
with the issue of access for single or lesbian women thus reveals an

implicit conservatism in the notion that illegitimacy has been "done
away with." In fact, one definition of illegitimacy has been
substituted for another. Furthermore, past traditions regarding

illegitimacy were invoked in order to justify claims regarding the
child's need for a known donor or father, as discussed earlier. Thus
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while certain stigma resulting from illegitimacy had been "done away
with," the concept was nevertheless retained and used by the state as
a mechanism of social Control.

Finally, it should be remembered that the notion of illegitimacy

in the West has been closely linked to the economics of caring for the
child. The illegitimate or unwanted child is the child expected to
become a burden to the state and taxpayers (Teichman, 1982). The
state's interest in economic support for the child has been evident in
several insemination court cases in the United States from at least

the 1960s and on.”

9.3 Conclusion

Given the emphasis on the social ideal of gender equality in

Swedish society, it is perhaps surprising that the threat DI poses to

patriarchy was obscured in the debate. Most participants in the debate
appear not to have perceived the legislation as an effort to retain a

patriarchal social order. This raises the issue of false
Consciousness. In other words, if arguments against the patriarchal

nature of the legislation were not articulated, should one infer that

participants in the debate and non-participants were "misinformed"? I
suggest that the emphasis on the individual, potential child, and on
individual childless men and women obscured the role of the state.

Furthermore, a debate of this complex nature necessarily contains many
contradictory claims. Thus individual men may at times have interests
that are contradictory to those of the state, as in the case of not

wanting disclosure, while at other times their interests correspond to
those of the state, as in the case of not allowing single or lesbian

women access to DI. Sweden, I suggest, represents a case of patriarchy
in which:

The power and capriciousness of husbands is being replaced by the

arbitrariness, bureaucracy, and power of the state, the very

state that has upheld patriarchal power (Pateman, 1988, p. 255).
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In this case the transition from father to husband to "public
patriarchy" (Ferguson, 1989) has been obscured, perhaps in part
because of citizens' strong identification with "society," and its
lack of separation from that of "the state."

The status of women, as indicated by the institutions of
heterosexuality, marriage, illegitimacy and adultery, is very much

linked to children and definitions of the family:

Basically the law has not been interested in maternity as a
vehicle of 'rights' for women in the way that paternity has
always implied 'rights' for men (Smart, 1987, p. 115).

Feminists have long recognized the centrality of ideologies of
childrearing and motherhood for patriarchal control of women. The

patriarchal Construction of COImpulsory motherhood, for example, has
been a key issue in the women's liberation movement of this century.
"The family" has been a gate-keeper for full citizenship in society,
giving women little autonomy or identity apart from the family (e.g.,
Veevers, 1973). This apparently is true for contemporary Sweden as
well.

Feminists such as Shulamith Firestone (1970), Adrienne Rich

(1983), and Gayle Rubin (1975) have explicated the significance of
heterosexual love and intimacy for the oppression of women. According

to Rubin, the oppression of homosexuals and the oppression of women
stem from the same source, suggesting that no woman is "equal" as long
as lesbians and single women are stigmatized or denied certain rights

simply on the basis that they are not attached to a man.

While the separation of sexuality and reproduction challenges
men's power over women's bodies, the power accorded men in
heterosexual relationships appears not to have been challenged by
existing Swedish policies for equality. While claims are made that

216



"the mother—monopoly" must be erased in order that "fatherhood shall
have a chance" (e.g., Ingrid Kierkegaard, Nerikes Allehanda, 10 June,
1984), others suggest that reproductive technologies are engendering a

growing biologism upon which men base their claims to children, in "a
reassertion of patriarchal authority in the family" (Smart, 1987, p.
100. See also Zipper and Sevenhuijsen, 1987). Corea (1985) suggests
that patriarchy Copes with DI by contracting or expanding the role of
the donor according to the circumstances. In a similar vein,

the primary aim of law is to link biological fathers to children

where it is the biological father who is most likely to reproduce
the nuclear family structure. Where the biological father is not
available, or is unsuitable . . . the Social father will suffice

(Smart, 1987, p. 114).

The heterosexual nuclear family is both a sacred idea and a

material entity. While divorce rates and other phenomena may suggest a

discrepancy between the ideal and reality, DI nevertheless threatens

an important belief system. If such a belief system were already under
pressure, the threat might be even greater. One of the purposes served
in the Swedish debate was to define certain types of families as

pathological, which would reinforce idealized notions of what a normal

family is. In this sense the debate and policy Constituted a ritual

reaffirmation of existing values.
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CHAPTER 10

THE CHILD'S BEST INTEREST IN THE SERVICE OF LEGITIMACY

10.1 Introduction

The Swedish donor insemination legislation is a policy "with no
bite" and therefore, it is largely symbolic. The significance of the
legislation resides not primarily in the legislation itself, but in
the ways in which ideas, beliefs and interests were affirmed through
the debate and legislation. In this chapter I suggest ways in which

the debate was part of a larger issue of legitimacy or legitimation

that goes beyond patriarchy. Donor insemination, I suggest, became a
metaphor for social disintegration.

Features of DI itself made it advantageous for a legitimation
attempt by the state--for example, the issue of disclosure and truth.

The themes that bolstered the CBI argument and which furthered the

legitimacy of the state include the notion of the slippery slope, the
concern that "politicians are left behind," the common statement that
the DI debate was an "ethical" debate, the government's position on
disclosure, and the ways in which the state constructed DI as a social
problem. Through these themes the government or state increased its

legitimacy by portraying itself as taking action, protecting its
citizens (particularly the weakest ones), and being a voice of truth
divested from any interests of its own. Traditional values were

affirmed in the process.

10.2 The slippery slope

The notion of the slippery slope is associated with a concern
that "things are getting out of control." The term encompasses a
concern with technology and the values of society as well as the fear
regarding social disintegration. It is, in short, a deep concern for
the future frequently associated with feelings of despair, fear and
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crisis, rather than joy, hope, and meaning. Its specific meaning as
related to DI is described in Chapter 3, centering on concerns with
objectification and commodification of human beings.

A sense of crisis and uncertainty rather than optimism appears to
be characteristic of the present period in history, reflected, for

example, in concerns about the "fiscal crisis of the state," the
' and the "crisis of the family," (for a"environmental crisis,'

discussion of these themes see, e.g., Schaar, 1981). In the present
period of rapid social change an earlier belief in "progress" may
appear to have been an illusion.

While a concern with the future may be a universal feature in the
world today, the response is likely to vary depending upon the
culture. Although frequently described as Socially progressive,

urbanized, and sexually permissive, Contemporary Sweden nevertheless
has its roots in a tradition of parochialism associated with being a

small and homogeneous society (e.g., Popenoe, 1988, p. 139). Further,
social engineering is a predominant feature of Swedish society. The

net of social welfare programs providing for social security is well

known. As noted in Chapter 2 taking risks is not a highly valued

behavior. Risks frequently experienced and to a certain extent taken

for granted in many other cultures (e.g., economic, ecological) are
largely absent in Swedish Society. Since security and predictability

are prevalent features of Swedish society, I suggest that the

uncertainty inherent in the slippery slope would be acutely

experienced in Swedish culture.

Among the many issues on the slippery slope, donor insemination
and other reproductive technologies "crystallize issues at the heart
of contemporary Controversies over sexuality, parenthood, reproduction
and the family" (Stanworth, 1987b, p.18). These technologies bring to
the forefront existing ambivalence about the meaning of genetic ties.

The concern with genetic parenthood, according to Stanworth, is rooted
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in contemporary anxieties and strains regarding family life. As an

example, divorce can be viewed not only as the breakdown of the family
but also leads to great self-consciousness and uncertainty "about the
ties that bind individual parents to individual children." Genetic
ties become an increasingly important symbol of permanence in a world
of great uncertainty (Stanworth, 1987b, p. 19).

On a level of social organization, donor insemination became a

metaphor for social disintegration. It afforded an opportunity to play
out Concerns regarding Solidarity and the source of Community, e.g.,

the nature of the ties keeping the community together, distinctions

between members and nonmembers, processes for becoming a

member/citizen, what constitutes a good member/citizen, what
characteristics are desirable in future members/citizens. These

concerns were articulated in the debate through the issues of

disclosure, psychosocial screening, and access to DI. The policy
proposals for these issues served to articulate the boundaries of a

symbolic Community.

I have discussed how past concerns with children increased during

times of chaos and rapid social change. This might explain the
emphasis on the needs of the child in contrast to those of the
parents. As a representation of the future, the pure, innocent child
may be seen as a redeemer of the social order (cf. Sommerville, 1982).

10.3 "Politicians stranded" and "we must put on the brakes"

The slippery slope is a vague, yet persistent, notion of
boundaries being pushed out of control. It introduces new issues and
questions without providing answers. In this context, it is not

surprising if the role of politicians takes on increased significance.

In the Swedish DI debate, many comments were made to assert that it
was unacceptable for physicians to attempt to "play god the father"
over medical technology and research. "Society" must take charge and
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"put on the brakes," it was said, but the elected representatives of
society were "stranded" or had been "left behind" in this matter
(e.g., Goteborgs-Posten, 23 December, 1984; Uppsala Nya Tidning, 19
December, 1984).54 Thus there was a perception of a moral void,

putting great pressure on politicians to take some action in order to

retain their credibility.

Furthermore, there is a tradition of state regulation in Sweden.
As noted in Chapter 5, one effect of the existing lack of legislation
may have been a perception that DI somehow must be immoral. The lack
of public control also appears to have become confused or merged with
the issue of disclosure.

10.4 "An ethical debate"

Statements to the effect that the debate was "an ethical debate"

were frequently attributed to politicians. A key effect of this
description was, I suggest, that certain people became defined as
experts and given a voice of authority (e.g., theologians,
philosophers, rights advocates, the Child's Ombudsman). The term
"ethical" suggested that there somehow was a correct answer--a right
and a wrong to be determined by someone with the appropriate knowledge
and understanding. Further, these experts were portrayed as having no

personal interests in the the issues, while parents, for example, were
portrayed as having too great a personal investment to be able to be
objective. Use of the term "ethical" served not to politicize the
debate and to demonstrate that the passage of the legislation was

untainted by the dirt usually associated with politics, that the
decision in Parliament was "pure." Although the practice of DI was
defined as controversial, defining the debate as "ethical" served to
ignore the political sources of this conflict.
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Defining the debate as ethical evoked a certain kind of

discourse, legitimating certain kinds of knowledge, defining certain
issues (e.g., truth) as worthwhile, and pointing to the relevant
expertise. Because the definition of "ethical" was associated with
some of the disclosure advocates, and because it placed the discourse
out of the realm of the ordinary, it supported the prevailing
definition of the child's best interest.

10. 5 "The government stands for truth"

The Swedish value placed on honesty is described in Chapter 2. If

one accepts the notion of the present being infused with uncertainty
and a sense of social disintegration, it appears reasonable that

issues of disclosure and secrecy take on special meaning. Secrecy is,
after all, related to the unknown and results in decreased

predictability. If honesty is highly valued, an emphasis on the
importance of truth can become an antidote to the sense of crisis by
providing hope for the future. Since the use of medical technology was
a key component of the slippery slope, the ways in which medical

practitioners and researchers handled truth would become particularly

signficant. In fact a linkage of this nature was made several years
prior to the Inquiry by its ethical expert, who justified the claim in
favor of disclosure by reference to the needs for truth in science

(Fagerberg, 1980 and 1983).

I suggest thus that disclosure was seen as synonymous with truth,
and that the government's position was viewed as evidence that the
state was concerned about truth in general. At the least, the position
taken suggested that the state in the future would:

assert important ethical principles in the management of the many
sensitive issues that will result from new biological technology
(Vasterbottens-Kuriren, 17 April, 1984).
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Thus the issue of disclosure expanded and became a larger issue of

government policy on truth, which could only render a positive image
to the government, although at the cost of invading family privacy.

10.6 A social problem constructed and resolved by the state

According to Gusfield, "the conceptualization of situations as
'social problems' is embedded in the development of the welfare state"
(Gusfield, 1989, p. 432). A predisposition toward turning private
problems into public ones exists in the welfare state, and

furthermore, the process of defining something as a social problem

"suggests a social responsibility for resolving the resolvable"
(Gusfield, 1989, p. 432). In Swedish society, with its emphasis on
consensus (Daun, 1989) and a highly structured political culture
(Heclo and Madsen, 1987), this process is likely to be enhanced.

Gusfield's analysis focuses, as does much other social problems
literature, on the role of the "troubled persons professions" and mass
media in constructing and interpreting social problems. The Swedish
debate did not lend itself to making clear distinctions between

different interest or "image-making" groups and their part in the
construction of DI as a social problem. Based on the analysis in

previous chapters, I suggest a role of the state in the Construction

of DI as a social problem in Sweden (primarily through claims made in
the Inquiry report, by members of the Inquiry and by politicians). The
construction of the child's best interest and right to know donor
identity was one part of this construction, and it relied on the idea

that only the state could protect these needs and rights. The other
part was the Construction of potential DI parents.

The problem was construed as that of a conflict between the
parents and the child. A portrayal of parents as deviant and
undeserving was a important counter-image to the idea that the child's
interests were in need of protection. In this way the construction of
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DI parents buttressed the claim of the child's best interest by making
it more credible. The negative labelling of DI parents depoliticized
their responses, ignored structural aspects of the situation, while

turning them into issues of individual deficiencies and personal
responsibility (cf., Morgan, 1980, cited in Gusfield, 1989).

The portrayals of DI parents were reminiscent of the degradation
ceremonies described many years ago by Garfinkel (1956/1972). In such
processes a dialectical counterconception (e.g., the child's best
interest) must ideally appear to be morally required, taken for
granted, and producing consequences that cannot be empirically tested.
The objects of degradation ceremonies must be portrayed as standing
out of the Ordinary, while simultaneously any sense that their
behavior is a coincidence must be made inconceivable. Finally, the
person acting as denouncer must be a public rather than a private
person, and must construct a situation in which the audience assumes

they share an alikeness in essence with the denouncer. While there is

no evidence that potential DI parents underwent the total

transformation in terms of identity described by Garfinkel, the model

is nevertheless instructive. It points to the significance of the

statements made in the mass media by the head of the Inquiry, and to
the mechanisms of social control inherent in processes of
degradation.* The model shows how moral indignation may serve to

reinforce the solidarity of one group at the price of another.

The process of constructing DI parents as different from other

potential parents and attributing the problem to the "pathology" of
the individual rather than to social structure is also similar to the

process and ideology of victim-blaming (Ryan, 1976). People blame
victims in order to retain their beliefs in justice, and justice, at

least in Sweden, is carried out by the state.
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The extent to which a phenomenon "really" is a social problem can
always be contested, contingent upon various interests. Further, there

is a question as to whether the social problem as such is the real

concern, or whether it really provides a forum for underlying issues.
I have suggested that the nature and intensity of the Swedish DI
debate is best understood in the context of the social and cultural

changes of the time period of the debate. A further explanation for
the involvement of the state relies on the notion of legitimation
Crisis.

10.7 Legitimacy Crisis

The discussion of the slippery slope and the calls for

politicians to take action, to put on the brakes, alludes to a crisis
of confidence in existing values or social and political structures.

The term legitimation crisis is associated foremost with the work of
Jurgen Habermas (1973/1975). In its original formulation the term
referred to a breakdown of political legitimacy caused by a crisis in
the economic system because of the the contradictions of capitalist
accumulation and democracy. The crisis in the economic system is
displaced into the political arena. Growing realms of state

intervention are described as part of the crisis, causing further need
for legitimation. More generally the term has come to mean an
increasing difficulty by groups in power to legitimate the status quo
(e.g., Ritzer, 1983). A crisis of state legitimacy is played out in
the cultural, symbolic sphere rather than in the economic market. What

is at stake is the power and legitimacy of the state. The ways in
which knowledge claims are rendered credible and "truth" is
constructed become central issues. I am using the term legitimation
crisis broadly to describe a relationship between the government (or

state) and the people characterized by a challenge to government
credibility, an undermining in the bases of justification for state
action, and a crisis of social integration--in other words, a process
involving appeals to values, ethics, morals, and solidarity.
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The limitations of my access to data on current transformations
within Swedish society make the conclusions presented here tentative.

It is not clear to me, for example, what specific events or processes
would have caused a legitimation crisis, nor the nature of the

relationship of DI to an economic Crisis of Capitalism. Nor do I have
sufficient evidence from other spheres of Swedish culture to
corroborate my analysis. Only the bare outlines of the ways in which

the DI debate might have played a part in a legitimation crisis are
sketched herein.56

The notion of a Swedish legitimacy crisis is not original.
Analysts of the Swedish welfare state tend to take one position or the

other, either glorifying or expressing disillusionment with the state.
In a recent example, David Popenoe suggests that a downturn in the
Swedish economy between 1974 and 1982 was responsible for a
distinctive change in the Swedish political climate:

the politics and social spirit of Sweden had changed, for the
foreseable future, in a divisive direction. Symptomatic of the
change was the return of the Social Democrats in 1982 in an
election that was highly ideological in tone. There was rising

hostility within Sweden toward the welfare state, and the labor
peace that had made Sweden so exceptional among the world's
advanced nations began to break down (Popenoe, 1988, p. 137).

Popenoe (1988, p. 155–160) discusses the emergenece of a number of
social problems in Sweden in recent years and suggests that a spirit
of crisis prevailed in Sweden in the early 1980s. Zetterberg (1984)
suggests that there is a "new breed" of Swede, suspicious of
authority, concerned with invasions of privacy, and supportive of
individual rather than collective interests. Arne Ruth (1984)

similarly discusses "a climate of self-doubt" which characterized
Sweden in the 1980s. Qouting Dahrendorf, Ruth suggests a concern over
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the possibility that social democracy was approaching an end, a
concern which, if accurate, would go "to the very core of national
culture in the Nordic countries" (Ruth, 1984, p. 55). One of the
examples Ruth cites is the public controversy over children being
taken away by their parents due to suspected child abuse:

The real issue appears not to be the welfare of the children, but

the ideological question of the state's prerogatives versus
individual and family rights (Ruth, 1984, p. 58).

Other political and social scientists have also pointed out the sense
of political uncertainty and turmoil in the late 1970s and early

1980s, due in part to the succession of governments (e.g., Heclo and
Madsen, 1987; Milner, 1989). In these discussions, the controversy of
children taken into custody is a frequent example.

Many of the themes (particularly the child's best interest)
emphasized in the debate suggest a crisis of legitimation. Features of
DI itself made a legitimation attempt by the state advantageous, for
example, the issue of truth.

Truth is a central value to democracy and access to information
an interest of the citizens, yet the state has an interest in

concealment. The key issue is not the content, but the control, of
disclosure. Secrecy clearly entails power. From the viewpoint of the
state, privacy and secrecy of individual citizens are potential

threats to the public order because they diminish the possibility of
social control (e.g., Warren and Laslett, 1980). On the other hand,

cynicism about whether the government is disclosing the truth is part
of a legitimation crisis (e.g., Farris and Marsh, 1982; Kahn, 1988;
Pokulski, 1987). This points to the centrality of issues such as the

construction of knowledge and beliefs, accountability, and individual
autonomy for state legitimacy. Viewing the government policy on
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disclosure in this context renders it in a considerably different

light from one which constrains it to disclosure of donor anonymity.

In a legitimacy crisis the state's relation to future generations
becomes especially important, as the state depends upon the
ideological training of youth (see, e.g., Kapferer, 1987). The
emphasis on the child's best interest could possibly be viewed in this
context, as part of a youth policy focusing on future generations.
More likely the CBI argument was a way to affirm a value which has

been the basis of Swedish social democracy, that is, solidarity.

Solidarity, cooperation and consensus have been central to the Swedish
welfare state since its inception. The notion of "the people's home"
(folkhemmet) is the prime example of the strong linkage that exists in
Sweden between the state, government and social values. An undermining
of either of these units could have repercussions in the others. The
increasing emphasis on the child's best interest might forecast an
ideology which is replacing this symbol which has been key to
solidarity in the past. While the best interest of the child
undoubtedly is a genuine concern of the part of the state, emphasizing

this ideology could also serve the purpose of warding of a
legitimation crisis. A challenge to the CBI argument would then be a
charged issue, exemplifying a threat to widely shared values and the
basis of social order, perhaps explaining the victim-blaming of
potential DI parents.

A Swedish legitimacy crisis would be experienced as a threat not

only by the state, but by the citizens as well, perhaps accounting for
the intensity of the debate. Since Swedes frequently merge "the state"
with "society", it might be suggested that a legimation crisis might
impinge upon their sense of belonging, their identity as a nation.

Kenneth Thompson (1989), in a Durkheimian analysis of a public
controversy, suggests that the nation is an "imagined community",
frequently equated with the state. The nation is the most valued or
sacred "imagined community" of modern life, and "the symbolic process
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through which [it] . . . is imagined is always dynamic and contested"
(Thompson, 1989, p. 17). To the extent that the CBI had become viewed
as a national symbol of solidarity, challenging it would be tantamount

to a challenge to the principles supporting Social Democracy, and the
power of the state, but also the basis for belonging to this society.

10. 6 Conclusion

In conclusion, I suggest an intersection between the nature of
the DI debate and a state legitimation crisis. First, DI poses a

challenge to the existence of the patriarchal state, as discussed in
Chapter 9. Second, emergence of certain themes associated with DI (the

slippery slope, commodification, truth) can reflect an existing
legitimation crisis, indicating the need for state action. Third,
these themes can simultaneously provide the means for the state for

achieve greater legitimacy. In this debate, insemination with
anonymous donors became a metaphor for social disintegration, while
the CBI argument was a symbol for solidarity. Defining the debate as
"ethical" was a rejoinder to an existing or emerging legitimation
Crisis.
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CHAPTER 11

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

11.1 Conclusions

The Swedish controversy over donor insemination policy ostensibly
focused on the issue of disclosure. For some it also concerned the

power of the state to intervene in people's private lives. I have
suggested that disclosure took on a meaning that went beyond the
child's best interest. I suggest, furthermore, that the controversy
was part of a state legitimation Crisis. This was a symbolic debate,
which reaffirmed existing notions of personhood, status, and values.

By personhood I am referring to the fact that Sweden is a society
which is founded on the nuclear family, in which lesbians and single
women are precluded from creating families via use of DI. By the
state's definition, lesbians and single women are not suitable
parents, altogether barred from attempts to demonstrate their
competence for this social role. With respect to the notion of a

legitimation crisis, I have suggested that DI incorporates dimensions

that both challenge the state, highlight a an emerging crisis, and
provide the means for attempts to dispel a crisis. Further, I proposed
that "the child's best interest" is replacing "the people's home" as a
national symbol of solidarity.

The research shows the success of preserving the status quo by
appeals to a version of the sentimentalized child (the CBI argument)
buttressed by a contrasting image of morally corrupt parents and
donors. Central to the portrayal of parents was the theme that they
were using children "as means" for their own happiness, a political
argument premised on honorific values regarding honesty, solidarity,

selflessness, and commodification. Donors were portrayed as morally
suspect by being linked with commodification and irresponsibility. An
"us-them" dynamic was created, not only with respect to single women
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and lesbians, but also with respect to donors and the involuntarily
childless.

Other factors which contributed to the credibility of the CBI

argument include: (a) the appeal to past traditions of attending to
the needs of children; (b) use of the adoption analogy; (c) the

association with solidarity, a key Swedish value; and (d) the fact
that opponents to DI and/or advocates of disclosure were able to put
forth the CBI argument in the early stage of the debate, at the same

time defining its content. This had the effect of placing counter
claimants in a defensive position for the remainder of the debate.

The Haparanda case and the government Inquiry played central
roles in the debate, with the Haparanda case setting the stage for the
debate. Mass media's use of terms such as "fatherless" to describe the

consequences for the child served to dramatize the case and
established the boundaries of the discourse. Mass media simplified,

concretized, polarized, and intensified the issues in the case (cf.
Petersson, Westholm and Blomberg, 1989), thus legitimizing the need
for public control. The Inquiry, as a reflection of Swedish beliefs in
expertise, authority, impartiality, and the democratic process was
equally important. The evidence presented served to justify the CBI
argument. Particularly noteworthy features among the evidence
presented were: (a) the use of adoption as an analogy for DI; (b) the
emphasis on the social organization of DI; (c) the absence of data on

or the presence of either DI parents, offspring, or donors in the
Inquiry; (d) the selectivity of data; and (e) status quo arguments

used to justify its conclusions. Furthermore, in the public debate, DI
was construed as surrounded by "hanky-panky," a construction which
equated parental lack of disclosure of the fact of insemination and of
donor identity with lack of public control.
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The absence of empirical data and predominance of rhetoric in the

debate challenges the view of Sweden as a "rational" society, and as
one of the world's most secularized nations: "Religion and God . . .
are almost never invoked in Swedish public discourse" (Popenoe, 1988,
p. 138). This view, Common among Swedes, may have contributed to an

underestimation of the impact of Christianity on many beliefs,
including those concerning DI. The fact that public discourse rarely
invokes explicit religious symbols does not mean that religious views
are not exerting an influence. DI has traditionally been viewed

negatively by the church as, for example, in the case of adultery.
Furthermore, the child has in the past been constructed as a model for
Christian faith. The church was one of the early publishers of manuals

on childrearing, and has traditionally advocated awareness,
responsibility and maturity on the part of adults (Sommerville, 1982),
values used to justify disclosure in the Swedish debate.

The church has traditionally had a legitimizing function in
Society. With some exceptions (e.g., liberation theology), religious
institutions are inherently conservative, concerned with the

preservation of the status quo, and supporting the interests of the
state. In addition to its central role in the history of the child,

Christianity has played a major role in the development of the nuclear
Conjugal family, in opposing the separation of sexuality and

reproduction, in the degradation of women, and in the stigmatization
or persecution of homosexuals. I suggest the possibility that the
emphasis on the child's best interest in the DI debate represented an
affirmation of Christian faith, a reality hidden from view because of
the COTmon assumption that Sweden is a secular, rational Society in
which traditional Christian teachings are not part of public
discourse.

The rationality that permeates Swedish social life (see Daun,
1989), may have the effect of a lack of attention to symbols

generally, social Constructions (e.g., of stigma), subjectivity, and
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feelings. The findings in this research belie Sweden's image of
equality, suggesting the power of ideology. Once a belief in equality
is established, the State is not compelled to live up to this

reputation. This research speaks to the significance of "structures of
oppression" in Swedish society, raising barriers against the
introduction of views that challenge taken-for-granted reality. The
ideology of Sweden as a society of Consensus, homogeneity, and a model
of justice and equality make it difficult to recognize these

structures of oppression.

These structures have several components, some built into the

political system, and others operating primarily on the level of
values and ideology. The political system, for example, relying
heavily on "structured consultation" (Heclo and Madsen, 1987), sets up
barriers to entrance of emergent groups. If such groups are small in

size, and based on a stigmatized, sexual or reproductive identity,
these barriers are increased.

In Swedish society the Consensual language of social problems
(Gusfield, 1989) is compounded by a cultural ideology which disdains
conflict. Given the Swedish emphasis on conformity, avoidance of

disclosure, and impression management, it is not difficult to
understand the difficulty inherent in breaking through this ideology.
Forcefully expressing an alternate opinion is viewed as "raising your
voice" or "causing a scene." Such acts transgress socially accepted
boundaries of interaction, and undermine an individual's credibility.
Women do not dare raise their voice out of fear of being labelled "un
feminine." As one respondent stated, being viewed as "a fighter" is
not a compliment. Add to that the lack of a tradition of humour and a
tendency for discourse to emphasize facts rather than ideas, and a

picture emerges of a culture in which consensus is self-perpetuating.

Alternative frameworks are not simply ignored (Gusfield, 1989), but
are exceedingly difficult to voice because there is no context for
acknowledgement of multiple realities.
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The story of the debate is thus a story of how assumed consensus
works in favor of social control. First, reality was constructed as if
shared, as if self-evident; differences and Conflict were downplayed.

Second, a fear of social ostracism was played upon, taking the form of

ridicule, humiliation, labeling, stonewalling, etc. These methods were

exceedingly difficult to invalidate. Their effectiveness was
heightened when they focused on a person's identity, and/or were
targeted at women. The DI debate Contained frequent appeals to the
ideal person: One who is mature, responsible, aware, serious.
Existing social structures, such as the heterosexual nuclear family,
were rarely if ever questioned, with the result that the debate was
depoliticized (cf. Gusfield, 1989). Rather than challenging societal
attitudes or assumptions, prevailing beliefs were reaffirmed, i.e.
homosexuals should not have children because of the assumed

stigmatization of the children, and involuntarily childless men and
women and others should simply change their attitudes. The debate

testified to the existence of a "rehabilitation ideology", in which
emphasis is placed on individual adjustment, consensus, and

acceptance, based on the assumption that there is no conflict between
the needs of the individual and the state (Ansbach, 1979).

These conclusions suggest a functional model of society, in which
the survival of society (and the family) is of the highest priority, a

society which is based on Consensus, in which change is orderly and
regulated. The research demonstrates how the status quo is used to
justify the status quo, and suggests some of the processes through
which ideology becomes legitimated. This raises significant questions

about social change in a homogeneous, Social Democrat welfare state.
It raises serious questions about the state and its "experts" as
agents of change, and points to the significance of studying how

social change does occur in such a society.

11.2 Significance
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In this research I have attempted to integrate a feminist
perspective, social problems analysis, and a grounded theory method of
data analysis, while also taking into account the cultural context of
the debate.

The use of the grounded theory method distinguishes this research

from other analyses of reproductive technology. While feminist
sensibilities were a source of my interest in the debate and informed

the questions I asked of the data, the inductive analysis implies that
the answers to the questions raised are grounded in the data. Further,

much of contemporary feminist analysis in the United States is based
on a Marxist critique of the capitalist values associated with such
technologies. This study of regulation in a Social Democracy pays
attention to values that are not usually thought of as related to the

economic structures of society. The findings point to the importance

in Sweden of values which have a Kantian Origin (e.g., respect,

maturity, honesty), and the outgrowths of these values (e.g.,
conformity, avoidance of conflict).

This research went beyond an analysis of the stakes of key
participants (e.g., physicians), and studied the political process of
developing DI policy, taking into account the constructions of
participants in the DI enterprise. As a study of the politics over a

social problem, it offers a view of this process within a society
premised on Social Democracy and social engineering. It shows how
values are both a source of, and a resource in, the construction of a

social problem. The feminist perspective contributes to the social

problems analysis by shedding light on otherwise neglected dimensions.
Rather than taking a position that the validity of the claims

presented in the emergence of a social problem should be ignored by
the analyst (e.g., Spector and Kitsuse, 1987), a feminist viewpoint

considers the validity of claims as part of the findings.
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The conclusions suggested are not intended to bring a blanket

indictment against Swedish society, Social Democracy, or the

participants in the debate. The conclusions point to the power of

taken for granted assumptions in a low context culture. The strength
of this research lies in the attempt to critically question such

assumptions.

11.3 Implications for research and policy

Some obvious areas of research are indicated by the results of
this study, foremost among them being research on the experiences of
donors, DI parents, and offspring. A phenomenological approach would
be advantageous for such research, attempting to understand how these

actors construct their situation and the meaning of DI. A problem with

such research is that, in an effort to understand the experiences and
dispel stereotypes (e.g., regarding disclosure), its mere existence
makes the phenomenon of DI appear "unnatural." A perspective which is
based not in assumptions about conformity, but which affirms diversity
might mitigate against such effects. The consequences of the enacted
legislation and the 1980–1984 debate on the lives of the participants

would be of particular interest.

Since disclosure was at the forefront of the debate and analogies
were frequently drawn from past patterns of the phenomenon of
"putative fathers," research in this arena would be beneficial,
exploring questions of the following nature: how do present

experiences of this phenomenon differ from the past, and under what
Conditions does disclosure take place; how do children and their

families experience disclosure, and what, if any, have been the
effects on their lives.

The research also raises serious questions about the status of
women in Sweden. In addition to the lack of access to DI for single
women and lesbians, the use of the CBI argument in the Swedish debate
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is reminiscent of the trend in other nations pitting of the fetus
against the mother. It is noteworthy that women did not act as a group
to oppose the legislation. The debate and legislation reveals the

ideological dominance of the state, in spite of, or perhaps due to,
the rhetoric of equality. I suggested in Chapter 9 that dependence

upon the state for improving the status of women has obscured the ways
in which the state itself contributes to women's oppression. Women's
reproduction is apparently not perceived as a legitimate basis for

interest group politics in Sweden, and it is questionable whether any
of women's needs are perceived as such.

The women's movement was viewed with much hostility and suspicion
in Sweden (Lovenduski, 1986; Scott, 1982); women are uncomfortable

with advancing issues in terms of women's needs (Lundell, 1984); they
have difficulty "being heard" and "taken seriously" (Peterson, 1985);
and women themselves perceive "self-liberation" as "too
individualistic" (Peterson, 1985). It appears that it is difficult for
women in Sweden to take the needs of women seriously. Further,
arguments such as being "too selfish" are likely to affect women the
most as they hit at the core of "womanhood." Yet, the increasing
emphasis placed on the well-being of the fetus in the usage of new
reproductive technologies reveals the danger in women justifying their
decisions with reference to the needs of the child.

I suggest that a fruitful area for further inquiry is to study
the status of women in Sweden from a perspective that assumes that

women have not achieved equality with men, and asks questions as to
why they may participate in state interventions that perpetuate gender
based oppression, what prevents women from organizing on the basis of
women's interests, and so on. Such a perspective, by turning upside
down prevailing assumptions, might reveal a dimension of women's lives
hitherto hidden by the rhetoric of equality.
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make

The following recommendations are articulated in an attempt to
them relevant in light of Swedish values:

Sweden is no longer as homogeneous a society as it was in the

beginning of this century. I suggest that Swedish policy would

benefit from a perspective in which the possibility of multiple
realities is recognized and given attention. The notion of a

society in which consensus predominates is unlikely to be
accurate, does not serve the needs of those who are not

incorporated into the system of "structured consultation" (Heclo
and Madsen, 1989), and goes against the grain of the Swedish
concern with equality. An acknowledgement of diversity of people

and values would enrich Swedish Culture, and an acknowledgement
of the complexity of each individual would serve the citizens
better.

With respect to women, I suggest that the notion of women's
equality must seriously consider the possibility that women's
needs are different from those of men. Given the nature of the

welfare state, any definition of women's interests which does not
take into account gender based needs (including a denial of

separate sexual, reproductive, and bodily needs) is likely to
simply transfer male-defined needs onto women. Women need to be

considered apart from the family. It may be, however, that such
efforts must come from outside of the system, not supported by

the state, in order not to become coopted.

With respect to sexual orientation, I suggest that sexual
affinity liberation be viewed as a social issue which can have

positive Consequences for all members of society, including

heterosexuals, rather than a project undertaken out of pity or
compassion, with the view of homosexuals as less fortunate.

Furthermore, I suggest that any attempts for change be undertaken
on the basis of an assumption that homosexuals are happy about
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who they are, feel well-adjusted, and make for no better nor no

worse parents than does anyone else.

Childlessness is a status issue, as revealed in the debate. It

appears, based on the DI debate, that more phenomenological
research is needed to understand the meaning of this experience
in Sweden. Such research should include an examination of

experiences with infertility services and the effects of the

debate and legislation on involuntarily childless men and women:
did it change their attitudes toward DI and toward disclosure;
did it affect experiences of stigma; what kind of decisions have
they made with respect to having children since that time. This

research should make an effort to "bracket" deterministic
assumptions about the reasons why men and women want children,
and why they want biological offspring in particular. Such

research must proceed on the assumption that each person

experiences childlessness differently. As noted by Stanworth

(1987b), stating that motivations for motherhood (or fatherhood)
are "shaped" is not to say that they are determined by the
environment, "and a rejection of childbearing . . . is not
necessarily a more authentic choice" than is childbearing
(Stanworth, 1987b, p. 17).

Studying processes of social change in a Social Democracy is an
important area of research. The following questions would be

fruitful to investigate: a) does social change occur only through
"social engineering"?; b) does such society only change in
directions affirming the status quo?; c) does society only change
through established political structures?; and d) what happens

when subversive activities are attempted?
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The Swedish DI debate is an example of how personal troubles
become public issues (Mills, 1959). The study was at one level an
analysis of the medicalization and regulation of a non-traditional

mode of Conception. At a deeper level it is a study of a society
itself, casting light on the social construction of a social problem,
the regulation of citizenship and the perpetuation of structures of
oppression under the banner of equality.
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Footnotes

1. Daun drew upon a wide variety of data for his conclusions; a 1970

study of 1,000 respondents utilizing a personality schema (CMPS) based
on the Thematic Aperception Test, a 1981 interview with 954 Swedes for

the European Values System Study (EVSS), surveys of 423 Swedish
college students in the late 1980s, and personal observations.

2. The interested reader can find recent comparisons of the status of
women in Sweden and other nations in e.g., Bashevkin (1985);

Lovenduski (1986); Lovenduski and Hills (1981); Qvarfort, McCrea and
Kolenda (1988); Randall (1987); Ruggie (1984); and Scott, (1982).

3. In this dissertation all translations from Swedish have been done

by myself.

4. In the German case the husband denied paternity on the basis that
the marriage had never been consummated and sued his wife for
adultery. The wife responded that the child was a result of semen

collected and self-inseminated after a nocturnal emission by her
husband. The case is discussed in Jensen (1982). The Canadian case,

Orford v. Orford (1921), involved a divorce, alimony claims, and
charges of adultery. The British case, Russell v. Russell (1924),
involved issues of consent and adultery, as did the Italian case (see
Jensen, 1982). For a description of what appears to be the same

Italian case, the case of a female schoolteacher sentenced to 20 years
in prison for conjugal infidelity, see also Maleina (1983–84). The

U.S. case, Hoch v. Hoch (1945), also involved charges of adultery.

5. The report by the Swedish Inquiry (see Chapter 4) recommended a)

that importing frozen sperm would be prohibited, and b) that sperm
frozen for use in DI only could be kept up to one year and must not be

aimed at organizing sperm banks for eugenic purposes. There would be
no freezing of sperm for husband insemination. The law as passed
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states merely that no import of sperm can be undertaken without

permission of the NBHW.

6. Screening may have improved since the publication of the OTA
report. In 1986 guidelines were issued by the American Association of
Tissue Banks (The Sperm Bank of California, n.d.) as well as the

American Fertility Society (American Fertility Society, 1986).

7. Due to limitations of space, usage in other nations is not

discussed here, but see the following sources, Daniels (1985) (New
Zealand); Novaes (1985) (France); Rosenkvist (1981) (Denmark); Jarrell

and Milner (1986) (Canada).

8. The U.S. Cases Strnad v. Strnad (1948), Ohlson v. Ohlson (1954),

Doornbos v. Doornbos (1954 and 1956), Gursky v. Gursky (1963),
Anonymous v. Anonymous (1964), People v. Sorensen (1968), Adoption of
Anonymous (1973), C.M. v. C.C. (1977), K.S. v. G.S. (1981), H. v. P.
(1982), and the Australian case Roberts v. Roberts (1971).

An illustration of the close interrelationships between the
issues of adultery, legitimacy, and Consent is provided by a 1982 case

in The Federal Republic of Germany. In that case the social father

contested the legitimacy of the child born even though he had
consented to DI. The trial revealed that he contested the legitimacy
because the child had been conceived by a friend rather than by DI
(Human Reproduction, no. 1, 1986, supplement 2, p. 11).

9. It is a rare or a non-existent case where a donor is completely
anonymous to all parties involved in the insemination (health care
provider, go-between, recipient, recipient's partner). There are
degrees of disclosure, with regard to what is known about the donor,
who knows that information, for how long it is known, and conditions
of disclosure.
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10. This would happen if a DI child mated with a half-sibling, a donor
mated with a child conceived with his semen, or a man donated sperm to
a relative. There is some disagreement as to the actual risk of incest
Ocurring. On one hand, it has been argued that consanguinal
relationships may be a negligible risk statistically (e.g., Reilly,
1979), especially compared to "naturally" ocurring consanguinity or
incest (e.g., Glass and Ericsson, 1982; Moser, 1980). Nielsen and

Hansen (1980) estimated that in Denmark consanguinity could occur at
the most 2–3 times in a century. Curie-Cohen et al (1979) cited
studies (Glass, 1960; Hajnal, 1960) that considered the possibility of

half-sibs mating and concluded that less than one would occur every

100 years (presumably their estimate was for the United States). On
the other hand, Curie-Cohen et al (1979) also suggested that the risk
is increased because of physicians' practices of not limiting the
number of Conceptions per donor, and because donors and recipients
often share characteristics such as ethnicity, age, Socioeconomic

status. In Sweden, donors and recipients are likely also to be in

close geographical proximity. There have been at least two recorded
cases of DI and incest. In Israel, two half-sibs did marry each other,
and in the United States this came very close to happening (Curie

Cohen et al., 1979; Doren, 1985, p. 1210, note 127).

The potential consequences of consanguinity is another important

issue. The risk of genetic defects is approximately twice that of the
normal risk for offspring of cousins, and 3-5 times greater for
offspring of half-siblings, according to Lindsten (1980).

11. There is generally some screening of donors involved in self
insemination. For example, in her anthropological study of lesbians in
the San Francisco Bay Area, Deborah Wolf (1982, p. 331) observed that

a gay man who donated sperm through the use of an intermediary had to
undergo a more extensive screening process than would a heterosexual

man donating speria through a physician.
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12. For accounts regarding single women using DI see for example the

following mass media articles:

Klemesrud, Judy. "And Baby Makes Two". San Francisco Chronicle,
29 May, 1983, Sec. This World, p. 11.

Morrisroe, Patricia. "Mommy Only: The Rise of the Middle-Class
Unwed Mother". New York, 6 June, 1983:22–29.

Sharpe, Karen. "Making Babies: (Doing What Comes Artificially)".
San Francisco Chronicle, 14 November, 1982, Sec. California

Living Magazine, p. 11-15.

"Unwed Mother Gives Birth Without the Bother of Sex". San

Francisco Chronicle, 17 April, 1982:14.

13. The clinic settled out of court, to avoid setting a legal

precedent that would be favorable for unmarried women.

14. A number of writings focusing on DI for single women emerged
during the same time period, e.g., Cosgrove, 1979; Donovan, 1982–83;
Dwyer, 1984; Fletcher, 1985; Hitchens, 1984; Hornstein, 1984; Kern and
Ridolfo, 1982; Klein, 1934; Kritchevsky, 1981; "Lesbian Couples,"
1978; Mc Guire and Alexander, 1985; Moira, 1982; Nordborg, 1985; Ooms
and Steinfels, 1983; O'Rourke, 1985; Perkoff, 1985; Pinkerton, 1982;

"Reproductive Technology", 1985; Robinson and Pizer, 1985; Self
Insemination, 1980; Shapiro and Schultz, 1985–86; Sheriff, 1985;

Stern, 1980; Strong and Schinfield, 1984; Sutton, 1980; Wilson et al.,

1979; Wolf, 1932.

15. O'Donovan suggests that the analogy commonly made with adoption
comes to mind because it "acknowledges the personal agency of the
donor, instead of treating him merely as the purveyor of a useful
material such as one might buy from a drug company" (O'Donovan, 1984,
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p. 38). For further information on how a policy regarding sperm as a

gift can be developed see the description of the French system of
sperm banks in Novaes (1985).

16. In 1963 an English eugenicist, Sir Julian Huxley, advocated a
program called "E.I.D.-eugenic insemination by deliberately preferred
donors" which would ensure that effects of so-called superior sperm be
..lultiplied. Huxley observed that realization of such a program would
require that the secrecy surrounding DI and the donor's anonymity be
done away with, in order to make DI respectable and legitimate and to
enable selection of donors. In the United States, eutelegenesis has

been proposed by such leading figures in the arena of DI as Dr. Jerome

Sherman and Dr. S. J. Berhman, both pioneers in the use of frozen

Sperm. During the past twenty years, Sherman has suggested

eutelegenesis in the context of population control, Controlling the

Juality of the population, while Behrman has suggested it in the

context of family planning and the use of sperm banks (Corea, 1985).

17. A recent article on the resulting offspring was published in the

San Francisco Chronicle, 18 November, 1987, p. B3.

18. There has not been complete hegemony within the medical Community

that medical Supervision of DI generally is necessary. Wikler and
Wikler (in press—a) quote physicians who, as early as the 1940s,
instructed women how to do DI at home. However, these minority views
concerned DI with the husband's sperm. Wikler and Wikler also suggest
that the lack of prenatal care in the U.S. could be a possible
justification for requiring physician involvement in the process of
DI, because DI could establish a physician-patient relationship that
extended to the period of pregnancy.

19. I have found no references to discussions regarding DI among
lawyers prior to the 1930s, another group one which might have been

anticipated to have shown an interest in DI. One exception is a
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reference to DI having been discussed at a meeting for Scandinavian
lawyers in 1951.

20. These views did not seem to change much, if at all, during the
period of the Inquiry's work.

21. This article was published from the northern part of Sweden, the
area of the Haparanda case which had not yet broken the news.

22. cf. The charge that the child was a result of the wife having
Committed adultery (Expressen, 9 March, 1983; Dagens Nyheter, 28
February, 1983).

23. In fact, the Supreme Court found that the question of the

husband's consent was, based on a law from 1977, irrelevant (Nytt
Juridiskt Arkiv, I, 1983:44).

24. One of the few occasions in the debate in which the issue of a

woman's right to control her own body was raised, was in certain
accounts of the Haparanda case. In these accounts, the husband was
said to have stated, on the way to the hospital, "You decide over your
body" (e.g., Dagens Nyheter, 28 February, 1983). The context of these
accounts would, if anything, emit a negative view on the issue of
women's right to control their bodies.

25. A similar case emerged in 1983. In "the Halmstad case" there had
also been much conflict within the marriage, and again, the couple had

supposedly thought a child would rescue, the marriage. A difference in
this case was that the husband had provided his own sperm to the
hospital for the purpose of inseminating the wife. A divorce took

place one-and-a-half years after a daughter was born. Later the ex
husband began wondering if his sperm indeed had been used. When he
found out that this was not the case, he successfully requested that

the Court to revoke his paternity (e.g., Expressen, Goteborg, 27
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September, 1983; Hallands Nyheter, 28 September and 17 November,
1983). I have not been able to verify the facts described in the

newspapers. Thus it is not clear whether or not the husband knew from

the outset that other sperm in addition to his own was to be used.

26. Although the Inquiry dealt with insemination by husband as well as
by donor, only the latter is discussed here.

27. The Parliamentary Ombudsmen (JO) are appointed by the Parliament
for the purposes of safe-keeping against "oppressive measures and
maladministration within the judicial and the civil administration
systems" (Swedish Institute, 1988). They do not supervise members of
government, Parliament or municipal councils.

28. There are several different types of Commissions of Inquiry, e.g.,

Parliamentary, one-person. My understanding is that the differences
have significance for the weight of the respective members' opinions
and for the formal process of reaching conclusions, with members of

the Parliamentary type having more influence. Further, "specialists"
("sakkunniga") apparently have a stronger position than the "experts"
("experter") and must be more accountable for their position
(Respondent Interview, # 9). According to Ekholm and Runstrom (1981,
p. 172) a Parliamentary Inquiry consists primarily of MPs, the
Composition based on party representation in Parliament (due to its

small size in Parliament the Left Party Communists is frequently not
represented). The more politically controversial a question, the more

likely this type of Inquiry. One-person Inquiries are apparently more
common in cases where a rapid decision is needed, or where it is

unclear who the interest groups are or where the party lines will be
drawn (Respondent Interview, # 7).

The head of the Inquiry is to be unaffiliated with a political

party, in order for the Inquiry to have sufficient integrity.
Politician respondents and members of the Inquiry indicated nothing
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but respect for Sverne in my interviews. One MP stated that the fact

that Sverne had been a member of, or directed, the Inquiry (possibly
referring to his membership on the Commission on the Rights of
Children, as well) under a Social Democrat as well as a

liberal/conservative Government was evidence of his non-political
status (Respondent Interview, # 9).

The directives for the Insemination Inquiry give no clue as to
the kind of Inquiry. It appears to have been a hybrid, starting out as

a One-person Inguiry, but changing after the work was underway to
become inore like a Parliamentary Inquiry. Members of the Inquiry as
well as MPs interviewed differed in 1) their recollections of what

type of Inquiry it was, 2) whether certain members were "experts" or
"specialists", and 3) the significance of these different structures.
Regardless of what type of Inquiry it was formally, it was frequently

referred to by outsiders as a "one-person Inquiry," pointing to the
significant role played by Sverne, and/or suggesting that such
consensus prevailed within the Inquiry that its structure was
irrelevant. Further, the confusion appears to reflect the difficulties
in linking the issues to specific interest groups.

29. Best's research coincides with this study, not only in the focus
on the child, but in the time period studied as well.

30. Suzanne Rubin is active in the U.S. organization Donor's
Offspring, and has taken an active role in educating the public about
these issues as a part of her search for her genetic father (Achilles,
1986).

31. Others have argued that the lack of legislation amounted to its

legitimization (e.g., Strom, BRIS-Bladet, 10, 1 & 2, 1983).
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32. Swedish law prohibits marriage between family members only when

they are biologically related (Dagens Nyheter, 28 June, 1984). The

government, however, found the DI proposal sufficiently offensive not
to include it in the bill (Dagens Nyheter, 10 July, 1984).

33. In a similar fashion a donor was asked by one reporter what his
female friends, but not male friends, thought of him donating sperm
(RFSU, 1981, p. 46).

34. The imperative that donors be more responsible, mature, and

willing to disclose their identity did not mean that they should
expect to have an actual relationship with the offspring. Very few

children were expected to search out or contact the donor. This

expectation may have been a purely strategic argument, intended to
pacify donors and parents. To the extent that it was not, the emphasis
was placed on donors' willingness or intent and the child's rights,
rather than on a relationship being actualized.

35. For ease of reading I have, in this research consistently used the
terminology of "the child's best interest" rather than the more
literal translation "the child's best."

36. It is not clear exactly what members of the Inquiry thought a

mandatory screening would accomplish. The lack of documentation
supporting the need for screening, and the imprecise language
highlight the social control function of the screening measure. A
striking example is the claim that potential parents need "accept the
fact that they are childless" (SOU 1983:42, p. 94). "Acceptance" could
be a euphemism for "resignation," in which case potential parents
would be dissuaded from using DI altogether.

37. Two additional comments regarding the screening recommendation.

First, physicians, those with the most extensive experience with DI
couples, were thought not to have the Competence necessary to
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undertake the necessary screening. Social welfare officials (with
minimal DI experience) supposedly were – due to their experience with
adoption counseling. It was argued that the latter also could discuss
various options with potential DI parents (e.g., adoption, DI), and
make a "comprehensive assessment of which alternative suits them the
best" (SOU 1983:42, p. 97). This suggests the possibility of a
"latent" purpose, that of influencing the couple to choose adoption.
The Inquiry further stated that "donor insemination as an alternative
should emerge from the couple itself and not be a solution that the
physician or the welfare authority recommend in order to mitigate the
sorrow for the couple" (SOU, 1983:42, p. 102).

Second, a potentially positive suggestion made was that the
couple participate in group-counseling or support groups before and
after the insemination. For example, they could participate in the

groups already existing for adoptive parents-to-be. This raises the
problem, however, of the social pressures toward adoption in such

groups. If the facilitators were the same people who decide on
eligibility for DI (or adoption), there would be little separation of
Counseling and SCreening.

33. Although it may seem farfetched, a woman could be inseminated
against her will. See for example the description of the Pankhurst
case in Corea (1985).

39. For example, it was asserted that expectations that donors would
quit if their identity were disclosed ot the offspring were
exaggerated, because "as many as four out of twelve donors" would
continue to participate despite this risk (SOU 1983:42, p. 12).

40. The implication that the child's best interest was an argument
used to further social control over children in the Swedish debate is

likely to meet with protest from CBI advocates. However, it should be
remembered that historically policies in the name of the needs of the
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child frequently have been adopted for purposes not related to the
needs of the child. Consider, for example, the Swedish proposal that a
welfare worker assist the DI child to "process" any feelings about the
donor prior to access to his identity (SOU 1983:42, p. 17). This
requirement not only raises barriers against access to the donor's

identity (as noted by counter-claimants in the debate), but also
increases the welfare authority's potential for social control over
the child.

41. Similarly, the imperative that donors be more responsible and

mature did not necessarily mean that they should expect an actual
relationship with the offspring (the case of a single mother
apparently being an exception) (e.g., SOU 1983:42, p. 17). Rather, it
was imperative that donors indicate Some level of willingness or

preparation for a possible relationship. The focus was thus on intent
rather than on action.

42. I am not suggesting that everyone should have children. However,

given the structure of Swedish society today, I suggest that having
children significantly changes one's relationship to that society. Nor
I am suggesting that there is an absolute right to have children.

However, the debate did not begin to explore what limitations might be
placed on having children, but was limited to rhetorical statements to
the extent that "there is no human right to have children."

43. In 1983 a Swedish woman with a child conceived by a (Danish)

anonymous donor was denied this financial support on the basis that
"you must have been aware that you in the future not could expect the
biological father to contribute to the support of the child"

(Forsakringsoverdomstolen, Case # 409/87:1, p. 2). Note that this
denial took place prior to the passage of the Swedish DI legislation.

An appeal resulted in denial. A further appeal to the National Social

Insurance Board (Riksforsakringsverket) was successful, on the basis
a) that it could not be said that the mother had refrained from
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cooperating with the welfare authorities in attempting to identify the
biological father, and b) that there was a theoretical possibility of
establishing paternity and making the father financially liable. The
case was finally decided in the mother's favor in 1988 by the court on
the basis that none of the circumstances required by existing law were
present, and that the intent of the law is to support children of

Single parents.

44. Note that this approval concerns the involvement of one particular

man, not her being inseminated per se. See also note 38.

45. Despite this focus on the "secrecy" of insemination, it was
disclosure of donor identity, rather than disclosure of the fact of
insemination, which was regulated.

46. There have been at least two court cases in the U.S. where the

court has given a known donor visitation rights to the child over the

objections of the unmarried mother and her claim that it contradicted

the intention of their contract (C.M. v. C.C. , 1977; Jhordan C. v.

Mary K., 1986). In both cases the identities of the donor and

recipient had been mutually disclosed. The latter case involved a
lesbian, whereas the other mother as far as is known was heterosexual.

In a recent case the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the decision of the
Oregon Supreme Court granting a donor's right to claim fatherhood over
the objections of the mother (Crouch v. McIntyre, 1989, "Supreme Cour
OKs Lawsuit by Sperm Donor," San Francisco Chronicle, 24 April, 1990,
p. A 13).

47. That the policy does not state that parents must disclose the fact
of insemination to the offspring, a precondition for disclosure of

donor identity, can perhaps be interpreted as an ambivalence with

respect to patriarchal kinship. Sociologist Barbara Katz Rothman (1989
a and b) has recently discussed some of the confusion highlighted by

reproductive technologies and caused by the fact that contemporary
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American society is not a classically patriarchal kinship system but a
bilateral system in which "individuals are considered to be equally
related to their mother's and father's kin. Yet the very definition of
kin is based on the principles of patriarchy" (Rothman, 1989a, p. 90).
The same can be said for Sweden.

48. Note the difference between this feminist interpretation and the
anti-feminist one described in Chapter Six, according to which men are
frequently pressured to consent to DI because the "drivenness" of
their spouses.

49. An example of this fear was evidenced in a recent newspaper

article on fathers' experiences with child-birth. A psychologist who
had studied 227 "expectant" and recent fathers from all walks of life,
from 1931 through 1935, found that more than half held some nagging
doubts regarding the paternity of the child. (However, the author

concluded that the fears were not necessarily based on real fears of
fidelity, but that their awe of having created a living being resulted

in a general sense of insecurity. In addition, the men sometimes had a
general feeling of having been left out). Jerrold Lee Shapiro, "The
Expectant Father," San Francisco Chronicle, 10 May, 1987, This World
Section.

50. Versions of this issue were involved in the Canadian case Orford

v. Orford (1921), the U.S. Cases Hoch v. Hoch (1945), H. v. P. (1982),

Hapoel v. Mecklenberger (1984), and the Swedish Haparanda Case. The

issue was also a concern in the report by the Swedish Inquiry. See
also Jensen (1932).

51. The connection between adultery and non-disclosure for the church

is apparent in an early article on DI written by a Swedish theologian
(Riesenfeld, 1949). The terminology used against DI could be referring
to infidelity or donor anonymity, e.g., "purity," "loyalty,"
"faithfulness," "fiction," "untruth." This and other examples suggest
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that the idea of DI being bad and "untruthful" originally was
articulated by the church, a view which, in the process of dispersal,

was transformed into a focus on anonymous donors. In the Swedish

debate, the ethical expert On the Inquiry, theologian Holsten
Fagerberg, was also one of the most outspoken advocates against donor

anonymity.

52. E.g., People v. Sorensen (1968), K.S. v. G.S. (1981) , Jhordan v.
Mary K. (1986), On Behalf of Karen T. (1985). See also Ooms and
Steinfels (1983).

53. The existence of two potential fathers is problematic for the
state, which has the dual interests of preserving patriarchy as well
as the nuclear family, thus not wanting to favor either father. This

paradox was solved by offsetting donor disclosure with the requirement
of consent which secures the social father's rights to the child.

54. In this context a concern with more Complicated or sophisticated
reproductive technologies, such as IVF, could easily justify the
control of a less complicated one such as DI.

55. Furthermore, it would seem reasonable that labelling takes on
increased significance in a culture which relies heavily on informal
social control.

56. In a recent study of individual citizens' perceptions of their
power and ability to influence their life situation, Commissioned by
the Swedish government, three of the seven questions designed to tap
skepticism toward the state concerned a) discrimination based on

gender, b) usage of personal identification numbers for purposes of

Control, and c) state separation of children from their parents due to
suspected child abuse (Petersson, Westholim and Bloºmberg, 1989, p.

273). The two latter issues had been a focus of public debate at the

time of the study. (Of the seven items these three ranked as number
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four, five, and seven respectively with respect to how frequent an
occurrence each phenomenon was perceived to be).
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Appendix A

Swedish Legislation on Donor Insemination

Promulgated December 20, 1984 (SFS 1984:1140)

“l. For the purposes of this Law, “insemination' means the introduction of
sperm into a woman by artificial means.

2. Only a woman who is married to or cohabits with a man in circumstances
resembling marriage may be inseminated. It shall be a condition of performing in
Semination that the written consent of the woman's husband or cohabitant is obtain
ed in advance.

3. Inseminations with sperm from a man other than the husband or cohabitant
of the woman may only be performed in a public hospital under the supervision of a
specialist in gynaecology or obstetrics.

The physician shall verify, on the basis of the couple's particular medical,
psychological, and social conditions, whether the performance of the insemination is
appropriate. The insemination may only be performed if there are grounds for con
sidering that the resultant child will grow up in favourable conditions. The couple
may appeal to the National Board of Health and Welfare if their application for in
Semination is refused. No appeal shall lie from the decision of the Board.

The physician shall select an appropriate sperm donor. Information on the
donor shall be entered in a special register, which shall be retained for at least 70
years. -

4. When a child conceived through insemination, as laid down in Section 3, is
sufficiently mature, he shall be entitled to be apprised of the information on the
sperm donor which is recorded in the hospital's special register. The Health and
Welfare Committee shall be under a duty to assist the child in obtaining this infor
mation if the child so requests.

5. If, in court proceedings concerning the paternity of the child, it is necessary
to take cognizance of the information concerning an insemination, the person
responsible for the insemination, or any other person who has access to the informa
tion, shall be under a duty to disclose it, if so required by the court.

6. Frozen sperm may not be imported into the country without the consent of
the National Board of Health and Welfare.

7. Persons who habitually or for gain perform inseminations in a manner con
trary to this Law, or, for the same reasons, supply sperm for such inseminations,
shall be liable to a fine or to a term of imprisonment not exceeding six months.”
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Appendix B

1. THEORETICAL APPROACH

This research is informed by several conceptual frameworks and

analytic tools, foremost among them symbolic interactionism, social
construction of reality, social problems analysis and feminism. I

explicate how these perspectives inform my stance by discussing four
concepts which are central to the research: social worlds, politics
and policy, ideology or perspective, and legitimation and the state.

Social worlds

Originating in the concern with groups and communities within the
Chicago School of sociology, the social worlds approach has been

theoretically developed by Strauss (1978, 1982, and 1984) and used in
the analysis of a variety of substantive areas (e.g., Clarke, 1990;
Becker, 1982; Mc Crea and Markle, 1984; Wiener, 1981). It is the

boundaries set by "the limits of effective communication" (Shibutani,
1955) which is the definitive characteristic of a social worlds

analysis. Social worlds are universes of discourse with shared world
views. They also share resources, constraints and commitments to
certain primary activities (Strauss, 1978; Becker, 1982).
Participation in a social world is fluid, with actors continually
moving between its core and periphery and actors are likely to
participate in multiple worlds.

The structure of social worlds is also highly fluid--social

worlds are constantly in the process of segmenting as well as
intersecting (Strauss, 1978 and 1984). In the process, issues of
legitimation and boundary establishment become crucial for
participants (Strauss, 1982).
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The development of the concept of social worlds has captured
central tenets of the interactionist perspective, such as images of
process, emergence, fluidity and negotiation (e.g., Unruh, 1980).
Strauss (1978) has argued that studying the processes of the social

world as the unit of analysis would improve efforts to study social
change.

I considered the following social worldsin the Swedish debate:

- professional groups (e.g., physicians,
psychologists, psychiatrists, theologians, jurists,
social workers);

- political parties (five), (and their
affiliations);

- interest groups (e.g., parent organizations,
religious groups, women's groups, gay groups,
infertility groups, children's rights
organizations);

- the government;

– mass media.

Mass media constitutes a social world of a different nature. It

overlaps with other social worlds, as it reflects their perspectives.
In particular, the media may serve as a linkage between the state and

Society (Hall, 1981). Mass media also constitutes a separate category,
however, reflecting its own particular perspective. It is difficult to

establish a cause and effect relationship between the media and its

effect on an audience because of the intervening process of
interpretation (Blumer, 1969, p. 184). Further, the media is involved

in transmission as well as creation of images (Edelman, 1971; Hall,
1981; Schneider, 1935).

The concept of social worlds was helpful in clarifying the focus
and approach of this research: the focus would be an issue at the
intersection of different worlds, rather than on how social worlds

emerge or develop. The focus is on the social knowledge (i.e.,

perspectives, ideologies) produced in the interactions of social
worlds with each other, the claims made and the legitimacy of
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different social worlds in making claims. The research also looks at
the reasons for absences of groups which might be expected to be

present. Despite these differences in approach the term social world
seemed more appropriate for Swedish politics than the term interest

group, for example.

As noted, the social worlds anticipated in this research did not
act as such with respect to insemination. An important aspect of the

debate was that pre-existing social worlds did not share perspectives

with respect to DI; the positions taken on different issues cross-cut

anticipated boundaries. Yet it did not appear that new social worlds

emerged based on the issues involved in DI.

Mass media both mirrors and shapes public debate. The claims
expressed in mass media were remarkably consistent with those

expressed in Parliamentary documents, for example. The main focus of
the analysis is not, however, on the role of the media, but on the
claims and justifications which predominated in the debate and which

were linked to the policy adopted.

Politics and policy

Politics can be viewed as conflicts over definitions of a

situation:

Politics is . . . largely about the problem of multiple
definitions of the same events. In politics, and/or policies,
there is no such thing as reality, but there is current reality
which consists of those aspects of the contemporary situation
which are salient for most people in a society (or most people in
a sector of society which will be affected by policy making in
this area) (Rein, 1976, p. 256).
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In this case the struggles evolved around questions about whether

donor insemination is a social problem, if so, what kind of problem it

is, and what then to do about it:

The emergence of an issue, the development of a controversy or
the revelation of failure are all problematic. They may fail to
occur because of ignorance, concealment or complacency. They
often require a dramatic event, staged or otherwise, to draw

public attention; access to the media for prolonged discussion;
and the support of established political leaders for legitimation
and nationalization of the issue (Hall, 1972, p. 66).

As Blumer (1971) observed, social problems do not represent objective
reality, but are socially constructed, making their emergence
problematic (see e.g., Gusfield, 1981; Hall, 1981; Schneider, 1985;
Spector and Kitsuse, 1987; Wiener, 1981).

While I view politics as a form of symbolic action, I concur with
Critiques of the symbolic interactionist emphasis on process,
strategizing and impression management (e.g., Kanter, 1972). For
example, Peter Hall (1972) has described a political scene where there

is a great deal of lobbying and strategizing done by a multitude of
actors and interest groups who are quite polarized in their positions.
These actors need to persuade a multitude of audiences, and the

creation of a public image or political character is constantly at the
forefront of the political agenda.

In contrast to the American emphasis on personalities and issues

and underemphasis on ideologies or political parties (Hall, 1972),
personalities play a less limited role on the Swedish political scene;

the audience is smaller, more homogenous, and probably better known;
there is less activity and lobbying by fewer groups who are acting
within a more institutionalized structure. A study based on

perspectives such as that described by Hall (1972) would result in a
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study of actors' perspectives toward politics as a situation, rather
than their perspectives toward insemination.

Policy is both a source of attitudes as well as a result of them.

According to Edelman (1971) there exist at least two models of policy
making, a conventional and alternative one. The conventional model
assumes durable opinions on part of the general public "and that
public policy represents a response to some aggregation of these
positions" (Edelman, 1971, p. 4). Associated with this model is the
belief that the government operates by consent of the governed,
embodying the will of the people. Political scientists have, according

to Edelman, helped to legitimate this model of policy development by
focusing on formal acts of voters, legislatures, courts, and
executives. As a result, other models have been neglected, those that

focus attention upon the conditions of change rather than the

stability of political inputs: the work of the symbolic

interactionists, the gestaltists and the phenomenologists, and
the work of some novelists, film makers, and social critics

(Edelman, 1971, p. 173).

The alternative model is based on the assumption that public

policies define reality and create cognitions to an extent which has
been systematically overlooked. The outcomes of politics take on

particular significance when they are manifested in public policy.
They have a direct impact on the lives of certain groups of people in

society, e.g., donors, parents, single women, and the children
conceived through insemination. The outcomes also have an effect on

perceptions of reality, because the structures created to carry out
the policies often become perceived as inevitable, limiting
perceptions of what is possible or problematic (cf. Estes, 1980). From

this perspective, policy is an agenda for action, a translation of
symbols or intentions into social consequences (cf. Estes and Edmonds,
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1981), as well as a source for the generation of additional symbols
and meanings.

Edelman suggests that members of society are less "opinionated"
or Committed to particular views than the public opinion polls and
similar research would lead us to believe. Politics, he claims,

chiefly arouse or satisfy people not by granting or withholding
their stable substantive demands, but rather by changing the
demands and expectations (Edelman, 1971, p. 7. Italics omitted).

Edelman suggests that government action and rhetoric combines to

generate five foundational perceptions among the members of society:

(1) of popular participation and influence in policy making;
(2) that political leaders can and will cope in the public

interest with issues that concern and baffle the mass
public;

(3) that particular groups are hostile and evil;
(4) that particular groups are friendly and benevolent;
(5) that particular kinds of actions are evil (Edelman,

1971, pp. 37–40).

The analysis of the Swedish debate reveals a remarkable
consistency in how insemination was defined over time in policy
documents. Furthermore, the head of the Inquiry was among the earliest
and most articulate spokespersons on the topic, appearing frequently
in mass media. The significance of such a process has been discussed

by Edelman:

the metaphorical view that is officially disseminated usually
enjoys a significant advantage. It is the first definition of the

issue most people receive. . . . The metaphor thus serves as a
powerful legitimizer of established policies, helping forestall
protests.

Once accepted, a metaphorical view becomes the organizing
conception into which the public thereafter arranges items of
news that fit and in the light of which it interprets the news. .

. . It becomes self-perpetuating (Edelman, 1971, p. 72).
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Furthermore, in conflicts differences in positions are likely to be
systematically exaggerated in the early political stages, thereby
increasing the importance of early articulation of alternative views

and involvement by dissenters, in order not to perpetuate a tendency
toward conformity (Edelman, 1971, p. 149).

Edelman (1971, 1977 and 1985) has brought the analysis of
politics a step further in his emphasis on the role of language in
politics, and the extent to which politics and public policies are of

a symbolic nature. Symbols, myths and metaphors play a central role in
politics. Neither is open to empirical verification, and all play on
ambiguity and uncertainty. They become foci of anxiety because of the
complexity and ambiguity characterizing the political arena (Edelman,
1971, p. 65).

Symbols are powerful in politics because they influence our
wishes, actions and identities by "merging diverse perceptions and
beliefs into a new and unified perspective" (Edelman, 1971, p. 6).
They are able to express several meanings simultaneously, while making
information assimilable by making it familiar and simple and by
decreasing its ability for prediction (Edelman, 1971, p. 16 and 34).

Myths are by definition collective beliefs created in response to
some wish. As such they are "typically socially cued rather than
empirically based" (Edelman, 1971, p. 14). Like symbols, they serve
the function in the political arena of eliciting political support.
They simplify a complex world, promote acceptance of strain and

deprivation; promote conformity; and further acceptance of the
dominant perspective (Edelman, 1971, p. 157).

Metaphors are figures of speech applied to a phenomenon in order
to suggest a resemblance. Used in the political arena, metaphors serve

functions similar to those of myths, and Edelman uses the two terms
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somewhat interchangeably. But while myths are significant in part
because they evoke a specific political role and self-conception for

the individual embracing them, metaphors reveal more about the values
and assumptions of a society because they are linguistically created:
"Language styles serve . . . to signal conformity or rebellion in
social groupings" (Edelman, 1971, p. 74). Metaphors, by intensifying
Certain selected perceptions and ignoring others, and by Creating or
filtering out value premises "help all kinds of groups to believe that
their political beliefs and loyalties are rational and to maintain
them" (Edelman, 1971, p. 72).

In conclusion, symbols, myths, and metaphors derive their central

role in the political arena because they simplify a complex empirical
world and the causes of its problems, while providing accessible
solutions to those problems. At the same time they make "it easy for
people to read their wishful thinking into an ambiguous phrase in a
policy pronouncement" (Edelman, 1971, p. 70). In the Swedish debate
over DI, the Haparanda case served such a purpose, as did the notion
of the slippery slope. Furthermore, the legislation adopted was
largely symbolic, since it had "no teeth."

Uncertainty and ambiguity is a theme which is central to the
study of politics and policy development (e.g., Estes and Edmonds,
1981; Edelman, 1971). In part this theme is inherent in politics
itself, if politics is viewed as the struggle over or the negotiation

of multiple realities. In part ambiguity is created in the political
arena (e.g., the social construction of crises). Finally, there may be
a source of ambiguity in the issue itself such as in donor

insemination. What all three sources of ambiguity appear to have in
common is the threat they pose to individuals in terms of their

identity and status:
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Insofar as people's hopes and anxieties are salient to politics
they turn on status in society and on security from perceived
threat. For the great mass of political spectators cues as to

group status and security, and especially as to their future
status and security, can come chiefly or only from governmental

acts (Edelman, 1971, p. 8–9).

Perspective and ideology

In this research I have attempted to create a bridge between the
micro-or mid-range level of perspective and the macro-level of
ideology. I use the term ideology in a Mannheimian sense as referring
to any set of political beliefs (e.g., Kolker, 1987) rather than
including only those sets of beliefs which challenge the existing
social order (e.g., Shils, 1968), or using the term as Marx did to

encompass those sets of beliefs which defend the status quo.

Common to the two terms is the relationship between action,
beliefs, and justification: "actions flow, reasonably, from the
actor's point of view, from the ideas contained in the perspective"
(Becker, Geer, Hughes and Strauss, 1961, p. 34). Actions in turn are

justified by beliefs, making neither actions nor beliefs prior or
causal. Actions and beliefs are reasons as well as justifications

(Becker et al., 1961; Edelman, 1971; Johnson, 1968; Shils, 1968).

Perspective and ideology also share the characteristic of
providing order to people's view of the world. Perspective defines
what is possible and plausible and provides a taken for granted view
of one's environment (e.g., Shibutani, 1972, p. 163). The definition
of ideology emphasizes the interrelatedness and coherence of ideas,
normative statements of desirable goals, and implicit assumptions
about society and human beings (e.g., Kolker, 1987). One problem with
the notion of ideology, however, is that it obscures the extent to
which "ideologies are . . . incomplete or in process and as such

298



always involve definition, ambiguity, and interpretation" (Hall, 1972,
p. 60). Perspective, on the other hand, can be criticized for being
too specific to the situation and the particular actor. Kanter (1972)

for example, has pointed out that perspective leaves little if any
room for the possibility of Collective interests.

Perhaps the difference is partly a result of different
Conceptions of the place and role of values. Ideologies are

"relatively highly systematized or integrated around one or a few pre
eminent values" (Shils, 1968, p. 66). Values are at the top level of a
hierarchy of mechanisms which provide guidance for action (Johnson,

1963, p. 73). In perspectives, values do not occupy this central
position. Becker et al., for example, distinguish values from
perspectives:

Values . . . are Ordinarily thought of as being generalized and

abstract, capable of being applied to a great variety of
situations. Perspectives are related directly to dilemmas faced

by the persons who hold them, while values need have no such
connection. Perspectives contain definitions of the situation, as
the actor sees it while values are essentially statements of the
worth or 'goodness' of classes of things; perspectives contain
such judgements, but also contain statements about the nature of
the situation in which such judgements are to be applied (Becker

et al., 1961, pp. 36–37).

Another difference between the two concepts concerns interests.

Interests are deeply imbedded in ideologies. Consequently,

Ideologies must necessarily be distortions of reality because
ey are impelled by considerations of prospective advantage or

of interest (Shils, 1963, p. 73).
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A key theme in the analysis of interests has been efforts to
distinguish different kinds of interests, specifically taking account
of whether or not they are being supported by existing structures.
Thus "vested interests", for example have been defined as

all kinds of advantages, tangible and intangible, that enjoy some
kind of measure of legitimacy and protection from the status quo
at any given time (Johnson, 1968, p. 80).

Typically sociologists concerned with ideology also focus on the
distortions caused by interests (e.g., the literature in the sociology
of knowledge, political Sociology, sociology of social problems).
Language is the central medium for such distortions. Edelman (1971 and
1984) has synthesized an analysis of this process based on materials

from several fields including linguistics, psychology, sociology and
political science. The result is an illustration of how language and
symbols can be used to create a reality in which people perceive their
interests to be congruous with those of other actors (e.g., the state,

dominant interests). The synthesis reveals how perceptions of what are
"facts" are influenced by motives or interests, and furthermore, how
these distortions are not realized:

To experience the perception, the emotion, the sense of one's
political role, and the linguistic expression as if there were

independent of each other is to avoid recognizing that perception
is in fact distorted or grossly simplified by ego needs, by

intense feeling, and by a metaphoric description of the facts
(Edelman, 1971, p. 79).

One reason we do not generally appreciate the extent to which language
is "a facet of the social situation and no more" (Edelman, 1984, p.
12) is that we have reified language by categorizing it as an entity
separate from interaction.
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Ideologies arise, according to Shils (1968, p. 60), in conditions
of crisis because actors have unmet needs for explanations of
experiences, for direction for action, and for vindication and

legitimation of their value and dignity. Ideologies in the service of

the status quo are resistant to change, and are therefore often
outmoded forms of thought or out of step with reality in that social
change is already occurring (e.g., Johnson, 1968).

Perspectives develop when "people face choice points" (Becker et
al., 1961, p. 35). Choice points are critical junctures, unexpected
events, and "breakdowns or interruptions in an otherwise orderly and
meaningful system" (Hall, 1972, p. 65). New situations involve
ambiguity and anxiety and a reevaluation of expectations, self and the
world (cf. Edelman, 1971; Strauss, 1969). Furthermore, perspectives
cannot be taken for granted, because new situations continually put
them to the test, and are reaffirmed continually through interaction
(Shibutani, 1972).

Symbolic interactionism, with its emphasis on perspective,
subjective realities, and negotiations, has been criticized for not

sufficiently paying attention to structure and power. Evelyn Nakano

Glenn (1987), for example, notes that in marriage research this has
resulted in a focus on the spouses' creation of a consensual reality
while downplaying conflicting definitions and inequalities in power.

That possibility is counteracted in this research by my
approaching the data from a feminist viewpoint. This implies a
commitment to understanding the subjective experiences, needs and

beliefs of women, an awareness of women's oppression and a theory of
its emergence and maintenance, a determination to avoid perpetuating
women's oppression, and a deliberate and self-conscious worldview
(Overall, 1987). One strength of a feminist perspective is that it

challenges taken for granted assumptions about reality, enhancing the
development of alternative perspectives on reality. In contrast, an
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antifeminist perspective denies the existence of women's oppression,
insists that differential treatment of women is justified on the basis
of innate gender differences, and "tends to support the enforcement
and elaboration of alleged sex differences through state controlled

Imechanisms" (Overall, 1987, p. 4). A nonfeminist perspective

tends to ignore rather than deny women's experience and to suspend
belief about the claim that women are oppressed . . . it overlooks

women's experience, taking male perceptions and interpretations as the
norm (Overall, 1987, p. 4)

Anti- or nonfeminist perspectives of reproductive technologies
tend to emphasize the consequences to "the family" or "society", while
ignoring the effects these technologies have on the lives of women.
Furthermore, the beliefs involved are rarely if ever defended or
justified, because they appear so self-evident "that no one thinks to
provide reasons for the ideas or that there could be any basis for

questioning them" (Overall, 1987, p. 8)

Overall notes that a feminist perspective does not imply that all
"men are the enemy", but that it does mean that "women are oppressed
as women" while "men are not usually oppressed as men" (Overall, 1987,
p. 3).

Legitimation and the state

Drawing on Weber, Hall (1972, p. 51) states that power "is
accomplished by getting others to accept your view and perspective."
To exert power through policy adoption is doubly powerful because
policies affect people's lives directly as well as setting limits on
what is conceivable. A focus on the definition of the situation moves

the analysis to a preoccupation with language:
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Because of the pervasive effects of politics and the fuzzy line
between politics and government, efforts to define the situation

in such a way as to mobilize your supporters while disarming or
attacking your opponents are an on-going process. It is for this

reason that the manipulation of symbols becomes so important in a
'democracy' where discussion and rationality are supposed to be
the means to ends (Hall, 1972, pp. 52–53).

Edelman (1971) emphasizes the influence of public policy on
perceptions and beliefs and argues that government holds a certain

monopoly on the definition of many political situations because it is
the first or only source of definitions. In addition, the government
does not have to compete for legitimacy. It is uniquely authoritative
and legitimate, in ways akin to the church. Government has

a legitimacy derived from early childhood socialization processes

and from such recurring legitimizing rituals as elections,

appeals for support, justification of official actions as

reflecting the will of the governed, and the political myths that

define leaders as benevolent protectors of their constituents

(Edelman, 1971, p. 101).

The government becomes "a symbol of identity and self-definition"
(Edelman, 1971, p. 101), and its representatives are not only viewed
as embodying the people's will, but also thought to have unique
Sources of intelligence not available to the typical citizen.

Government actions have a highly psychological function:

Resolving uncertainty and anxiety and creating a gratifying self
conception, cojnitions cued by governmental action often become

paramount in the hierarchy of cognitions, screening out dissonant
ones and generating subcognitions that are consonant and

reinforcing (Edelman, 1971, p. 175).
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Edelman describes the "ritualization of conflict" as another

possible effect of the legitimacy of government. Ritualization is a

response to Conditions which tend to escalate conflict, e.g., anger,
fear, hostility. Such conditions result in a common interest to
establish routines for conflict resolution. Conflicts between º

political parties in a two-party system or between very similar
adversaries are other variations. In ritualized policy making the
outcomes are known in advance, and the process itself is legitimized.

The outcomes, according to Tàelman, benefit "those groups with the
greatest resources in money and the means of imposing economic or
political sanctions" (Eielman, 1971, p. 23).

2. A JALYTIC PROCEDURES º

The analytic procedures used in this research are based on
archival i■ laterial as well as on interviews. International literature

On DI, including social science research, policy documents, legal
articles and court cases were reviewed for the purpose of comparing
policy the■ ies with those in Sweden, and to obtain a grasp of past
research. The Swedish archival material consists primarily of

government and Parliamentary documents, articles from local and
ilational newspapers, articles from political and professional

journals, and court documents. In addition interviews were undertaken

in the fall of 1983, with 36 persons who had been involved in the
debate. These data were analyzed primarily through use of the grounded

theory method (Glaser, 1973; Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss,
1987).

The grounded theory Imethod

The grounded theory method of analysis is an inductive method in
which the focus is to generate theory (rather than verify hypotheses)
which "e.aerges" from the data (Glaser, 1973; Glaser and Strauss, 1968;
Strauss, 1937). Charmaz (1983) has suggested that the method is
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learned primarily through apprenticeship, because of its roots in the
oral tradition of the Chicago School of Sociology. Thus my training
was extensive, including a six-quarter seminar with Anselm Strauss and
a two-year seminar with Barney Glaser.

The premise that theory is not to be based on preconceived

categories does not mean that the researcher must enter a setting

without having an idea of what he or she wants to study, in fact doing
so can easily lead to getting lost in the data. Simultaneously with
analyzing the data according to the grounded theory method, I
participated in a research seminar led by Robert Alford which
significantly influenced the perspective from which I approached the
data. An initial reading of Swedish materials and the debate and
discussions in this seminar, resulted in a selection of specific
theoretical foci which would frame the research: ideology,
legitimation, policy, social worlds/interest groups, and an emphasis
on the rhetoric of claims and Counter claims. These concepts comprised

an analytic focus. At the same time, these concepts did not dictate
the final form or content of the analysis. For example, I would have

been quite surprised had I been told at the time of the Alford seminar

about my later emphasis on a legitimation Crisis.

Analytic procedures

Four steps are central to the method of grounded theory: writing

■ menos, coding, comparative analysis, and theoretical sampling. These
steps are not undertaken in a linear fashion, but rather in a process

of multiple loops, with the researcher moving back and forth between
them.

Me■ mos
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Writing memos is an integral part of doing grounded theory and
begins in the earliest stages of the resarch. They range in length

from a few sentences to several pages. They compose a vital link
between the Coding and writing up of the final analysis. Strauss

(1937, p. 129) has distinguished at least eight different types of
menos. In retrospect, I see that I wrote three basic types:
chronological, methodological, and analytic. In all, I wrote several

hundred memos. Each memo was indexed by using key terms for speedy
retrieval. As the research progressed I continuously re-read, sorted,

Cross-indexed, and expanded the memos. This process inevitably raised
new questions about the data, highlighting core variables, and

furthering the theoretical integration of the analysis.

Coding

Coding took place in three main ways, overlapping in time. One

step was to abstract, index, and Code each primary document in a

thematic way in a memo. I then read the abstracts for one year at a
time, and summarized the debate with respect to (a) active

participants, (b) events, (c) predominant forums for the debate, and

(d) prevailing themes. Undertaking this time consuming process

provided me with an overview of the debate. During the same time, I
wrote Copious memos analyzing the claims made in the debate. The

process yielded a chronological and thematic account, totalling 250
pages. I subsequently re-read and re-indexed the abstracts and the

account of the debate many times. I later analyzed the themes in more
detail.

The other step was to examine selected documents in a line by
line coding, the purpose being to rise above discovery of themes to

the discovery of process. In this microscopic examination,

characteristic of the grounded theory method, processes are identified

and Codes generated which denote these processes. In the beginning of

this process the researcher engages in "open coding," in which the
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purpose is to raise questions and produce tentative concepts and
hypotheses. Each term or phrase that is coded is broken apart into as
many dimensions as possible. Questions are asked about what the terms

represent, what the consequences are, how the usage is different from
what one would have expected, and so on. For example, the use of the
phrase "until today" in a Swedish DI article, rendered the following
properties:

total disjuncture v. slow change/continuity
speed of change
intensity
duration

questioning status quo
desirability of change

"Sperm banks" rendered the following properties:

Ease of access

Anonymity
Geschaft

Mail order shopping
Single women's access

As the analytic process proceeds, the complexity and level of
abstraction of codes increases, while also elaborating, qualifying and

verifying codes. Glaser (1978, pp. 78–82) has enumerated a number of
"coding families" or standard theoretical codes that frequently are
used in analysis, the use of which will move the analysis to a higher
level of abstraction (e.g., "The Six C's": causes, contexts,
contingencies, consequences, covariances, and conditions). For
example, in my research references to "anonymity" in discussions of
"sperm banks" led me to consider whether anonymity was a condition for
or a consequence of Commodification.
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Codes are of two main types, "in vivo" and sociologically
constructed. The former refers to terms or phrases used by the people
being studied; they are vivid and may suggest processes for the
resolution of the problem being studied. Some of the in vivo codes in
my research were:

"an ethical debate"

"sowing their wild oats"

"luxury disease"

"a shot in the air" (ref. to the legislation passed)

"a bull in the chinashop" (expl. lack of registration)

"Little Red Ridinghood and the Big Bad Wolf" (state role)

The language of grounded theory also includes the term
"category," denoting the idea, relationship, or concept for which the
code serves as a name. Part of the analytic process is to pull out the
properties of categories and integrate them by explicating their
interrelationships. Coding of a category continues until "saturation"
has been reached, that is, until coding of further incidents brings
forth nothing new about the category.

In a third component of coding I departing from grounded theory.
Upon the urging of Bob Alford I coded certain materials (e.g.,
opinions solicited in response to the Inquiry recommendations,

Parliamentary motions) for the purpose of determining the number of
responses for and against policy issues, and ascertaining patterns
characterizing the positions by various groups or parties. I also
tallied the Parliamentary votes on all policy alternatives.

Comparative analysis and theoretical sampling

The grounded theory method assumes that comparisons are made on a
continuous basis on several different levels. First, concepts emerge
because a number of empirical "indicators" (e.g., actions, events) in



the data point to them. Codes, categories or concepts are generated
both by the comparison of indicator to indicator, and by the
Comparison of indicators to the emerging concept. Integration of the
analysis is achieved because as categories emerge, each "incident" is
coded into as many categories as possible.

As the analysis proceeds, and certain categories become central
to the analysis, there is a shift toward relating concepts to each
other, thus "densifying" the theory. The analyst begins a process of
deliberately linking all other categories and subcategories to these
categories. In my research "public control" emerged as one core
Category.

Theoretical sampling involves a comparison with data, concepts,
or groups other than that being studied directly. It is controlled by

the emerging theory, done for the purpose of discovering categories,
properties, and their interrelationships. Units are sampled for their

theoretical relevances to the emerging theory, based either on
differences from or similarities with the units under study. This

sampling continues until a category or code has been saturated.
Virtually any kind of data can be sampled and used for comparison,
such as field observations, existing literature, anecdotes, and survey

data. As an example, I made use of literature on secrecy and
disclosure (e.g., Bok, 1978 and 1984; Glaser and Strauss, 1965) for
the purpose of theoretical sampling in this research.

Finally, I started asking questions such as "Why was there an
emphasis on this particular issue, when there are many others that
could constitute a child's right, e.g., a right to an education, a
right not to be abused?" "How did this become an issue?" "What does
this debate shed light on?" "Why did this particular 'need' become
enacted in legislation?" This led me to attempt to explain the meaning
of this particular debate in a larger context.
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Problematic issues

Collection of data. Doing politically Oriented, qualitative research

in a consensual, low context culture has its special problems. In
interviews, Swedish respondents rarely asked for my opinions, a
contrast to my experience with interviewing in the United States.
Rather, there was a way in which respondents communicated which seemed
to assume that I shared their opinions. In light of research on the
meaning of a low context culture (see Chapters 2 and 11), this now
makes sense to me. At the time, it was both confusing and it
occasionally posed an ethical dilemma. That is, there were times when
I strongly disagreed with opinions voiced (several respondents felt

very strongly about the issues), and I was torn between wanting to
express my view and my concern over biasing the interview. In

retrospect, and in light of the discussion of honesty in Chapter 2, my
reaction makes sense. I resolved the dilemma by deciding to remain in
the interviewer role and not act on my discomfort in these situations.

On the few occasions in which my opinion was solicited I abstained

from commenting until the interview was over. This epºxerience suggests

that research in Sweden might benefit if conducted by persons who are
"outsiders" to the culture.

Second, the nuances in Swedish expression may be subtle.

Furthermore, there is silence on many Conflict issues, while agreement
may be expressed in no more than a nod. This means that the research
demands a special sensitivity to nuances and explicit attention to
probing. In contrast to the issue discussed above, this suggests that
an "insider" perspective is more fruitful in doing research in Sweden.

Data analysis. A great challenge in this research has been to present
an analysis which integrates actors, chronology, and themes in an

intelligible way.
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Toward the end of the analysis when I began linking micro and
macro levels of analysis, I frequently felt in a quagmire. In part
this was a result of the methodology – the difficulty in "proving" the
validity of qualitative analysis – and in part a result of the
peculiar situation I was in with respect to the research topic. I felt
that I did not have sufficient knowledge of the larger context in
which the debate was embedded. Eventually this was resolved by my

reading secondary literature, which supported my conclusions. Further,
I found that I was wearing two hats: I was researching a culture in

which I was both an outsider and an insider and it was not always
clear which perspective I was taking on in the analysis. It was
difficult to be a "disinterested observer," and it was difficult to
step outside of the cultural boundaries that would influence my
interpreation. For example, it was sometimes difficult to obtain
sufficient distance not to interpret events, comments, etc. at face

value, a reaction which I realized, after reading Daun (1989), may be
rather Swedish.

Bob Alford has stated that a dissertation is a personal
biography. I now appreciate the full meaning of this comment. I

originally wanted to do this research in part because it would shed
light on my culture of origin, but I did not realize the implications
for myself at the time, and the personal strain involved. In Sweden on
the other hand, friends and respondents commented on "how American" my
questions and outlook were. Ultimately, this insider-outsider dynamic
is likely to have served the research well, because it allowed for a

reflexivity which I used to treat my own claims and assumptions as
data to be analyzed (cf. Spector and Kitsuse, 1987).

3. SOURCES OF DATA

Written materials, particularly articles in the press and
documents from the government and Parliament, compose the bulk of data
for this research.
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Mass media

Radio and TV. At the time of the debate there were two TV channels in

existence in Sweden, broadcasting a total of about 100 hours per week,
and three national radio stations, with a total of 377 hours of

broadcasting per week (Strid and Weibull, 1983). Thanks to the effort
of "documentalist" Charly Hulten at the Swedish Radio, I was able to
obtain a list of programs in radio and TV which had included reports
or discussions of DI for the period 1980–1984. The list, composing
less than 50 programs that had made some mention of DI, included brief
abstracts of the programs. I surveyed these data for the purpose of
ascertaining whether the programs differed significantly from the
debate in the press with respect to who was featured, the claims made,
or the ways in which events were reported. Upon concluding that there

were no significant differences, I put these materials aside, and only

referred to them in passing.

Newspapers. These sources include approximately 370 articles, letters,
and other items from close to 50 newspapers. The articles spanned the
period from 1980 through 1984. These articles were obtained in three

key ways. First, I surveyed the archives of Svenska Dagbladet and
Dagens Nyheter, which contained materials primarily from these two

papers and the two large evening papers, Expressen and Aftonbladet.
Second, I did a page by page search of these two papers for several
months as the materials in the two archives did not cover the whole

time period. This search also included parts of 1985 and 1986, for the
purpose of establishing the parameters of the research. Third, I
sorted through archival materials of the Inquiry in 1988, which

yielded a large number of articles from local newspapers for the

period 1982–1986. Information on these papers is provided in Table B
1. For a further discussion of the media in Sweden, see Chapter 1.
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Table B-1

Newspapers Represented in the Analysis, 1982

Paper No/week Edition Pol. Tend. (a,b)
Aftonbladet 7 367,300 Soc. Dem.
Arbetarbladet 6 32,700 Soc. De■ m.
Arbetet 6 or 7 2 SOC. Dem.
Bohuslanningen 6 39,600 Liberal
Boras Tidning 7 53,700 Moderate
Dajen P 2 Religious
Dala Demokraten 6 31,900 Soc. Dem.
Dagbladet Sundsvall 2 2 P
Dagens Nyheter 7 390,300 Independ.
Eskilstuna-Kuriren 6 30, 200 Liberal
Expressen 7 521,000 Liberal
Folket 6 24, 200 Soc. Dem.
Falu-Kuriren 6 34,400 Liberal
Gefle Dagblad 6 33,700 Liberal
Gotlands Tidningar 2 2 2
Gotlands Folkblad 6 7,700 Soc. De■ m.
Goteborgs-Posten 7 285,600 Liberal
Goteborgs-Tidningen 2 P P
Helsingborgs Dagblad 7 43,400 "Indep."
Hallands Nyheter 6 28,300 Center Party
Hallandsposten 6 33,900 Indep. Lib.
Jonkopings-Posten 6 40,800 Indep. Lib.
Kristianstadsbladet 6 32,600 Liberal
Kvallsposten 7 107,900 Indep. Lib.
Lanstidn. Ostersund 6 28,300 Soc. Dem.
Nerikes Allehanda 6 66,500 Liberal
Nordvastra Skanes Tidn. 7 45,400 "Bourgeois"
Norrbottens Kuriren 6 32,500 "Bourgeois"
Norrkopings Tidningar 6 52,000 Moderate
Norrlandska Soc. Dem. 6 46,000 Soc. Dem.
Norrskensflamman 5 4,600 Communist
Nya Wermlandstidningen 6 74,100 Moderate
Skaraborgs Lans Alleh. 6 24,300 "Bourgeois"
Skanska Dagbladet 7 28,400 Center Party
Stockholms Tidningen 5 44,500 Soc. Dem.
Svenska Dagbladet 7 205,700 "Indep." Moder.
Sydsvenska Dagbladet 7 11,400 Indep. Liberal
Sydostran 6 22, 100 Soc. Dem.
Upsala Nya Tidning 6 52,900 Liberal
Varmlands Folkblad 6 30,700 Soc. Dem.
Vasterbottens-Kuriren 6 42,000 Liberal Party
Vasternorrlands Alleh. 6 17,800 "Bourgeois"
Vestmanlands Lans Tidn. 6 57,500 Liberal
Ystads Allehanda 6 25,500 Liberal
Osgota-Correspondenten 6 65,800 "Bourgeois"
Ostersunds-Posten 6 25,500 Center Party
Note: Adapted from Medie Sverise by I. Strid
1983. Stockholm: Tidens forlag. a) There are
independent ("oberoende" and "oavhangig"). Strid and Weibull

and L. Weibull,
two types of
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do not explain the difference. The latter is placed within
quotation marks. b) "Bourgeois" ("borgerlig") apparently
denotes a paper which is Liberal, Moderate, and/or Center
Party affiliated.

Due to the ways these materials were obtained, it was not

possible to identify and document the type of article (news, feature,
editorial, etc.) that I quote from in the analysis.

Other press. A page by page search of articles was done for the
Swedish Medical Journal (Lakartidningen) for the period of the debate.
This resulted in approximately 45 items, 12 which were published in a

special issue on DI in 1980. Articles from journals of the helping
professions (e.g., Socionomen, Att Adoptera, Socialnytt, BRIS-Bladet,

Psykologtidningen) were obtained by writing to organizations. Other
journal articles (e.g., legal, party papers, weekly magazines) were

obtained through literature searches, and the suggestions of friends.

All in all, less than 20 such articles were obtained and analyzed.

Government and Parliamentary documents

These data sources include the following (with abbreviations used
in the text):

Motion 1980:81:909 Parliamentary Motion, Jan. 1981

Motion 1981/81:1189 Parliamentary Motion, Jan. 1981

Motion 1981/81:524 Parliamentary Motion, Jan. 1982

Dir. 1981 : 71 Government Directives to Inquiry
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LU 1981/82:24 Legislative Committee, Parliament,

Re. Requests for Legisl., Mar. 1982

SOU 1983:42 Government Inquiry on Artificial

Insemination, Sep. 1983

Prop. 1984/85:2 Government Bill Re. Artificial

Insemination, Jun. 1984

JU, Dnr 2553–83 Ministry of Justice, Summary of
Opinions Solicited, Dec. 1984

Motion 1984/85:15–26 Parliamentarty Motions, Oct. 1984

LU 1984/85:10 Legislative Committee, Parliament,
Opinion, on Gvint Bill, Dec. 1984

RD 1984/85, No. 54 Protocol, Parliamentary Debate,
Dec. 1984

SFS 1984:1140 Legislation on Insemination, Dec.
1984

SOSFS 1987:6 Implementation Guidelines, NBHW,
Jul. 1987.

I compared the claims and themes in these documents with those in

mass media, and found a surprising similarity. For example, in the
Parliamentary debate preceding the vote on the bill, I discovered key
phrases that were direct quotations from mass media.
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Archival materials

During my visit to Sweden in 1988 I was able to go through the
archival materials of the Inquiry. This resulted in a non-systematized

collection of articles, notes, correspondence, and newspaper articles.

Interviews

In November and December of 1988 I conducted 31 formal interviews

with a total of 36 respondents in Sweden (See Table B-2). I have
chosen not to identify respondents by name, even though only four
respondents requested that some or all of their statements to be "off
the record." Most respondents were people I had identified as having

played a role in the debate, and they were selected on the basis of
one or more of the following criteria: (a) how instrumental they were

in the establishment of the Inquiry; (b) their representation of
groups who would be directly affected by the legislation (e.g.,
feminist, gay, adoption, physicians, journalists); (c) their
expression of opinions in the debate that were theoretically relevant,
e.g., with respect to disclosure; (d) their involvement with the
administrative processes or political clout (e.g., civil servants,
MPs); (e) their level of participation in the debate, high or low
(e.g., lawyers); and (f) their represention of groups who had an
interest in the debate itself (e.g., journalists). Interviewing
involuntarily childless individuals proved difficult, as the National
Association of the Involuntarily Childless (OBR) became defunct after
the debate. I was particularly gratified when I succeeded in

interviewing a previously childless Couple who had taken part in the
debate. In addition, to these formal interviews, I held informal

conversations with friends and Colleagues, including Social workers, a

judge, theologians, teachers, physicians, feminists, and lesbians.
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Table B-2

Swedish Respondents, November–December, 1988

Interview No. Group/Interests Representing in 1980–1984

1–3 Members of the Inquiry

4–5 Ministers of Justice

6–11 MPs (4 parties)

12–15 State agencies/departments/ministries/

16–17 Journalists (Svenska Dagbladet & Dagens

Nyheter)

18–20 Helping professions (3 adoption; 2 social
work; 1 psychology)

21 Philosopher

22–23 Lawyer, judge

24–27 Feminists, lesbians, gays (5 respondents)

28 Involuntarily childless (2 respondents)

29–31 Physicians, staff with physician agencies

Each interview, was tape recorded, and lasted 1–3 hours. They were
open-ended, guided by questions, that were developed from my analysis
of written data. During the analysis of, written materials, I kept a
running log of questions which cºuld only be answered by . Someone
had been ifi Sweden at the time of the debate. The analysis of data
also resulted § 3; #3; which would further "■ º■ ºdeparting, for Sweden, I spent, a week translating, these. ■ uestions into
Swedish (having spent much time, thinking about these issues in
English t I did not feel, secure, in my command of the Swedish languageanjinºré), and groupéâ the questions into, Categories. Next I

-transferred, the grºups onto index-cards in different colors, ending up
with about 100 cards. Before each interview, I sorted through the
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cards, selected the appropriate ones, and inserted them into the

pockets of plastic photo album pages, in the sequence in which I
thought I would ask the questions. This system proved invaluable given
the challenges and constraints of the interview process. First, I
frequently did not have much time for preparation between interviews,

given that they were all conducted during a period of one month.

Additionally, for each respondent, there were many questions,

conditions, and concerns to keep in mind. This visual overview of the

interview questions provided me with flexibility, and a way to rapidly
choose questions and areas of inquiry.

The interviews had several foci. One concerned events, the "what,
when, where, who, and how" of the debate. Related to this were

questions that would clarify Swedish political culture and the
development of policy. Another focus was on the claims articulated in
the debate: who took what position, why, and so forth. I also used the

interviews to check out the emerging analysis. Finally, the interviews
allowed me to discover gaps in the written materials that I had
Collected.

Upon returning to the United States, I listened to the
interviews, and transcribed salient parts, which amplified, explained,
or challenged the emerging analysis. In this way, the interviews were

secondary to the written materials.

Secondary literature

Although there is a large body of international literature on
donor insemination, the Swedish literature at the time of the debate
was limited to a a handful of articles and books. I reviewed the

international literature for purposes of better understanding (a) the

usages of DI and its social organization; (b) who had written about DI

and how DI had been constructed in this literature; (c) the state of

policy development in other Countries; and (d) the nature of court
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cases involving DI and their relation to policy development. I was
able to divide the international literature into six categories:
medico-clinical, psychological adjustment, policy and legislative,

religious, historical, and feminist. My analysis of this literature
raised questions of a comparative nature, and sharpened my theoretical
focus.

I began reading materials on Sweden (e.g., health care, politics,
child policy, the status of women) toward the end of the analysis of
data. This literature helped make sense of the codes and categories I

had developed. The emergent themes led me to read on a variety of

topics all of which deepened and expanded my analysis: Kantian ethics,
sociology of the family in Sweden, the history of the child, and the
rhetorical construction of policy debates, and the relationship of
women to the state.

319



*ALIZA, ilAIf

Aviºla

IS PAYERN. "Y
--- - -&fill Mill

Appendix C
Table 1

International Policies on Donor Insemination

Selected Areas of Regulation (July, 1987)
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NT REQUIR 7

Li Tºf Rf6!. CRITERIA FR 15 00NQR
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-
MANPAISR'2
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Las Act, 1983
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Art, #1 c. Concept.
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Artific. Concept.
Act, 1784
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Children (Equal.
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1704
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1785
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Rel. Act, 1984
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gº Child. Act,
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(Medical Prºc.)
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Yoº. Child it
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partner consent

Meaning unclear
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partner consent

Yºs. Child it
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partner a consent

Yet, Child it
legitimate sl sale
partner consent

Yes. Child it
legitisatº al sale
partner's consent

Yºs. Child 14
legitisate sl sale
partner content

Yes. Child is
lºitisatº u■ salº
partner's contest

Wes. Child is
legitisatº al sale
partner's consent

Yes, Child is
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Preºused, but
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rebuttable

Prºsused, but
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Preºused, but
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Phys. , ºr non-phys
within approved
hospital 5. Gºon be given (to

recip., child, ºr
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continued on next page
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Table 1 continued

UALITALIAI:

CANAMA

Hutt:
Civil Code, Arts. ,
588 588, 1980

Lukºn
Children's Act,
1984

Cliº■ ikºvsk!”
Asends. Fasily
Act, 1982
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Ministry, 1981
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Yes, Child 15
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* partner

Yes, wife's
partner's,
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No. (But see Table
y
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RE: PROVIDER2
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hospital

Gynec. clinics

Only at public
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physician (Ob/Gyn)

No. (But see
Table 3)

Health care
establ. specially
authorized

RITERIA FOR
ACCESS2
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garried couples
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Waterosexual
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garried)

No. (But $ºº
Table 3)

"Any healty adult
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Family Law
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IWF, etc., 1984
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Institute of Law
Research Refers,
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Table 2

International Policy Recommendations
Donor Insemination

Selected Areas of Regulation (July, 1987)

IS PATERNITY
&ERi■ kAIED1

70 follow USA's
UPA

Already legislated

Yes, child it
legitisatº ml salt
partner's consent

Yes, child is
legitisatt ul sale
partner's consent

Yes, child is
lºgitisatº al salº
partner's consent

Wes. Child is
lºitinate ul sale
partner's consent
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CONSENT REQUIRED2
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In writing
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\ partner.
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RE: PROVIDER7
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under superv, 0%
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IS DONOR ANNORITY
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Wes. (Known
dongri C. k.)

Confidential,
except where
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Wes
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Continued on next page
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IS PARIºR 5
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Table 2 continued
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Wºº. Child is
legitimate ml sale
partner's consent

Yes, Child is
legitimate ºf salt
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itwaswrittenwithmarriedcouples
inmind,referring
tothe recipient

asa
marriedwoman,andnotcoveringthesituation
of an

unmarriedwoman.TheOregonstatute
istheonlyonethat

e

explicitlymentionsunmarriedwomen.Becausemanystatutes, whethertheyweremodeledaftertheUPAornot,refertothe recipient
asa
marriedwomanlegalinterpretations
oftheright

f

Whileinsen
i

nationforunmarriedwomenmaynotba
i1

lose1. theremaybe
repercussions(e.g.
,

paternityclaims)unless certainconditionsarefulfilled.Somestates(e.g., California,Colorado,Washington,Wyoming)havemodifiedthe UPAstatutesoastoforfeitdonorrightsalsointhecaseof an
unmarriedwoman,contingentuponsatisfyingtheroquiromont (5)DonorAnonymitz:TheUPAdoesnotaddresstheissueof whetherornotthedonorshouldbe

anonymous.
Itis
unclear
to whatextentindividualstatestatutesdo.

Generally,they stipulate,
asdoestheUPA,thatrecords
of
consentandthe

-h

dateofthe
insemination
bekeptconfidential.LiketheUPA, moststatutes

donotrequirethatthedonor'snameis -
Atleast28stateshavepassedlegislationaccording
to AmericanFertilitySociety,"EthicalConsiderations

oftheNew
ReproductiveTechnologies,
"

Fertility_and_Sterility
46,3,

(September1986),Supplement
1.- c

DonnaJ.
Hitchens,LesbiansChoosinthdiLe

*::::::Hºnºus"
(San#####!*:::::::::::::" IQ.lºcº

º-

f

Compare,forexample,thefollowing,Shapiro,1986; Kritchevsky,1981;Shaman,"LegalAspects
of
Artificial Insemination,"

J.Fam.Law_18,331
,

(1979-1980):344.Quotedby Shapiro,1988:43;JohnA.
Robertson,"Embryos,Families,and

ProcreativeLiberty:TheLegalStructure
oftheNew

*::::::::tion."
S.Cal.LawRev.
,
no.59,(July1986):939-1041, esp.

-
G

Hitchens,1984;Kritchevsky,1981.
h

(1)
#ºf
Itstab.
1

inhment
ofpatern
ity
andi-row
d1nsfor

i.egitimacy
ofthechildhavebeentheprimaryfociof

legislativeeffortsAbout1/3ofthestateshavemodeledtheir legislation
ona
skeletalAIDsection
oftheUniformParentage Act(UPA)drafted

in1973.TheUPA'sprimaryconcernwasto
clarifyhowpaternity
istobe
established
andto
establishthº rightsof

illegitimatechildren
asequaltothoseof
legitimat” children.TheUPA

regulates_conditions_for_Insen
AnatAon-only Anaofarasthey

relate_to_the_Assus_of_Patern
Aty.Legal interpretations

of
inseminationstatutesmaytendtohavethe samepointof

reference,leavingunansweredthequestion
of whether

a

particularstatutedictatesparticularconditionsfor
undertakinginsemination
ormerelyrequirementsthatmustbe

satisfied
inorderto
establishpaternity.TheUPAstatesthat thechildisthelegitimatechildofthe

recipient'shusband
if a)the

insemination
wasdoneunderthe
supervision
ofa

licensedphysicianandb)thehusbandhadconsented
in
writing

In28stateslegislation
hasbeenpassedprovidingfor legitimacystatusofthechild,contingentuponthehusband's writtenconsenttothe

insemination.Fifteen
ofthosestates explicitlyprovidethatthedonorisnotthelegalfatherof

b

thechild.Thequestionremainsunanswered
astothedonor's rightsand

responsibilities
inthecaseofan
unmarriedwoman (2)Consent:TheUPAdoesnotregulatetheconditionsfor undertakinginsemination,

butonlyconditionsfor
establishing paternity.Thus,forthosestatesadoptingversions

oftheUPA (e.g.,California.Colorado,Minnesota,Montana,Nevada,New

c

Jersey,Washington,Wisconsin,Wyoming),paternity
is

contingentuponwrittenconsentonthepartofthe
recipient's husband. (3)

:v:TheUPAdoesnotregulatewhomay ormaynotundertakeinsemination.However,onlywherethe
insemination
hasbeenperformed
bya
licensedphysiciandoes thedonorforfeithispaternalrightstothechild While"Aboutone-half

oftheAIDstatuesarepremised
onthe assumptionthat

a

physician
orsomeoneunder
a

physician's supervisionwillperformthe
insemination",onlyinfour (additional

)

statesdothestatutesspecifythatthe
inseminationmustbedonebya
physician(Connecticut,Georgia,

d

Oklahoma,
andOregon).

to
insemination
forsinglewomenvary

of
involving
a

physician(see3,
above). recorded

b

Ibid.
d

AmericanFertilitySociety,1986:11S.
e

BarbaraKritchevsky,"TheUnmarriedWoman'sRightto ArtificialInsemination:
A
Callforan
ExpandedDefinition
of Family,
"

HarvardWomen'sLawJ.4,1,
(1981):1-42;E.
Donald Shapiro,"NewInnovations

in
ConceptionandTheirEffectsUpon ;:LawandMorality,

"N.Y.Law
School_Law_Rev.
31,(1986):37

Shapiro,1986.
J

Rritchevsky,1981.

t
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Appendix D

Headings of Newspaper Articles, Letters to Editors, etc.

July–September, 1983

"Inquiry Proposal: Donors Not Anonymous" Dagens Nyheter

"Death—blow For All Childless" Arbetet

"Controversial Proposal: Donors Identity Exposed When Child is 18"
Goteborgs-Posten

"The Self-Evident Becomes Law" Kvallsposten

"Daddy – Who are You?" Svenska Dagbl.

"The Donor Should be Anonymous" Falu-Kuriren

"Unknown Father" Dagens Nyheter

"Artificial Reproduction Ends if the Anonymity Annulled"
Hallandsposten

"The Child Has a Right to its Father" Unidentified

We'll Quit Fertilizing: Physicians Protest Against Registration"
Arbetet

"Artificial Reproduction: Activity Threatened" Hallandsposten

"Society Already Has Made the Father Unnecessary: Give Women the
Right to Have Children on Their Own" Dagens Nyheter

"Are Daddies to be Abolished?" Dagen

;

s
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"Right to One's Own Daddy?" Unidentified

"What Do the Genes Mean?" Stockholms Tidn.

"It Concerns Human Beings" Svenska Dagbl:

"An Elephant in the Field of Seeds" Sydsv. Dagbl.

"Homosexuals Want to Open Their Own Sperm Bank" Svenska Dagble

"Openness Regarding Insemination is Good" Stockholms Tidn.

"Can't be Stopped" Unidentified

"After 18 Years They Get to Know Their Daddy's Name"
ITeSSen

"Now the Question of Sperm donors Will be Settled" Kvallsposten

"The Rights of the Child Most Important in New Insemination
Legislation" Dagens Nyheter

"Proposal for a New Insemination Law: No to Lesbians and Single
Women" Stockholms'Tidn.

"The Insemination Question: Let Donors Remain Anonymous!"
Goteborgs-Tidn.

"Artificial Reproduction: The Rights of the Child Most Important"
Ostersunds-Post.

"Spermdonors not Anonymous: It Will be Difficult Finding Donors"
Ostgotacorr

s
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"For the Children's Best?" Skanska Dagbl:

"Inquiry Proposal About Insemination: Children Should Know Who is
the Biological Father" Unidentified

"S/he is the Very Image of Daddy" Dagens Nyheter

"New Proposals Re. Insemination: Closure Threatens in Falun"
Falu-Kuriren

"New Proposal: The Rights of Children Threaten Spermbank"
Dala Demokraten

"Daddy – There You Are!" Svenska Dagbl:

"Tor Sverne is Right" Goteborgs-Posten

"Wishful Thinking Behind Insemination Law" Gotlands Tidn.

"Anonymous Donors – Legislating Double Standard of Morality"
Gotlands Folkbl.

"Unknown Father? A Betrayal of the Child" Arbetet

"Sperm donors Exposed" Arbetet

"Clear Rules" Arbetet

"The Woman's Own Business: Why Must Sperm Children Have a Father?"
Arbetet
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