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Abstract

Recent science and technology studies (STS) debates on valuation mecha-
nisms have highlighted how social, ethical, and political values are embed-
ded in scientific and technological practices—particularly through
regulation and market design. In this context, scholars working
on assisted reproductive technologies (ART) have examined how bodies,
tissues, and reproductive labor are integrated into market economies struc-
tured by transnational inequalities and postcolonial legacies. Using a femi-
nist political economy lens, this article advances STS discussions by
analyzing how state-enforced quality standards and altruistic narratives
function as valuation mechanisms in the reproductive bioeconomies of
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Ukraine and Spain. These mechanisms not only shape the valuation of
ova but also reproduce economic hierarchies, gendered and racialized
labor stratification, and core—periphery dependencies within global
reproductive value chains. Drawing on qualitative data, we examine how
regulatory differences influence each country’s role in European ART mar-
kets. Ukraine’s permissive regulatory environment and lack of EU alignment
allow for competitive pricing but raise concerns about quality standards,
reinforcing its position as a peripheral, low-cost supplier. In contrast,
Spain’s regulated ART sector, aligned with EU standards, generates higher
ova value through trust and credibility, solidifying its position within the
“core.” This article argues that valuation processes are co-constructed
through regulation, technologies, and market economies, legitimizing
reproductive markets while obscuring underlying structural inequalities.

Keywords
Egg donation, value, state, regulation, market, altruism, Ukraine, Spain

Introduction

The demand for donated ova in Europe continues to rise, with over 80,000 egg
donation treatment cycles performed annually (Wyns 2022). Yet the supply
remains constrained, as European Union policy permits only altruistic egg
donation—with no financial compensation beyond reimbursement for the
donor’s expenses and inconvenience—offering limited incentives for partici-
pation (European Parliament and the Council 2004). This model is interpreted
unevenly across countries, resulting in significant variation in donor
availability and prompting patients to seek cross-border reproductive care in
settings with more liberal legislation, better access, and lower costs
(Hudson et al. 2011; Hudson and Culley 2011; Gunnarsson Payne 2015;
Homanen 2018). Countries like Spain and Ukraine have become popular des-
tinations for such arrangements due to their less restrictive assisted reproduc-
tive technologies (ART) laws and compensation levels considered attractive
by local donors, contributing to a steady supply of ova from individuals
with desirable phenotypes (Shenfield et al. 2010; Bergmann 2011;
Krolekke 2014a; Lafuente-Funes 2017; Degli Esposti and Pavone 2019;
Alkorta 2021; Molas and Whittaker 2022).

Both Spanish and Ukrainian fertility clinics have increasingly relied on
the banking and transport of donor eggs (Tober and Pavone 2018; Tober
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et al. 2023)." This practice is especially prominent in Ukraine where
cross-border egg donation depends heavily on shipping vitrified eggs
abroad, allowing foreign patients to undergo treatment in their home coun-
tries or other preferred locations (Vlasenko 2023). Although the Russian
full-scale invasion has disrupted parts of Ukraine’s ART industry (Konig
2023), major players have adapted by increasingly relocating operations
abroad and prioritizing the shipment of biomaterials to mitigate safety con-
cerns associated with travel to Ukraine.

In this article, we ask how the valuation of donor ova is shaped by state
regulation and market design in Spain and Ukraine, in relation to each coun-
try’s position within the European market, its quality standards, and prevailing
narratives of altruism. The theoretical framework of core—periphery dynamics
and global value chains provides the basis for understanding how countries
such as Ukraine and Spain generate value in the global ART market. The reg-
ulatory disparities and compliance with European quality standards are central
to this analysis. We argue that being situated within the EU, along with the
presence of state legislation ensuring European quality standards and the altru-
istic framing of donation, provides a pathway to accessing and gaining a com-
petitive advantage in the European ART market. In the following, we explore
how discourses and practices surrounding the regulation of (a) quality stan-
dards and (b) donor altruism act as valuation mechanisms that directly
shape the market dynamics of oocyte economies in both countries.

In this respect, a comparison between Spain and Ukraine offers valuable
insights. Both countries have developed distinct norms and practices for per-
forming and governing ova donation. While both are successful in
export-oriented ova commodity chains, their valuation dynamics differ
due to contrasting regulatory regimes and unequal positions within the
core—periphery hierarchy. As an EU member, Spain has a clearly but liber-
ally regulated egg donation industry and access to the EU market, whereas
Ukraine, a non-EU country, operates under more fragmented legislation and
faces challenges in navigating European market restrictions, a situation
further aggravated by the ongoing war. Additionally, Spain and Ukraine
have implemented different market designs. The Spanish market has been
described as quasi-social, combining relatively attractive compensation
with the effective framing of ova provision as altruistic donation (Degli
Esposti and Pavone 2019). In contrast, Ukraine has adopted a more explicit,
business-like approach, which effectively works according to more tradi-
tional market mechanisms (Vlasenko 2015; 2024). While this grants
Ukrainian fertility clinics greater operational freedom, it may also pose
risks to their credibility.
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In the following section, we discuss how discourses surrounding state
regulation of quality standards and altruism act as valuation mechanisms,
with a particular focus on how these are shaped by core—periphery dynamics
within global reproductive value chains.

ARTs, State Regulation, and Global Value Chains

The theoretical foundation for this article draws on insights from science and
technology studies (STS), feminist political economy, and global value
chain analysis. These approaches allow for an examination of how regula-
tory frameworks, market design, and narratives of quality and altruism influ-
ence the value assigned to donor eggs within transnational ART markets,
while also reproducing economic inequalities, gender power dynamics,
and postcolonial relations embedded within their operational and institu-
tional structures. Central to this discussion is the concept of core—periphery
dynamics, which highlights that countries like Spain and Ukraine occupy
different positions within global reproductive value chains based on their
regulatory environments and market practices.

Valuation Mechanisms

In STS literature, valuation mechanisms refer to the processes and structures
through which social, ethical, economic, and political values are produced
and expressed within scientific and technological practices. These mecha-
nisms shape and are shaped by the development, implementation, and recep-
tion of scientific knowledge and technological artifacts (Winner 1980;
Jasanoff 2005). Such values are not only inscribed in the design and opera-
tion of scientific and technological systems (Flanagan and Nissenbaum
2014; Beaulieu and Leonelli 2021), but are also articulated through dis-
courses, standards, and norms that steer research agendas, funding priorities,
and regulatory frameworks (Miller and Edwards 2001; Jasanoff 2011). Their
meanings are continuously negotiated and contested by a range of actors,
including researchers, policymakers, industry representatives, activists,
and members of the public (Hess 1997). Crucially, values are also embedded
in the organization and functioning of markets, informing the emergence of
distinct market regimes (Callon 1998; 2021; Callon, Millo and Muniesa
2007; Zelizer 2010).

Recent contributions from valuation studies (Kjellberg et al. 2013) have
extended these debates by examining the practices and devices through
which value(s) are generated in markets, particularly in the context of
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bodies and tissues. For instance, Sunder Rajan’s (2006) work on post-
genomic life highlights how biotechnologies must be understood in relation
to the markets in which they emerge. Waldby’s (2002) concept of biovalue
—the economic, social, and cultural value derived from biological materials
and processes—has been pivotal in studying how life as surplus is extracted,
manipulated, and commercialized through specific biomedical technologies.
Subsequent studies have emphasized the centrality of databanks (Mitchell
and Waldby 2010), clinical labor (Cooper and Waldby 2014), tissue and
cell donation (Waldby 2019), as well as normative frameworks and asseti-
zation dynamics (Birch and Tyfield 2013; Hoeyer 2013; Beltrame and
Hauskeller 2018) in the production and appropriation of biovalue within
capitalist economies.

Applying these insights to assisted reproduction, scholars argue that
oocyte provision constitutes an extension of women’s underpaid or
unpaid labor, essential for biovalue accumulation yet largely rendered invis-
ible (Cattapan 2016; Nahman 2018; Vertommen and Barbagallo 2021).
Building on their pioneering research in reproductive markets (Inhorn
2015; Rudrappa 2015; Deomampo 2019), this article employs a feminist
political economy lens to explore how reproductive technologies are
shaped by global institutions, interconnections, and inequalities, while high-
lighting their distinctive value and exchange dynamics (Namberger 2019;
Vlasenko 2021; Vertommen, Pavone and Nahman 2022). Specifically, it
advances STS discussions by analyzing how state-enforced quality stan-
dards and altruistic narratives are mobilized as valuation mechanisms in
the reproductive bioeconomies of Ukraine and Spain, driving ova value cre-
ation while perpetuating postcolonial and gendered stratifications.

Core—Periphery and Global Value Chains

Postcolonial and feminist STS scholars emphasize that colonial histories
continue to shape contemporary reproductive practices and policies, rein-
forcing racial hierarchies and exacerbating global inequalities through tech-
nology use (Briggs 2002; Pande 2014; Benjamin 2019). A central debate
focuses on cross-border reproductive care and its implications for reproduc-
tive justice, capitalist accumulation, and the postcolonial logics underpin-
ning “global fertility chains” (Vertommen, Pavone and Nahman 2022).
While global ART markets appear increasingly expansive and fluid—
where a single treatment cycle can span multiple countries (Parry 2015;
Miiller and Schurr 2016; Schurr 2018)—national borders continue to struc-
ture the geography and success of egg donation industries. This apparent
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“fluidity” is not fully captured by the concept of reproductive tourism;
rather, it reflects many countries’ failure to meet their citizens’ reproductive
needs (Inhorn 2011; 2015) and sustains entrenched North—South asymme-
tries of market entanglements, racial imaginaries, and extractive legacies
(Deomampo 2016). We propose that the expanding global connections
within egg donation markets are better understood through the lens of
core—periphery dynamics, which illuminate economic dependencies and
gendered and racialized labor circuits (Hopkins and Wallerstein 1977).

In STS literature, the concept of core—periphery highlights the unequal
distribution of technological resources, knowledge production, and innova-
tion across regions, emphasizing global disparities and power imbalances in
science (Jasanoff 2005). Drawing from world-systems theory and global
value chains analysis (Gereffi and Korzeniewicz 1994; Hopkins and
Wallerstein 1994; Gereffi et al. 2001; Bair 2005), we examine how ART
markets reflect core—periphery dynamics and maintain postcolonial hierar-
chies through an uneven flow of resources, technology, and labor. Core
countries—typically higher-income with robust regulatory systems—set
dominant quality and ethical standards. Peripheral regions, often characterized
by weaker regulations and lower costs, must adapt to externally imposed
norms that may not align with local priorities. While these regions supply
lower-cost materials and labor, they capture a disproportionately small
share of the profits. These stratified global relations embed European values
as markers of legitimacy in ART markets, reinforcing civilizational and geo-
political hierarchies within increasingly entangled transnational bioeconomies
(Van Wichelen 2019).

This disparity is evident in how Ukraine and Spain generate value in
global value chains: due to its peripheral status, Ukraine generates value
by offering low-cost, high-demand reproductive materials within a flexible
regulatory environment, while Spain’s value is rooted in its adherence to
European regulation, capitalizing on credibility, quality, and altruism. In
the remainder of this section, we explore two key topics in recent debates
and integral to this article’s contributions: The role of (a) state-enforced reg-
ulation of quality standards and (b) altruism as valuation mechanisms in
reproductive markets, and how both are shaped by core—periphery dynamics
within global value chains.

Regulation

The role of state regulation in shaping reproductive markets has long been
debated, with scholars arguing that increasing regulation drives clients,
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opportunities, and business actors to less regulated countries (Rudrappa
2015; Schurr and Perler 2015; Whittaker and Chee 2015; Mitra 2018). In
this view, countries with minimal regulation often become hot spots for
reproductive travel, offering advantageous conditions for businesses to
thrive (Schurr 2018). Thus, a government’s inaction can be as impactful
as its actions in giving countries a competitive edge in the global ART
market (Pavone and Goven 2017; Degli Esposti and Pavone 2019;
Vlasenko 2021; Vertommen, Pavone and Nahman 2022). At the same
time, clear and enforceable regulatory frameworks are recognized as essen-
tial in morally significant areas like human embryology and reproduction, as
they establish boundaries that do not merely restrict but actively enable the
functioning of these fields by balancing scientific innovation with rigorous
oversight, ultimately fostering public trust and upholding ethical principles
(Franklin and Jackson 2024).

Building on these debates, we argue that the reproductive market’s reli-
ance on regulation is emblematic of broader patterns in modern economies,
reinforcing neoliberal trends toward state-supported capitalism as the norm
rather than the exception (Davies 2018). Contrary to popular belief that “free
markets” naturally emerge from human profit-seeking behavior, modern
economies depend on government regulation to sustain operations and
underpin growth, which relies on state-established institutions like legal
contracts and property rights (Polanyi 1944; Block 2008; Fligstein 2018;
2005). Sunder Rajan (2006) further shows the constitutive role of policy-
makers, regulation, market designs, and political institutions in shaping
“biocapital.” Similarly, Mazzuccato (2013) underscores the entrepreneurial
state’s pivotal role in creating and sustaining markets, as well as supporting
knowledge- and innovation-based economies. Contributing to these STS
discussions, this article examines regulatory frameworks that not only
enable the functioning of ART markets but also actively embed moral,
social, and political values into market practices. This dual role positions
the state not merely as a regulator but as an architect of markets, shaping val-
uation and global flows of reproductive biomaterials and labor, and influenc-
ing hierarchies and the distribution of risks and rewards within global value
chains.

State regulation acts as a vital valuation mechanism, establishing compet-
itive advantages that differentiate countries like Ukraine and Spain, whose
contrasting regulatory environments and EU alignment influence their posi-
tioning within global value chains. Ukraine’s minimal state intervention and
lack of alignment with EU standards initially allowed it to profit from sup-
plying lower-cost biomaterials within the global reproductive bioeconomy.
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However, the absence of robust legal oversight has raised credibility con-
cerns, prompting Western clients to question quality standards and donor
motivations. In contrast, Spain’s regulated market—balancing mild
European regulations with financial incentives—has fostered a reliable
egg supply, strengthened the fertility industry, and increased market value
while allowing unrestricted exports. This regulatory alignment has estab-
lished Spain as a core player, setting standards and generating greater
value through perceived credibility and quality, while Ukraine serves as a
peripheral supplier to core countries by adapting to these standards.
Although we do not directly compare the quality and ethical standards in
both countries, we acknowledge that core—periphery dynamics shape the
perceived value of donor eggs—Ilike viewing Ukrainian eggs as less desir-
able due to concerns about quality and ethics—reflecting how core countries
establish and use regulations and standards to protect their markets from
lower-priced competition from peripheral regions.

Compliance with European quality standards serves as a gatekeeping
mechanism while creating opportunities for some countries to become key
players in global value chains. Studies show that it provides a competitive
advantage, as seen when Hungarian farmers struggled to meet EU quality
standards (Gille 2016) or when the Polish meat industry faced specific EU
audit requirements, limiting their market access and profitability. These reg-
ulations represent a new mode of governmentality in post-socialist Eastern
Europe, facilitating flows of capital and goods (Dunn 2005, 175). In the
ART market, only vitrified egg cells assigned a Single European Code
(SEC) by authorized European clinics included in the Registry of Tissue
Entities can be used in treatments (The European Commission 2015).
While this process is straightforward for Spanish egg banks, non-EU coun-
tries like Ukraine face significant regulatory barriers. Ukrainian egg banks
must partner with EU clinics to assign an SEC, proving compliance with
EU standards and demonstrating donor altruism, as required by the EU
Tissue and Cells Directive (European Parliament and the Council 2004).
Compliance with such regulations could enable peripheral markets, like
Ukraine’s, to move toward the core and increase their market value.

Altruism

Another contested debate centers on the altruistic nature of egg provision.
Exchanges of biological materials have sparked fierce scholarly discussion
over whether they circulate as gifts or commodities, represent choice or
exploitation, or if they exist on a continuum between the two (Parry 2008;
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2015; Hoeyer 2013; Nahman 2013; Waldby et al. 2013; Waldby 2015;
Krolekke 2018). Traditional perspectives often posit that market participa-
tion—where donors are paid—is opposed to altruistic donation, which is
perceived as having higher moral and social value (Kimbrell 1997; Nelkin
and Andrews 2001; Kenney and McGowan 2014). Hannah Gibson’s
work on traditional surrogacy challenges this altruistic/nonaltruistic dichot-
omy, revealing the complexity of altruistic motivations. Her research shows
how traditional surrogates are driven by both the desire to help others create
kin, and the pursuit of personal fulfillment (Gibson 2021).

Existing studies have primarily addressed altruism as a motivational
mechanism that mobilizes egg providers (Fielding et al. 1998; Braverman
and Corson 2002; Byrd, Sidebotham and Lieberman 2002; Almeling
2006; Purewal and Van den Akker 2009; Pennings et al. 2014; Jadva
et al. 2015; Graham et al. 2016; Thaldar 2020). However, we propose that
altruism can function as a valuation mechanism or a “market device”
(Callon, Millo and Muniesa 2007), emphasizing how certain regulations
or narratives can function strategically within markets to shape perceptions,
behaviors, and ultimately the value assigned to goods and services.
Following Hoeyer’s (2013, 110) encouragement to examine “what the
moral ideal does to the mode of exchange” and Rudrappa’s (2021) critique
of altruistic exchanges as seemingly egalitarian but ultimately rooted in
domination, we suggest that the moral framing of body part transfers as
altruistic may be “an essential part of commercial research conditions on
positive terms” (Hoeyer 2013, 108).

To develop a care-centered narrative as an alternative to neoliberal cap-
italism, Lynch (2022) emphasizes how neoliberal framings of altruism are
integral to the accumulation process of capitalism, functioning as gendered
disciplinary devices. Similarly, Panitch (2016) highlights how the construc-
tion of egg providers as “altruistic donors” plays a highly gendered and con-
stitutive role in egg donation markets. Less attention, however, has been
paid to the role of altruism in the design and operation of markets and in
the commodification regimes of ova procurement, where a delicate
balance between altruism and compensation exists (Degli Esposti and
Pavone 2019; Lafuente-Funes 2020; Molas and Whittaker 2022). In this
article, we question whether altruism facilitates the extension of capitalist
logic into the reproductive domain, serving both as a powerful mobilizing
incentive and an effective valuation mechanism in reproductive markets.

The comparison between Spain and Ukraine is illuminating. Both coun-
tries frame egg provision as a donation to avoid overt commercialization, but
they differ in execution. In Spain, compensation is capped and unrelated to
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the number of eggs or donor characteristics, while in Ukraine, it fluctuates
with market prices and can vary based on these factors. Although financial
motivation exists in both contexts, it draws criticism of exploitation in
lower-income Ukraine, whereas Spain’s higher-income context shields it
from similar accusations. As a result, the altruistic narrative enhances the
value of “Spanish” eggs, while “Ukrainian” eggs’ value is diminished due
to donors’ financial motives. This narrative, operating within core—periphery
dynamics, may also be used by core countries to undermine peripheral
industries by labeling them as commercializing the practice. Ultimately,
altruism functions as a market device that controls costs by preventing com-
pensation from rising to match market prices, while simultaneously enhanc-
ing the perceived value of eggs by appealing to ethical donation standards.

In the rest of the paper, we compare how the complex interplay of regu-
lation, market mechanisms, and emerging technologies within the core—
periphery dynamics of Spain and Ukraine co-produces distinct economic
regimes of egg provision. Specifically, we examine whether a liberal yet
robust regulatory framework, which establishes fixed compensation and
ethical guidelines, offers a competitive advantage over a market-dominated
system, where supply, demand, and fluctuating compensation determine
who can participate and how prices are set, within the limits of state-
enforced health and age criteria; and whether altruism, rather than opposing
commercialization, serves as a central valuation mechanism in the commer-
cial dynamics of egg donation in Ukraine and Spain.

Methods

This article draws on independent qualitative data gathered through field-
work in Spain and Ukraine. All names of individuals and organizations
have been changed to protect confidentiality. The Ukraine fieldwork, con-
ducted for 18 months between 2015 and 2018, included 47 semistructured
interviews with medical professionals and agents in eight private fertility
clinics in Kyiv, L’viv, Kharkiv, and Odesa, and 15 months of participant
observation at a Ukrainian ova bank “Cryova,” which retrieves, stores and
exports donor eggs to meet global demand.” These data collected prior to
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine primarily reflect the preinvasion
context. However, a small number of follow-up interviews with medical
professionals conducted in 2022 and 2024 provide additional insight into
the current situation. Permission to conduct participant observation and
interviews was secured by directly contacting the clinics/agencies, and par-
ticipants. The sample included clinics and agency directors (often medical
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Table I. Sample of Professionals Interviewed in Ukraine.

Profession Interviewees

Embryologists/Biologists 3

Gynaecologists/Doctors 14

Coordinators/Psychologists/Marketing/ 18
Accountants/Couriers/Recruiting agents

Directors (reproductologists) 12

Total 47

Table 2. Samples of Professionals Interviewed in Spain.

Profession Interviewees
Embryologists/Biologists 5
Gynecologists/Doctors 12
Psychologists/Marketing/Coordinators 3
Total 20

professionals themselves), embryologists, gynecologists or ART specialists,
medical coordinators (often nurses) and international coordinators, psychol-
ogists, accountants, marketing and PR specialists, couriers, and donor/surro-
gacy recruitment agents (Table 1). The project received IRB approval from
Indiana University.

The Spanish data proceed from two years of fieldwork between 2013 and
2015, through semi-structured interviews with 20 professionals (8 men and
12 women) across 10 different centers (Table 2), mostly private clinics
located in the top five regions (Table 3). One public IVF hospital offering
egg donation was also included in the sample. This fieldwork sought to
capture a broad range of views on the practices adopted in clinics located
in tourist areas, such as the Mediterranean coast, as well as in less touristy
regions. The sample included gynecologists, embryologists, psychologists,
marketing directors, and fertility program coordinators. The fieldwork was
conducted by the PI and a PhD student, who conducted 20 face-to-face,
semi-structured interviews, lasting between 45 and 90 min. The project
was formally approved in 2012 by the ethics committee of the Ministerio
de Economia y Competitividad, Secretaria de Innovacion.

In both fieldwork studies, informed consent was obtained from all partici-
pants. Semi-structured interviews with open-ended questions were audio
recorded when permitted by the interviewee. Although the questionnaires
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Table 3. The Regional Distribution of the Assisted Reproductive Technology (ART)
Clinics in Spain.

IVF Private Public

Autonomic region (percent) (percent) (percent) Total
l. Andalucia 6l 48 52 141
2. Cataluha 30 48 5 75
3. Comunidad de Madrid 28 35 9 62
4. Comunitat Valencian 18 23 9 46
5. Pais Vasco Il 13 4 24
6. Castilla—La Mancha 6 Il 6 24
7. Galicia 9 9 4 19
8. Castilla y Ledn 6 9 4 18
9. Region de Murcia 8 I I 17
10. llles Balears 6 6 4 15
1. Canarias 6 6 2 12
12. Aragon 5 5 2 10
13. Comunidad de Navarra 3 5 | 8
14. Extremadura 2 | 3 6
15. Principado de Asturias 4 3 I 5
16. Cantabria 2 2 | 5
17. La Rioja 3 3 | 5
18. Melilla | | 0 2

Total 294 314 153 494

differed between the two case studies, both focused on the following topics: (a)
Socio-economic background and motivation of donors; (b) donor recruitment;
(c) donor-recipient matching; (d) recipient preferences for donor traits (Ukraine
only); (e) medical examination of donors, stimulation protocols, and egg
retrieval; (f) medical and health risks; (g) the role of regulation and the state;
(h) altruistic donation vs. commercialization; (i) the formation of egg banks;
(j) international cooperation; (k) transportation of biomaterials (Ukraine only).

Interviews were conducted until saturation was reached in both case
studies, after which they were transcribed, coded, and analyzed using thematic
analysis (Marshall and Rossman 2014). The goal was to systematically
develop analytic categories and concepts (Silverman 2015). Initial analyses
of interview transcripts were performed independently by the researchers.
In a subsequent phase, differences between coding systems were discussed,
and a common set of codes was developed to re-analyze the interviews
until consensus was reached. Open coding was employed to identify
common categories and recurrent themes, allowing the coding categories
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and theoretical concepts to emerge from the data, according to grounded
theory (Corbin and Strauss 1990; Glaser and Strauss 1999). Interview data
were cross-referenced with information from secondary sources, including
clinic websites, as well as national and regional laws and reports.

Findings
Legal Regulation and Quality Standards as a Valuation Mechanism

This section analyzes how state regulation, core—periphery dynamics, and
global value chains shape oocyte markets through a comparison of the regula-
tory frameworks in Ukraine and Spain. Ukraine’s regulatory freedom and lower
costs position it as a peripheral supplier, offering more affordable services but
facing unique challenges in demonstrating quality and compliance. In contrast,
Spain’s alignment with EU norms and state-enforced quality standards rein-
forces its status as a core player, fostering international trust and enhancing
market value.

In Ukraine, reproductive technologies evolved from a niche scientific
field in Soviet-era public universities and hospitals into a thriving private
industry by the 2000s. Free from the constraints of the bureaucratically bur-
dened state-run healthcare system, the private sector’s control over the ART
industry played a pivotal role in driving its development, rapid growth, and
global relevance. Since 2001, more than 70 licensed private fertility clinics
have been established,” making access to donated eggs relatively easy, and
positioning egg donation as one of the most profitable treatments.

The shift to a market economy, coupled with the state’s withdrawal
from critical social support structures, created economic pressures that led
many Ukrainian women to donate eggs as an income strategy. Marketed by
local clinics as “Slavic” and “beautiful,” these donors often possessed
“European” traits highly sought after by international clients. With technology
and infrastructure comparable to that of higher-income countries, Ukraine’s sig-
nificantly lower labor costs allowed clinics to price their services competitively
on the global market. Petro, the director of Kyiv’s clinic “Lida,” explained how
international partnerships capitalized on these conditions. His comments high-
light how Ukraine’s distinctive phenotype, economic hardships, and lack of
state intervention have fueled the export of reproductive materials to higher-
income countries (referred to as “civilized”), where restrictive legal environ-
ments and limited financial incentives, given the higher quality of life, make
it difficult to recruit donors:
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For ten to twelve years, we have been working with Western medical profes-
sionals who didn’t have access to donor material, which we, in Ukraine,
always had in abundance. Our girls are very beautiful....Ukraine is Slavic,
and people here have “anthropological features” desired by those seeking
genetic material. Moreover, there has always been a social problem in
Ukraine—the low quality of life....Many things that are connected to the
advancement of reproductive technologies are allowed here and forbidden in
other countries...So we have formed certain flows to “civilized” countries like
the UK, Italy, Israel....where high income levels make it nearly impossible to
find donors, especially since donation is mostly altruistic there. (Petro, Kyiv)

Ukraine’s permissive ART regulatory framework—allowing remuner-
ated egg donation, gestational surrogacy, and cross-border biomaterials
transport—has been instrumental in generating value, positioning the
country as a peripheral supplier of low-cost reproductive labor and materials
to core countries within global value chains. While Ukraine does not have a
stand-alone law governing ART, Decree #787 from the Ministry of
Health (2013) provides clinical guidelines, with additional norms spread
across various legal documents.* Although donation attempts are limited
to eight over the course of the donor's life, the absence of a national egg
donor registry makes enforcement challenging. Egg donation is considered
“voluntary” (out of free will), with women receiving variable compensation
typically ranging between USD700-1,200. Ukrainian clinics permit couples
to select donors from online catalogs featuring personal profiles, photos, and
videos. Although donor anonymity is generally required, donors can sign a
non-anonymity agreement when requested by the recipient country.

Ukraine’s flexible regulatory environment outside the EU framework
grants clinics more operational freedom but can result in fewer quality assur-
ance mechanisms, ethical oversight, and standardized medical practices.
This has led some European IVF partners to increasingly question
Ukrainian quality and ethical standards. Nikolas, the director of a clinic in
Alicante, Spain, expressed these concerns:

Ukraine, unfortunately, does not belong to the European Union, which has
specific quality standards, and this leaves Ukraine behind. I think you
should make a big effort in your country to convince the rest of the scientific
landscape that you are working properly, in the sense of the highest European
standards. Doctors probably have good technical skills, but are economically
too hardline. What they miss is emotional empathy and an ethical legal envi-
ronment. (Nikolas, Alicante)
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These concerns are echoed by Ukrainian medical professionals facing a
paradox: while they appreciate the flexibility afforded by minimal regula-
tion, they also recognize the risk of poor practice in the absence of stronger
state oversight.” The director of fertility clinic “Sono” described how these
conditions damage Ukraine’s international reputation:

There are negative things on the market. Some clinics offer donors more
money to boost volumes, but fall short in following the standards....There
are no defined criteria for medical care. Because of that, we have real moral
and quality-related failures in positioning Ukraine in the world....I do not
want state regulation to obstruct our work. But let’s set the rules of the
game. Not every gynecological office should run an egg bank—it requires
meeting specific criteria such as number of cycles, safety, and quality stan-
dards. This is how a normal, civilized market functions globally, but we
won’t have it in Ukraine anytime soon. I am for the open, free market
without limitations—but a civilized one. (Alex, Lviv)

In this context, regulation acts as a valuation mechanism, influencing the
value assigned to Ukraine’s reproductive services in global ART markets.
Ukrainian professionals aspire to a market that balances their decision-
making autonomy with state regulation to uphold norms of good practice.
Aware that market-driven logics can compromise care standards, they
oppose unchecked commercialization and emphasize the state’s role in
enforcing the “rules of the game” to distinguish reputable clinics from
those that prioritize profit over safety and quality or lack adequate infrastruc-
ture. As part of their collective strategy to improve Ukraine’s standing in
global value chains and overcome its peripheral status, ART specialists
emphasize their European values and reassure clients and partners of their
adherence to European standards. Alex, for example, highlights this point:

They [European partners] worry whether we meet certain quality standards.
They don’t completely understand that Ukraine is a European country. In
their [European] imagination, we do it in the cave with dirty hands. But we
are extremely European! We look much better than clinics of the old
Europe, Austrian or Swiss. (Alex, Lviv)

Eggs play a central role in a complex value creation process, where not
only economic and social values are generated, but national identity is
also constructed and reinforced through association with European culture
and norms. For Ukrainian professionals, Europe serves as an idealized
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model of “normal” and “civilized” markets, characterized by state-enforced
quality and safety standards. As perceived industry standards—rather than
merely transmissible traits—determine the value of donor eggs in transna-
tional markets, further value generation in Ukraine is contingent on align-
ment with European ART frameworks, which many believe requires the
introduction of state regulation and controls.

Moreover, compliance with stringent EU quality and safety standards is
essential for market access, but poses significant challenges for peripheral
players due to variations in regulatory oversight and quality control, effec-
tively serving as a gatekeeping mechanism. Ukrainian fertility clinics, such
as the egg bank “Cryova,” which supplies vitrified donor eggs to foreign
clinics, must navigate EU restrictions to import donated tissues and cells
into Europe. Consequently, “Cryova” first transports eggs to a clinic
within Europe authorized to assign a SEC, enabling their distribution
across Europe and beyond as “European” eggs.

Despite complex regulatory burdens, disrupted transportation routes, and
security risks during wartime, Ukrainian fertility clinics have sustained their
global market presence by further transitioning to a model that relies on egg
vitrification and transportation, setting up overseas representation and facili-
ties—the only viable way to ensure the industry’s survival and profitability,
according to professionals. During the early months of the Russian invasion
in spring 2022, when traffic on roads leading out of Ukraine came to a stand-
still, egg bank director Solomiia made five trips to Bratislava, transporting six
large tanks of liquid nitrogen containing approximately 1,000 frozen reproduc-
tive material samples.® Today, some of the bank’s staff remain in Ukraine, han-
dling initial consultations with egg donors, overseeing stimulation protocols,
and vitrifying eggs, while others are based in Europe and beyond, managing
new egg retrieval sites in Slovakia, Albania, and Georgia, and coordinating
the sales and global shipping of vitrified ova. This model links cost-efficient
retrieval locations to high-demand markets in Western Europe and North
America, while navigating complex regulatory import restrictions.

Spain’s adherence to European regulation and structured yet liberal ART
market positions it as a credible core participant in global value chains,
with state-enforced quality standards functioning as a valuation mechanism
that generates greater value through alignment with EU policies. Spain’s
ART sector, initially developed in the private sector, has benefited from state-
enforced quality standards that have earned international trust. Spain’s law
Ley 35/1988 sobre Técnicas de Reproduccion Asistida, updated in 2000, reg-
ulates egg donation with key restrictions: donor anonymity, capped altruistic
compensation at EUR1,100 (USD1,154), and clinic-determined donor—
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recipient matching based on phenotypic resemblance (Spain 1988; 2006). The
National Assisted Reproduction Committee (CNRHA) oversees compliance
with these regulations.” The CNRHA includes representatives from various
societal sectors, but is strongly influenced by professional associations like
the Spanish Society for Fertility (SEF). While no limits are set on the
number of times women can “donate” eggs, only six children can be born
from a single egg donor. A National Registry of Gamete Donors was
meant to reach full operational status in 2023 (SIRHA, https:/sirha.mscbs.
es/sirha/login.do). Maria, a gynecologist in Madrid, praised the framework
for supporting their work: “Let’s see, the legislation, I think, is very well
suited to what we are doing.” A clinic director also commended the 2006
Spanish ART law for its balanced approach:

It is kind of smart, brilliant. It is oriented toward couples’ real needs in a way
that allows us to develop and implement innovations. On the other hand, it
restricts behaviors that are dangerous from an ethical point of view, the com-
mercialization of childbearing itself. (Nikolas, Alicante)

Spanish professionals, like their Ukrainian counterparts, recognize that
the reliability of the regulatory framework and the responsible conduct of
medical staff are essential for attracting customers. A gynecologist in
Andalusia emphasized the importance of quality and trust in the industry:

We are going to brand positioning, eh, that we were the first to do an egg don-
ation. It is a matter of trust and that we have the strictest donor selection pro-
cedure in the market....We care about our quality policy. It’s not about
something else, it really is a question of quality. (Antonio, Sevilla)

The comparison between Ukraine and Spain illustrates how core—periph-
ery dynamics shaped by EU regulation, influence each country’s regulatory
approach, market strategies, and capacity to generate value within global
reproductive value chains. In both cases, regulation functions as a valuation
mechanism. Ukraine’s market freedoms and competitive pricing underscore
its peripheral position, yet professionals increasingly acknowledge the need
to align with European quality standards to play a more central role in global
value chains. While minimal state intervention initially fueled the growth of
Ukraine’s ART industry, there is now a growing recognition that stronger
regulation is necessary to safeguard its reputation and weed out irresponsible
players. Conversely, Spain’s EU-aligned, regulated industry generates
greater value through established credibility, built on state-enforced
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quality and ethical standards. Both industries seek selective state involvement
to balance market freedom with quality assurance, with the state playing a
crucial role in enhancing industry credibility and facilitating value generation.

Altruism as a Valuation Mechanism

In both Ukraine and Spain, donors regard compensation as crucial, even
when altruistic reasons may also be present. Ukrainian medical profession-
als acknowledge the material pressures behind donation and often prefer
donors who are transparent about their financial motivations, believing
that this drives them to perform more reliably. A fertility specialist at a
Kharkiv clinic viewed economic insecurity as a key motivator, giving
women a practical incentive to engage in the work:

Of course, it is their work. They receive financial compensation for it. I have
never seen an altruistic donor or surrogate mother, none. The woman needs to
have a motive. If everything is great in her life—she has a husband, house,
work—she doesn’t need this work. (Taras, Kharkiv)

The director of egg bank “Cryova” confirms that financial compensation
is the primary recruitment tool, shaped by market expectations:

Donor recruitment is a matter of having a market wage. We probably are the
only clinic that still survives with such small payment to donors, but on the
market, they are paid more and they start to be capricious (Bepemusi).
(Solomiia, Lviv)

Nevertheless, Ukrainian clinics employ altruistic narratives to enhance
the market value of eggs, because portraying them as altruistically
donated improves the clinic’s international image in markets where com-
mercial transactions are viewed as exploitative (Vlasenko 2021). This valu-
ation mechanism helps Ukrainian clinics comply with foreign rules
mandating altruism and appeals to Western clients, who are more likely to
purchase eggs if they believe donors were motivated by altruism or “free
will” rather than financial necessity (Krolekke 2014b; Gunnarsson Payne
2015). A representative of a Swedish partner of “Cryova” emphasized the
importance of presenting donors as making a “free choice:”

We are very interested, but we need to sort out the question about compensa-
tion to the women. In Sweden egg donors are compensated for the medication
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and for the time they are away from work. The legislation is to prevent women
from being used or put in a position where they get so much money for selling
their body parts that they cannot resist. It has to be a free choice. It is therefore
important for our further cooperation that we know how the women are com-
pensated. (Robert, Lviv)

This reflects how altruism is selectively interpreted across economic con-
texts, reflecting core—periphery dynamics. Donors from core and peripheral
countries are viewed differently despite receiving similar financial incen-
tives: Spanish donors, though economically motivated, are viewed as
“freely choosing,” while Ukrainian donors receiving comparable compensa-
tion are often portrayed as “victims of exploitation,” “coerced,” or driven by
desperation. This framing also acts as a valuation and gatekeeping mecha-
nism, it upholds the ethical perception of core countries while devaluing
peripheral industries by questioning their ethics and standards, thereby pre-
venting them from competing in higher-revenue Western markets.® To align
with a core rather than a peripheral context, Ukrainian egg banks must
ensure donors are not perceived as primarily driven by compensation.

Compliance with altruistic donation is also a crucial standardization
mechanism for exporting eggs to countries that require evidence of altruistic
motivation. Ukrainian egg banks must demonstrate this proof of altruism to
ship oocytes to certain European countries, as well as Australia and Canada.
For instance, after providing eggs for 244 egg donation cycles with UK part-
ners since 2015, cooperation was frozen in 2018 when the egg bank
“Cryova” exceeded British compensation limits for donors from overseas.
To resume collaboration, the bank had to prove that donors were reimbursed
in line with the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Authority Code of
Practice (HFEA 2019), ensuring compensation stayed below GBP250 per
cycle, with all receipts provided. As an accountant from “Cryova” explained:

Compensation to the donors did not match their regulations. I was trying to
understand what kind of documents they wanted us to prepare for them.
Their donors are altruists, or so they say, and all the documentation has to
be formed around that. Even if they order eggs, all the documents will go
through HFEA and be under their vigilant control—who those donors are,
what their motivation is, and whether they received less than 250 pounds.
(Diana, Lviv).

Beyond export legal requirements, clinics must manage the commercial
aspects of egg donation, which increases pressure to raise compensation.
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Local donors often gravitate toward clinics offering higher payments,
prompting medical professionals to advocate for compensation caps at the
state level to prevent continuously rising rates. The discourse of altruism
is employed not only to maintain commercial ties with Western countries,
but to control national market prices. However, clinics admit that controlling
compensation remains a challenge. As the bank director explains:

When we had a monopoly on the market, compensation was lower. Now, with
the growing commercialization of the process, donor compensation increases
almost every month. This is one of the major cost factors. And clinics manip-
ulate compensation, it’s true. There’s no point in banning it, but it does need
regulation. (Solomiia, Lviv)

Similarly, in Spain, while altruistic motivations may be present, eco-
nomic compensation is crucial to maintaining a steady supply of eggs.
The dominant narrative among doctors in private clinics is that donors
have mixed motivations—women-to-women solidarity combined with the
importance of compensation. A gynecologist at a private clinic explained:

There may be a motivation...a more or less attractive economic compensation,
which, if we look at how the issue of supplying eggs is [handled] in other
countries, we are talking about nothing here, eh? Here, the donation is a don-
ation because the cost of the eggs is not what it should be; it is a compensation
established by law for the inconvenience. But for some families, this may be
what they need to feed their children. This is a fact. (Pilar, Barcelona).

The altruistic narrative makes egg donation more appealing to donors
while discouraging an overtly commercial approach, preventing them
from questioning the value of their contribution or demanding a fair share
of the profits. By framing compensation as merely covering the inconve-
nience of the procedure, the actual market cost of the eggs is obscured.
Private clinics often reject donors who are too explicit about their financial
motivations. As a gynecologist at a private clinic in Malaga, noted:

Even if they don’t say it openly, it’s clear that many come because the eco-
nomic aspect will help them. But I'll tell you, if we know someone comes
only for the money, that donor will be rejected. It doesn’t mean they don’t
want their economic compensation—they do. But if someone says...“ am
here for 900 euros,” that one will be rejected. (Cristina, Malaga)
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In public hospitals, where egg donation cycles are low, the importance of
compensation is more openly acknowledged, as demonstrated by another
gynecologist’s concerns about the lack of financial incentive negatively
affecting donor supply:

In private centers...in the words of the law, it is “compensatory”...The law
does not allow payment but establishes compensation. That makes supply
offset demand. On the other hand, in our hospital, we do not have financial
compensation of any kind, and that means that there is a huge imbalance
between candidates to receive eggs and those who actually access egg dona-
tion treatment. (Alberto, Bilbao)

Some public hospitals have recently secured funds to compensate donors,
making treatments more accessible, while others are now outsourcing egg
procurement to private egg banks, a practice also adopted by small IVF
clinics. Ukrainian doctors’ concerns about the higher market value of altru-
istically retrieved eggs are echoed by Spanish doctors, who use the altruistic
narrative to legitimize their operations and emphasize the ethical nature of
their eggs. Krolekke’s (2014a, 20140) observations of Spanish clinics mar-
keting altruistic donations to Danish clients align with some of our inter-
viewees’ experiences. In Spain, presenting egg donation as fundamentally
altruistic is central to a self-legitimizing marketing strategy. Two gynecolo-
gists from Barcelona private clinics emphasized:

We must also consider the mentality here—donation is very well established.
They [the Spanish people] donate a lot—organs, blood—we rank among the
top in Europe...Here, the girls talk about donations, and most come to us by
word of mouth, because a friend or sister has done it. While in Italy, they don’t
talk about egg donation, nor do they even think about it. (Laura, Barcelona)

Despite all the misfortunes, Spaniards are ultimately generous and altruistic.
(Pilar, Barcelona)

The altruistic narrative is crucial for maintaining the perceived ethical
status of eggs, particularly in marketing campaigns targeting Western
clients. Clinics use altruism as a valuation mechanism to enhance the
social and economic value of eggs, boosting their market appeal and
access. This mandate of altruism acts as a fagade, masking the economic
constraints that render commercial egg donation a form of informal labor
and diminishing the agency of women who choose this work. Discourses
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in core countries that frame altruism as a safeguard against the exploitation
of less wealthy women serve as a competitive market strategy—raising the
value of eggs from the core while devaluing those from the periphery, where
economic need is often more pronounced or openly acknowledged. The
altruistic narrative keeps compensation low, discouraging egg providers
from questioning their working conditions. Far from countering exploita-
tion, altruism operates as a gendered disciplinary device, further fueling bio-
markets by extending capital accumulation to women’s bodies while
suppressing wages.

Conclusions

Recent STS debates have extensively examined valuation mechanisms in
shaping scientific and technological practices (Callon 1998; Helgesson
and Muniesa 2013; Kjellberg et al. 2013; Dussauge et al. 2015). These
studies show how social, ethical, and political values are embedded in technol-
ogy development, regulation, and market design, informing the co-production
of science, technology, and society (Jasanoff 2005). A growing body of STS
scholarship has focused on ARTs and their associated bioeconomies
(Cooper and Waldby 2014; Waldby 2019), offering critical insights into
how bodies, tissues and reproductive labor are mobilized within market
economies (Inhorn 2015; Cattapan 2016; Deomampo 2019). Postcolonial
and feminist scholars have further demonstrated how global
economic inequalities, patriarchal and colonial dynamics structure reproduc-
tive markets, challenging conventional views on altruism and commerciali-
zation (Pande 2014; Schurr 2018; Vertommen and Barbagallo 2021;
Vlasenko 2021).

By highlighting the role of regional quality standards and regulatory
credibility in the valuation of ova within a stratified transnational fertility
industry, our analysis expands current STS discussions on how national
and international regulations, core—periphery dynamics, and global value
chains shape ART markets (Vertommen, Pavone and Nahman 2022).
Moreover, by revealing the importance of altruistic narratives in mobilizing
biological resources and shaping value-setting mechanisms, our work
advances research on the multifaceted role of altruism in the co-production
of medical technologies and market economies (Degli Esposti and Pavone
2019).

This article advances STS debates by examining how regulatory frame-
works and market design shape value creation and appropriation in global
reproductive bioeconomies. Drawing on qualitative comparative analysis
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of data from Ukraine and Spain, we argue that state-enforced quality stan-
dards and altruistic narratives act as key valuation mechanisms driving cap-
italist accumulation in ART markets. These mechanisms enable
reproductive markets to function effectively by relying on state regulation
to implement quality standards and manage donors’ motivations, suggesting
that the solution to market dysfunction lies not in greater market freedom but
in a liberal yet effective regulatory framework. By applying a feminist polit-
ical economy lens, we demonstrate how valuation mechanisms not only
enhance the market value of eggs but also perpetuate gendered and racial-
ized divisions of labor and extractive postcolonial hierarchies within the
core—periphery dynamics of transnational reproductive markets.

The comparison of Spain and Ukraine highlights three main empirical con-
clusions. First, Spain’s regulated, quasi-social market gives private businesses
a competitive edge over Ukraine’s commercial approach and laxer rules. Eggs
donated in Spain, an EU member state with clear quality standards, are more
desirable and hold higher market value. In contrast, Ukraine’s lack of state-
enforced standards and position outside the EU, along with import restrictions
requiring proof of quality and donor altruism, diminishes the value of its eggs.
Here, EU quality standards function both as a valuation mechanism and a gate-
keeping tool, determining access to the market.

Second, altruism and commercialization are not at odds; altruism func-
tions not only as a motivational factor but as a key valuation mechanism
that drives commercialization, challenging the notion that it solely shields
biomaterial exchanges from market forces or obscures their commercial
nature (Hoeyer 2013). Clinics strategically frame donations as altruistic to
enhance the market value of eggs, as this narrative is widely supported
and highly desirable in the EU and beyond. By emphasizing altruism, the
industry can encourage participation while downplaying the financial
aspects, which in turn justifies relatively low compensation for donors and
prevents them from viewing their eggs as valuable commodities in a market-
driven system. Especially in Spain, this combination of economic compen-
sation and altruism ensures a stable egg supply and raises the value of eggs
by reducing the perceived costs of harvesting and increasing their appeal to
recipients. In addition, medical professionals use ethical claims of altruism
to counter critiques of exploitation and to improve their country’s position
within global reproductive value chains.

Third, pre-existing imaginaries of Spain as a European core and Ukraine
as peripheral underpin the uneven global flows of reproductive labor, bio-
materials, and value. Europeanness is associated with state-regulated
markets, high-quality standards, and altruistic donation, while the absence
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of regulation and uncapped compensation is perceived as unreliable and
exploitative, lowering the value of eggs. In response, the Ukrainian ART
industry seeks to align with European values and standards, lobbying for
regulation that ensures quality and altruism to enhance the value of
Ukrainian eggs and reposition the country closer to the core.

Building on these results, we offer a conceptual contribution to STS
studies on reproductive bioeconomies from a feminist political economy
perspective. We demonstrate that biomedical valuation mechanisms are
deeply shaped by normative and policy dynamics grounded in moral,
social, and economic considerations. These processes emerge through the
co-construction of regulatory frameworks, egg freezing technologies, and
market logics, sustained by highly gendered narratives of donation. Such
narratives obscure the strategic role of altruism as a market device and
conceal the postcolonial core-periphery relations embedded in reproductive
value chains, where Spain and Ukraine serve as key nodal points. In this
context, regulation and market design do more than facilitate or constrain
medical and financial transactions within reproductive bioeconomies: they
actively construct assisted reproduction as a legitimate and socially valuable
practice, define egg providers as altruistic donors, and position the market
economy as the appropriate framework for governing these exchanges.
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Notes

1. Vitrification techniques create new commercial possibilities by allowing donor
eggs to be used independently of the time and place of their retrieval (Waldby
2019; Hudson et al. 2020; Lafuente-Funes et al. 2022).

2. The clinics included in the study reported the following number of cycles in 2017:
3,752 (Maty), 2,000 (Lida), 1,987 (Embryo), 1,878 (Hope), 1,667 (RMI), 806
(Sana), 785 (Cryova and Sono), 547 (Fertility). Pseudonyms are used for all clinics.

3. Based on statistics reported by 46 private clinics, there were 34,646 cycles and
11,648 children born from ART in Ukraine in 2022, including 2,632
cycles involving egg donation (Center for Health Statistics of the Ministry of
Health of Ukraine 2022). These figures are likely underreported and may
primarily reflect the internal market, as no official statistics are available for
eggs exported abroad or surrogacy. The egg bank where Vlasenko conducted
observations performed around 1,000 egg donation cycles annually (averaging
five egg retrievals per day). Since 2004, state-provided ART services have
been available in four public fertility centers, though access to state-funded
cycles has remained limited (Ministry of Health of Ukraine 2004). For
2024, the Medical Guarantees Program (Ukraine 2018) includes a new service
package—“Infertility treatment using assisted reproductive technologies (in
vitro fertilization)”—with an estimated 30,400 cycles per year. In 2024, approx-
imately 1,000 Ukrainian couples received treatment in 18 medical institutions
across the country, including 13 private clinics, 3 municipal hospitals, and 2
state hospitals, through contracts with the National Health Service of Ukraine
(NHSU) (https:/moz.gov.ua/uk/977-ukrayinok-skoristalisya-bezoplatnoyu-
derzhavnoyu-poslugoyu-likuvannya-bezpliddya)

4. To qualify as an egg donor, a woman must be aged 18-36, have given birth to a
healthy child, and be in “satisfactory” health, with no medical contraindications,
hereditary diseases, substance abuse issues, or “negative phenotypic traits.”
Recipients are eligible based on medical indications alone, regardless of relation-
ship status, orientation, or age (Ministry of Health of Ukraine 2013).

5. Solomiia, the director of the Lviv egg bank “Cryova,” emphasizes: “The fact that
our field is largely self-organized is both an advantage and a disadvantage: it
offers the freedom to make decisions regarding protocols, but also allows some
clinics to prioritize profit and volume over safety and quality. This makes external
regulation necessary.”
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6. To address the legal barriers to transferring genetic material across borders, in
early March 2022, the European Society of Human Reproduction and
Embryology granted paperwork to ensure frozen gametes could be safely trans-
ported across borders.

7. https:/cnrha.sanidad.gob.es

8. For example, in a recent publication, the director of a US egg bank criticizes
the Ukrainian industry for exporting vitrified donor eggs to the US, framing
the practice as “human trafficking” due to the involvement of financially
motivated donors who undergo multiple cycles in the context of Ukraine’s
impoverished economy and weak regulatory oversight. Yet, although egg
donation is commercially driven in both Ukraine and the US, similar practices
are labeled ‘“unethical” only when they occur in so-called “developing”
countries like Ukraine—revealing a hypocritical double standard often used to
delegitimize lower-cost competition.
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