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Abstract: The paper asks how parenting desires are associated with the con-
struction of sexual identity and what factors most influence whether gays/
lesbians, bisexuals, and heterosexuals declaring same-sex attraction want to
have (more) children. The subject has been explored mainly in the Western
liberal and gay-family-friendly legislation and social environment so far. Our
study was conducted in the Czech Republic, a CEE country where sexual mi-
norities face strong legal and social barriers to non-heterosexual parenthood.
In an online survey (N = 882) conducted in 2019 among self-identified gay, les-
bian, bisexual, and heterosexual people with same-sex attraction, we found a
considerable gap in parenting desires by sexual identity. Parenting desires are
weaker among homosexuals, especially men, while bisexuals are closer to het-
erosexuals in their parenting desires. Our research suggests that in the context
of discussions of parenthood Czech women are unwilling to identify as lesbi-
ans and opt instead to claim a different sexual identity. Our findings indicate
that the structural barriers to parenthood thus play a much more important
role than the overall liberal-minded atmosphere in the Czech Republic.
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Introduction

With! a changing social climate and advancing reproductive technologies, West-
ern societies are opening parenthood up to non-heterosexuals. Homosexuality
no longer necessarily means that a man or woman must remain childless [Patter-
son 2001]. Nevertheless, in 2011, there were only about 1000 children living in the
families of Czech same-sex couples according to the Czech census [Sloboda 2020].
Although the actual number of children growing up in Czech same-sex house-
holds is undoubtedly much higher, it could hardly be said that there has been a
baby-boom among Czech gay or lesbian couples [cf. Johnson and O’Connor 2002;
Patterson 2001].

The opportunities that people with non-normative sexualities have to start a
family differ by how friendly different cultures are to their reproductive rights or
to the rights of single individuals. Although many countries have granted rights
to non-heterosexuals that are equal to those of heterosexuals, in some countries
these opportunities are strongly constrained by laws and public opinion [Costa
and Bidell 2017]. Although in many countries society is much more tolerant of
homosexuality than before [McCormack 2018], the domain of family, parenthood,
and childcare has resisted these liberalising tendencies, and there is persistent
‘institutional heterosexism” (laws and other settings explicitly prohibiting adop-
tion or ART for same-sex couples). Furthermore, a backlash against sexual minor-
ity rights has emerged in the EU in recent decades, and not just in Central and
Eastern Europe (CEE) [Kuhar and Patternote 2017].

The efforts to promote the reproductive rights of non-heterosexual individ-
uals have brought questions about their parenting preferences to the fore. Gato
et al. [2017] provide an insightful review on this subject and have identified its
blind spots. One of the issues they highlight is the lack of research on the impact
of factors specific to individual cultures on the parenting desires and intentions
of people with non-heterosexual sexual orientation (e.g. the role of internalised
homophobia and social stigma, ‘institutional heterosexism” and gatekeeping,
generational changes within various cultural contexts). The authors also note the
need to examine contexts outside the Anglosphere, which has been the predomi-
nant focus in the literature so far, and to look at the parenting desires and inten-
tions of bisexuals as well [Gato et al. 2017].

We aim to address at least some of these blind spots in our paper. We ask
how people with non-heterosexual orientation (lesbian women, gay* men, bi-

! The paper was supported by the Czech Science Foundation within the project ‘Parental
Desires and Intentions of Gays, Lesbians and Bisexual Men and Women in the Czech
Republic’ (Reg. Project No.: 18-07456S); and with the institutional support of RVO 68378025.
2 (A) gay is a commonly used synonym for (a) homosexual. Because homosexuality was
long treated as a disease or at least as undesirable, some of this old negativity still clings
to the word homosexual, especially as a noun. ‘Gay’ is a newer concept and is free from
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sexuals, and heterosexuals declaring same-sex attraction) perceive parenthood,
whether parenthood is among their life priorities, and whether they want to be-
come parents at all (i.e. what are their parenting desires). Second, we explore
how various types of factors interact with their sexual identities and how they
influence their parenting desires.

Our study explores the role of various factors on the parenting desires and
attitudes of the above-mentioned non-normative sexualities in the cultural con-
text of the Czech Republic, a CEE country that exhibits a peculiar mix of oppos-
ing tendencies. On the one hand, Czech society is highly secular, the influence
of the Catholic Church is very limited, attitudes to gay men and lesbian women
are tolerant, and there is a long tradition of civil unions available to these men
and women [Buresova 2020]. On the other hand, strong ‘institutional heterosex-
ism’ persists. Same-sex couples are explicitly prohibited from adopting and from
access to ART and single women are not allowed access to ART either. Studying
this particular context should therefore shed light on the various roles played
by strong legal barriers and relatively liberal attitudes to non-heteronormative
sexualities in societies.

Our study is based on a unique online questionnaire survey of a sample
of 882 respondents including self-identified bisexuals, gay men, lesbian women,
and heterosexuals who declared a same-sex sexual or romantic attraction. The
research design of the study and the method used in the analysis allowed us to
compare the differences between these groups.

We argue that in a cultural context with a high level of ‘institutional het-
erosexism’ but liberal attitudes towards gay men and lesbians, sexual identity is
strongly and gender-specifically associated with people’s notions about parent-
hood and reflects the actual structural barriers to parenthood in society rather
than liberal attitudes towards non-heterosexuals. Furthermore, our research sug-
gests that women, in particular, seem to have very flexible sexual identities when
reflecting on parenting issues.

Sexual orientation, identity, and parenthood

Parenting desires are are considered a precursor to parenting intentions, as stated
wishes or beliefs about what one wants or would like to do [e.g. Baiocco and
Laghi 2013; Riskind and Patterson 2010]. Quantitative studies on LGB® individu-

this negative connotation. The term gay is mainly used for men, i.e. gay men or just gays.
However, the term ‘gay women’ is not uncommon either. In this text, we use the term
gay men (or gays) and lesbian women (or lesbians) for men and women identifying as
homosexuals. In some established phrases, such as ‘gay-family friendly legislation” or
‘anti-gay-family legislation” we use the term ‘gay’ to mean ‘homosexual’.

* LGB is an acronym for lesbian (L), gay (G), and bisexual (B) individuals.
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als’ parenting desires [for an overview see Gato, Santos and Fontaine 2017] are
highly heterogeneous in terms of how they define their research problem and
their representativeness, sample composition, sampling methods, and social and
cultural context, etc. Their findings are difficult to compare because of methodo-
logical and often also cultural differences. Nevertheless, subject to some simplifi-
cation, the existing evidence suggests the following:

(i) Gay men and lesbian women exhibit weaker parenting desires and inten-
tions than heterosexuals [e.g. Riskind and Patterson 2010; Baiocco and Laghi
2013].

(ii) Lesbians declare stronger parenting desires than gay men [ibid.]. This is
because parenthood continues to be strongly associated with femininity,
while men’s homosexuality tends to imply childlessness.

(iii) Few studies have focused on bisexuals [Costa and Bidell 2017; Riskind and
Tornello 2017; Herek et al. 2010]. Some US studies indicate that in terms
of their parenting desires and intentions bisexuals resemble heterosexuals
more than they do lesbians and gay men [Riskind and Tornello 2017].

Research has revealed several factors that significantly influence parenting de-
sires in the context of sexual identity and gender. Some of these studies have
distinguished the categories of sociodemographic, personal, relational, and con-
textual factors [Gato, Santos and Fontaine 2017] and cultural factors [Leal, Gato
and Tasker 2018].

(a) Sociodemographic factors primarily include sex/gender, age, race/ethnicity,
and sometimes nationality [Costa and Bidell 2017], as well as education
level, socio-economic status, perceived health, religiosity, etc.

Personal factors comprise mainly the internalisation of anti-homosexual
P y
prejudice and openness about one’s non-heterosexual orientation as well as
one’s motivations to become a parent [e.g. Gato, Leal and Tasker 2019].

(c) Relational factors typically include partnership status or the partner’s parent-
ing motivations [Gato, Santos and Fontaine 2017], and sometimes also that
the partners agree on parenthood plans. The perception of being supported
by one’s close social environment, especially family of origin, partner, and
close friends, is also considered an important factor [Baiocco and Langhi
2013].

(d) Contextual factors relate mainly to the perceived living standard; access to
LGB support networks, information, and social, legal, and medical barriers.

(e) Cultural factors include familism and the value of motherhood as represent-
ing a key aspect of female identity [Leal, Gato and Tasker 2018] and the asso-
ciation of childlessness with gay masculinity [Connell and Messerschmidt
2005].
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It has been found that the effect of many factors on parenting desires and inten-
tions, like age, may be significantly shaped by the cultural, legislative, and meth-
odological differences that exist between studies [e.g. Gato, Santos and Fontaine
2017]. This underlines the need to contextualise findings in the cultural context
of a given society.

Cultural context: the attitudes of Czech society to same-sex couples and their
rights and the legal framework

Heteronormativity in the Czech Republic is inscribed in the institutional frame-
work of family life. It manifests itself in the continued inequality of the rights and
status of same-sex couples [BureSova 2020]. Although the Czech Republic was
one of the first post-socialist countries to legislate civil unions (in 2006), same-
sex marriage has not been legalised, despite multiple civic initiatives. Existing
laws do not allow (non-biological) second-parent adoption in same-sex couples,
let alone joint adoption; surrogacy is not adequately regulated by the Czech law
[see BureSova 2020; Sivak 2021], and IVF is not available to single women either,*
let alone lesbian couples® [Haskova and Sloboda 2018]. The legal framework in a
society, however, can importantly influence the parenting desires of non-hetero-
sexuals [Baiocco, Argalia and Laghi 2014].

Czech public opinion has been continuously supportive of some rights for
same-sex couples to a legally or formally recognised partnership and parenthood,
with high long-term acceptance of civil unions (around 75%), while approximate-
ly 50% of the population endorse same-sex marriage. Although in 2005 only 19%
of the population supported the right of gay men and lesbians to adopt children,
by 2017 the figure had grown to 51% of the population supporting the adoption
of non-biological children and 68% of the population endorsing the adoption of
a partner’s child. These rights are more often supported by women and younger
people (up to the age of 44), by people who are satisfied with their living stand-
ard and with their life, and by those who declare a centrist or liberal-right politi-
cal orientation or report having gay/lesbian friends [CVVM 2019]. According to
the Eurobarometer on Discrimination [2019], the Czech Republic scores below
the EU average on support for the rights of gays and lesbians: 57% of the Czech

* ART including IVF are available to women under the age of 49.

> Same-sex couples are not the only group that is denied access to ART and adoption
in the Czech Republic and in this context the term ‘bionormativity’ can be used. Given
that we are concerned with the issue of access to parenting (which has biological and
social dimensions) for people with gay identities in comparison to some other sexual
identities, the use of the term heteronormativity is legitimate. One of the features of
heteronormativity is essentialism, which constructs heteronormativity and the resulting
marginalisation of non-heterosexuality as ‘natural’ [cf. Kimmel 2003] and thus leads to the
exclusion of people with gay identities from reproduction.
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population endorsed equal rights for gays/lesbians and for heterosexuals (com-
pared to the EU-28 average of 76%), while 48% agreed with same-sex marriage
(the EU-28 average was 67%).

Despite its low religiosity, Czech society exhibits remarkably conservative
attitudes to private and family life. The prevailing notion of the ideal family con-
tinues to be that of a heterosexual nuclear family, preferably with two biological
children, although partnerships and family arrangements, in reality, are much
more diverse and often at odds with this ideal [Hagkova et al. 2014; Sloboda 2020].

The parenting desires and intentions of people with non-heterosexual iden-
tity is an under-researched topic in the Czech Republic. To now there has been
only one study, which was conducted online on a non-representative sample
of 408 lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals, where 71% of childless people ex-
pressed the desire to have a child [Héjkova 2014].

Methodology
Participants

The dataset (further referred as LGB Parenting 2019) originates from a research
project that examined non-heterosexuals’ notions of parenthood that primarily
included people who self-identified as lesbian, gay, or bisexual. The sample for
this research also included self-identified heterosexuals who exhibited same-sex
romantic or sexual attraction. In addition to parenting desires and intentions, we
also studied the obstacles to parenthood perceived by different groups of lesbian,
gay, and bisexual individuals and which pathways to parenthood they preferred.
The inclusion of individuals with heterosexual identity declaring same-sex attrac-
tion allowed us to compare non-heterosexuals with people who see themselves
as heterosexuals, even if their sexual preferences might be much more complex.

To sum up, our sample, collected in 2019, comprised 882 respondents in to-
tal, of whom 127 identified as gay men, 29 as lesbian women, 96 as bisexual men,
and 177 as bisexual women. In addition, there were 95 men and 319 women who
identified as heterosexual and reported same-sex attraction (i.e. agreed with the
statement that they had felt romantic or sexual attraction to one or more same-sex
persons in the past five years); 16 men and 23 women in the sample were unable
or unwilling to state their sexual identity while reporting same-sex attraction.
The sample only included the 25-49 age group because this is the age at which
the issue of parenthood is the most relevant.

Measurement of sexual orientation

Measuring the preferences of people with non-normative sexualities raised the
question of how to operationalise and measure sexual orientation. The way sexu-
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al preferences are defined strongly shapes how many people are included in the
category of ‘non-normative sexualities and what their characteristics are.

There is some level of consensus on the three main elements of sexual orien-
tation that can be used for measurement: sexual identity (how one identifies, typi-
cally measured on some form of gay-straight scale), sexual behaviour/experience
(whom one has sex with, typically indicated by the gender of sexual partners), and
sexual attraction (whom one feels sexually attracted to, again in terms of same-sex
or opposite-sex individuals) [Wolff et al. 2017; Mishel 2019; Truman et al. 2019].

Large-n representative studies, mostly in the fields of criminology or health,
indicate that the above three elements often do not necessarily overlap at the
individual level [Geary et al. 2018]. For example, people exhibiting same-sex be-
haviour and same-sex attraction do not necessarily identify as gays, lesbians, or
bisexuals [e.g. Carrillo and Hoffman 2018; Diamond 2005]. Higher levels of con-
gruence between attraction, behaviour, and identity are found among women
than men — a fact likely associated with the predominant norm of hegemonic
masculinity, which, unlike femininity, requires strict heterosexuality [Connell
and Messerschmidt].

The number of people who identify as gay, lesbian, or bisexual people thus
tends to reflect the different ways in which sexual orientation is defined. The
lowest numbers of them are found when sexual orientation is defined in terms of
identity: studies measuring how many people identify as bisexual, gay, or lesbian
have typically put the share at around 2-3% of the population; other studies have
found much larger numbers of people indicate same-sex attraction or to have en-
gaged in same-sex behaviour [Geary et al. 2018; Mishel 2019; Truman et al. 2019;
Wolff et al. 2017; Richters et al. 2014]. Since non-heteronormative sexualities are
disadvantaged in multiple ways, including labour market and access to housing,
and are disproportionately often exposed to negative stigmatisation by society
[for a review see Mishel 2019], it is no surprise that they avoid identifying as les-
bian, gay or bisexual.

The operationalisation of sexual orientation in a study has to be consistent
with the research goals. In our study of parenthood and parenting desires and
intentions, we defined sexual orientation primarily in terms of identity, as this
approach works better with topics such as discrimination or negative aspects of
non-heterosexuals’ lives [e.g. Scandurra et al. 2019].

Kinsey et al. [1948] operationalised sexual identities on a 7-item scale that
ranged from ‘exclusive heterosexuality” to ‘exclusive homosexuality’. Contempo-
rary research often uses a three-item scale of self-identification (lesbian/gay, bi-
sexual, straight) [for an overview see Savin-Williams and Vrangalova 2013]. Some
authors [Vrangalova and Savin-Williams 2012], for instance, recommend includ-
ing the categories of ‘mostly heterosexual” and ‘mostly homosexual” to facilitate
self-classification for those without a clearly defined sexual identity.

In our study, sexual identity was measured by the single-response item
‘How would you personally identify?” with the options of heterosexual, bisexual,
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gay/lesbian, other, don’t know, and can’t say. People other than bisexual or gay/
lesbian were asked whether they had felt in the past five years any romantic or
sexual attraction to a person of the same sex.

Sampling procedure

It is difficult to collect a representative sample of lesbian, gay, and bisexual in-
dividuals and pertinent studies to date have mostly relied on convenience (or
community-based) samples [Baiocco and Laghi 2013; Costa and Bidell 2017]. Al-
though Krueger et al. [2020] argue that well-done community-based sampling
is a suitable tool for LGBTQ+° population sampling, they pointed out that the
sample yielded using this sampling method differs from the sample produced
using a probability-based method. In their study, the LGBTQ+ sample created
using community-based sampling included fewer bisexuals, more people with
higher education and higher socioeconomic status, and more people living in
urban areas than would have been in the sample they would have had using
probability-based sampling [Krueger et al. 2020]. In general, the quality of the
LGBTQ+ community-based samples depends on where the data are collected
(the variability of the chosen venues). The situation is particularly complicated
when there is neither the necessary sampling frame for the entire group nor de-
tailed knowledge of its parameters, like in our case.”

Our sample was recruited via a large online panel (the Czech National Pan-
el; CNP) including more than 55 000 respondents. Online surveys are a good way
of reaching our age group (25-49), in which more than 95% of people claim to use
the Internet every day [CZSO 2019].

The panel includes the Czech internet population aged 15-65 and its man-
agement and recruitment are guided by a rigid methodology. The identity of
panel respondents is verified in several ways (by telephone, the respondent’s ad-
dress, and bank account). Unreliable respondents are excluded from the panel
(CNP uses lie scores, an analysis of the time spent filling out a questionnaire,
and special questions to check whether the respondent is paying attention).
Moreover, respondents are motivated by being able to choose both financial and
quasi-financial incentives (they can donate the ‘money’ they earn to charity) to
participate in surveys to prevent the ‘professionalisation” of respondents in the
CNP. According to the StemMark (SM) representative, the use of quasi-financial
incentives among CNP participants is very popular.

¢ LGBTQ+ is the acronym for lesbian (L), gay (G), bisexual (B), transgender (T), queer (Q)
and other (+) persons than heterosexual/straight-identified ones.

7 There are no relevant census data, and general population surveys have produced
extremely small samples of non-heterosexuals [Weiss and Zvétina 2012].
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The sampling procedure can be described as follows. First, the quotas were
set for the age group 25-49. The agency uses ‘internal tables’ that are regularly re-
vised according to Czech Statistical Office data (population data and Labor Force
Survey data) to set quotas for the Czech population.® The quotas were based on
sex, age group, education, region, and size of the place of residence in our survey
(see Table 3 in the Appendix), including cross-quotas for age group and sex and
age group and education. The aim was to send the screening questionnaire on
sexual identity only to the representative sample of people between the ages of 25
and 49. However, the share of people who screened out was massive. The screen-
ing questionnaire on sexual identity was thus immediately sent to all partici-
pants in the 25-49 age group registered in the panel (12 655 people in total). Only
those who identified as either gay, lesbian, bisexual, or heterosexual experiencing
same-sex attraction were invited to fill in the main questionnaire. The screening
questionnaire was completed by 5533 respondents (44%), of which 4630 (84%)
were screened out (i.e. they did not identify as either gay, lesbian, bisexual, or het-
erosexual experiencing same-sex attraction). Out of those who were not screened
out, 796 filled in the main questionnaire completely and the remaining 107 re-
spondents only partly completed the questionnaire. The SM agency calculated a
non-response rate of 2% for the main questionnaire based on these 107 incomplete
questionnaires out of the 903 respondents who were not screened out (see Table
1 in the Appendix for details). The response rate for the screening questionnaire
was 44%.

The main round of fieldwork yielded 796 respondents (49% men and 51%
women). The structure of respondents addressed in the first wave of data col-
lection (i.e. everyone who was sent the screening questionnaire regardless of
their sexual identity) was compared with the initial quota for the population
aged 25-49. As Table 3 in the Appendix shows, the structure of respondents ad-
dressed in the first wave was roughly in line with the original quotas, except for
the share of men and women in the data set (more women were addressed to
fill in the screening questionnaire regardless of their sexual identity than men).
Even though women were overrepresented in the first wave of data collection,
self-identified lesbians were probably under-represented’ in the sample (N = 17).
Moreover, a large share of the sample was made up of people who self-identified
as heterosexuals with same-sex attraction (47%).

8 According to an SM representative, the agency set cross-quotas for selected variables
based on their (unpublished) ‘internal tables” (cross-quotas for age combined with sex,
education, size of the place of residence, and region — were used). The ‘internal tables’
are regularly updated according to CZSO population data and LFS data (year 2019 in our
case). The quotas were set for the population aged 25-49 years.

° In community studies conducted in the Czech Republic 2003-2020, the lesbians com-
prised about 17-41% of gay-identified individuals [for details see Pitoriak 2021: 444].
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Second, to increase the share of people with non-heterosexual identities
in our sample (gay men/lesbians and bisexual individuals) we conducted the
second round of data collection about one month after the first wave using the
StemMark agency’s Dialog Panel, which contains 10 549 registered respondents.
The methodology used to recruit the participants for the Dialog Panel and the
quality check of the survey process of this panel are similar to those of the CNP,
which means that the data are compatible. We sent the short screening question-
naire on sexual identity to 3381 new respondents aged 25-49 registered in the
Dialog Panel and 1547 of them responded (see Table 2 in Appendix). Those who
identified as gay, lesbian, and bisexual were given the main questionnaire. The
main questionnaire was completed through the Dialog Panel by 86 respondents
(18 bisexual men, 25 bisexual women, 12 lesbians, and 31 gay men). The response
rate for the screening questionnaire was 46%.

The final sample (containing data from both waves of data collection) in-
cluded 882 individuals (38% men and 62% women). The number of lesbian-iden-
tified women, however, remained very low (only 29 in total).

The structure of the final sample was roughly in line with the quotas set
for the general population aged 25-49 years at the beginning of data collection,
except in the case of sex (see Table 3 in the Appendix for details). The share of
women in the final sample is about 11 percentage points higher than their cor-
responding share in the population aged 25-49 years.

The limitations of our sample

The small number of self-identified lesbians was one of the most challenging as-
pects of our survey. We were initially concerned by this fact and doubted that
the right sampling approach had been applied. We had been extremely careful
in developing our research design and especially the sampling method, and we
commissioned the fieldwork to a high-quality professional polling agency that
possessed the necessary know-how.

Current literature on sexual identity offers us some explanations. Sexual
identity is found to be both flexible and fluid — for example, it is prone to trans-
form over time or according to context [Carrillo and Hoffman 2018]. While flex-
ibility means that people ‘engage in sexual behaviours with people of the sex
that is not the one they are primarily attracted to’, fluidity ‘relates to one’s sexual
orientation changing over time’ [McCormack 2018: 6]. Diamond [2005] demon-
strated this in a longitudinal study of lesbian women, in which some women
retained their sexual identity over time, others never accepted a lesbian identity,
and others changed their identity depending on various situational factors. Sexu-
al identity in bisexuals is also found to be fluid, as they are much less likely than
lesbians and gays, for instance, to come out to their friends or family, especially if
they live in an opposite-sex relationship or have or are expecting children [Gold-
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berg et al. 2018]. Studies have also found that the sexual identity of men who have
sex with men may also be flexible [Carrillo and Hoffman 2018].

However, based on the above-mentioned studies on the relationship be-
tween sexual identity and parenthood and on the flexibility and fluidity of sexual
identities, we came to believe that, rather than sampling bias, we had encoun-
tered a much more deeply-rooted link between parenthood and sexual identity
in the Czech cultural context.

We believe that the under-representation of lesbians in the sample is pri-
marily attributable to the research topic. Our respondents were informed that
the study dealt primarily with parenthood and parenting desires and intentions.
There seems to be a tendency among women (yet surprisingly not men) to identi-
fy as straight (with 65.5% of straight-identified women in the sample) or bisexual
[cf. Goldberg et al. 2018; Diamond 2005]. This may be due to the strong emphasis
placed on becoming a parent among women generally and the strong association
between (especially biological) parenthood and heteronormativity. While this hy-
pothesis, of course, requires a much more detailed (and probably rather qualita-
tive) examination, it seems to be in line with existing research evidence. Thus,
even if convenience and community-based sampling would have helped us to
recruit more lesbians in our sample, it would have failed to reveal this important
tendency within the general population.

Furthermore, we are aware that our sample was not collected via probabil-
ity sampling, which is considered to be the ‘gold standard’ of academic research.
However, our strategy used a more affordable way of sampling an elusive popu-
lation by addressing more than 12 000 people in a given age group to collect
our sample. We are aware of the fact that we cannot use our data, for example,
to map the representation of various groups with non-normative sexual identi-
ties in society. But it was not our aim to do so. Our analysis focuses primarily on
comparing the opinions and preferences of different sexuality groups and un-
derstanding how the preferences for parenthood and the perception of barriers
are shaped by non-heterosexual identity. In our opinion, this is hindered neither
by the nature of the sampling using online panels nor by the fact that when re-
cruiting our sample we addressed more women respondents (regardless of their
sexual identity) than corresponds to their actual share in the population.

Results
Sexual identity and parenthood

A large share of respondents (N = 348; 52%) reported that they had children; this
was more often the case of women (64%) than men (33%). Differences by sexual
identity were statistically significant in both groups. Parenthood was most often
reported by self-identified heterosexuals with same-sex attraction (58% of men
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and 64% of women), for whom with some simplification we use the term ‘hetero-
sexuals’ in the text below, followed by bisexuals (45% of men and 69% of women),
and least often by lesbian women (N =7; 24%) and gay men (N = 10; 8%). Among
the respondents with no reported sexual identity, 3 of the 16 men (19%) and 15
of the 23 women (65%) had children. The children of gays and lesbians had in
most cases been conceived in prior heterosexual relationships. Our findings are
in line with existing research evidence from different cultural contexts indicating
that gays and lesbians are more often childless/childfree than the heterosexual
population. For instance, a Pew Research Center [2013] study on US residents
aged 15-60 found 31% of lesbians and 16% of gay men to be parents; a Portuguese
study revealed only about 7% of LGB individuals aged 18-78 to be parents [Costa
and Bidell 2017].

Parenthood as a priority?

Czech society has consistently placed a strong emphasis on family and parent-
hood [Haskové et al. 2014]. Despite the widespread trend of postponing parent-
hood, especially since 1989, voluntary childlessness does not seem to be a gener-
ally accepted or common life strategy [Haskova 2009]. Our data also reflect the
high value placed on becoming a parent: 69.5% of all, 79.6% of female, and 52.8%
of male respondents declared that starting a family and raising children was a
priority in their life.

There was a distinct group of lesbian women and especially gay men who
supported that opinion much less than other people in the sample. Only 27.6%
of gay men stated ‘becoming a parent’ to be a life priority, compared to 12 out of
29 gay women (41%); the latter figure is less than half of the percentage of het-
erosexual women who claim parenthood to be a priority (84.6%). The attitudes of
people with no reported sexual identity seem to be closer to those of bisexuals,
but this is merely a suggested trend given their low representation in the sample.
Self-identified bisexuals were much closer to heterosexual people than to gays
and lesbians. Our finding indicates that parenthood is predominantly associated
with heterosexual and bisexual identities (Table 1), while gays and lesbians are
much more likely to construct their identities as distant from parenthood.

Elsewhere, we demonstrate that lesbians and especially gay men attach
more importance than others to social relations that are not directly associated
with starting one’s own family and tend instead to prioritise finding a steady ro-
mantic partner or forming close friendships. They are also much more tolerant of
different non-biological forms of parenthood (adoption, foster care, step-parent-
ing, etc.), as opposed to the dominant preference for having biological children
that was observed in the other groups [Mafikova and Vohlidalova 2019, 2022].

614



Articles

(100 = ») 3591 X £q Ppa1sal ‘sdnord LuapI [eNXxas U99MIDq SIIUDIJIIP JULIYTUSIS A[[ed1Isne)s , :910N
"610C Sunuare goy] 924105

44 6C LLT 61 91 yrd) 9% 6 N
%001 %0°00L %0001 %0001 %00°00T %0001 %0001 %0001 [e10L,
(€=N)

%0°¢L %69 %E'T %9°T %00°0 %G'S %C¥ %Y mou 3,uo(
F=N) (€=N)
%YLL %8¢l %L 0L %69 %8'8T %6°0F %L 91 %86 jueyrodwr jou st 31
(t=N) F#=N)
%L'8 %6LE %Z 0L %69 %0°ST %0°9C %91 %911 Iou/IaieN
F=N) (6=N)
%809 %Y TF %8'9L %98 %E'9G %9°7T %979 %L VL juerodwir st 3

19 SueIqsd S[eNXasT S[EXOS 19 ske S[eNXasT S[EnXos
VN/IWO Iqse] I 'd 01039 VN/B_YI0 ) I : AN

LUDWIOA SUSIN

(£1uapI [enxas Aq pajI0s) (USIP[IYD dSIEI pue AJIurey e 3rejs o} noA 1oy 31 st jueprodurr Moy ‘T d[qelL

615



Sociologicky casopis/Czech Sociological Review, 2022, Vol. 58, No. 6

Factors affecting parenting desires

Respondents were asked whether they wanted to have a (or another) child. The
basic descriptive analysis revealed similar trends as indicated above.

Among men, but not women, the desire to have a (or another) child was sig-
nificantly associated with sexual identity. Self-identified heterosexual men were
the most likely to want children (58%), followed by bisexual-identified men (52%)
and men with no reported sexual identity (50%; N = 8). In contrast, gay-identi-
fied men were much less likely than others to want (more) children — only less
than 28% expressed this desire (see Table 2). The share of respondents who did
not want (more) children or were unable to answer the question was also much
higher among gay-identified men.

The differences among women were not statistically significant. The pro-
portion of women who stated that they wanted to have (more) children ranged
between 54% among self-identified heterosexual women and 48% among self-
identified lesbians. Nevertheless, the share of respondents unable to answer this
question was considerably larger among lesbians and women with no reported
sexual identity. While again this is rather a suggested trend given the small num-
bers of these categories in the sample, these women seemed to view their parent-
hood choices as complicated and ambiguous.

The finding that parenting desires are strongly shaped by sexual identities
was also confirmed in the subsample of childless respondents. Here, 70% of men
and 76% of women who identified as heterosexuals wanted children, followed by
55% of men and 53% of women who identified as bisexual, but the proportion of
childless gay men and lesbian women was considerably lower (29% among gay
men and 50% among lesbian women). Gay men and lesbian women also had the
largest percentage of respondents unable to answer the question (17-24%).

Regression models

To explore in greater depth the effect that various factors have on the parenting
desires of non-heterosexuals, we conducted binary logistic regression with the
dependent variable ‘respondent wants/doesn’t want to have (more) children’
(0 =no, 1 = yes) (see Table 3). We estimated three models for each sexual identity
group. Individuals with no reported sexual identity were excluded from this part
of the analysis due to the low n.

To explore the intersection between gender and sexual identity and to esti-
mate their unadjusted effect on parenting desires, we constructed a special model
that includes the intersection of sex and sexual identity (see Table 4). The estimat-
ed regression models explained about 28% of the variability in parenting desires
among heterosexual and bi-identified people and nearly 42% of the variability
among the gay and lesbian-identified groups.
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Based on the literature review and the categorisation of factors influencing
parenting desires suggested by Gato et al. [2017], the effect of the following ex-
planatory variables was tested in our models:

(i) sociodemographic factors (age, sex, education, sexual identity)

(ii) personal factors (a strong family orientation," satisfaction with one’s own
sexual identity," prejudiced against the parenting skills of gay men/lesbian
women'?)

(iii) relational factors (social support,'® gay or lesbian parents among friends, al-
ready has kids, type of partnership)

(iv) contextual factors (subjective assessment of the household’s living standard,
size of the place of residence, health issues, ART access conditions, legal as-
pects of same-sex parenting, considerations about the child being accepted
in the community.

The above-mentioned factors were included in the models that were estimated
separately for each sexual identity group, whereby it was possible to compare
their effect on the parenting desires of straight, bisexual, and gay/lesbian-identi-
fied respondents (see Table 3).

Sociodemographic factors

Our results are consistent with the findings of numerous studies [e.g. Gato, San-
tos and Fontaine 2017] that have demonstrated the significant effects that sexual
identity, sex, and age have on parenting desires. Stronger parenting desires are
exhibited by heterosexuals (compared particularly to gays and lesbians) and
young people (compared to older ones). Taking into account the raw effect of
sex and sexual identity (i.e. without controlling for the effect of other variables),
heterosexual-identified people have a 3.6 times higher chance and bisexual-iden-

10 Support the statement: “Watching children grow up is the greatest joy in life.” (1= yes)

1 The index summarises a battery on respondents’ satisfaction with their sexual identity,
ranging from 1 (completely satisfied) to 8 (completely dissatisfied); The battery included
questions on concealing one’s sexual identity; feeling sad about one’s sexual identity;
finding it morally wrong; being proud of it; and considering it an important part of oneself.
12 Index constructed based on respondents” opinions on whether (i) two gay women and
(ii) two gay men can rear a child as well as a heterosexual couple (1 = strongest support,
10 = lowest support for gay parenting capabilities).

3 We used a set of questions on different environments in which a person is usually able
to find support and understanding: a partner, friends, and family members. The resulting
index ranged from 1 (no support at all) to 4 (support from all of the above groups).
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tified people have an almost 2.9 times higher chance of declaring they want to
have (more) children compared to gay men and lesbian women (see Table 4).

Since sex and sexual identity are among the main factors we are interested
in, we also modelled the interaction between sex and sexual identity, which al-
lowed us to compare together all the combinations of these variables (see Tables 4
and 5). The model found that gay men had the weakest parenting desires among
all the groups observed here. If we compare them with other groups of men,
heterosexual men have about a 3.6 times higher chance and bisexual men about
a 3 times higher chance of wanting (more) children when compared to gay men.

If we compare gay men to women, the most striking difference can be iden-
tified for heterosexual women, who have nearly a 9 times greater chance, and
bisexual women who have a 7 times higher chance of wanting (more) children
than gay men. Even lesbian women are 2.5 times more likely to want a child than
gay men. Thus, in the Czech context, being a gay man seems to be very strongly
associated with accepting childlessness.

As regards other sociodemographic factors, age seems to play an important
role in all sexual identity groups. People aged 45+ are the least likely to want to
have (more) children. People aged 25-30 have about a 14 times greater chance if
they are heterosexual-identified, a 20 times greater chance if they are bi-identi-
fied, and a 36 times higher chance if they are gay/lesbian-identified to say that
they do want to have (more) children compared to their counterparts aged 45-49
years. The fact that the age differences are the most pronounced within the gay/
lesbian-identified group might support the hypothesis that the younger genera-
tion of gays and lesbians seem to accept parenthood as a possible part of their life
to a much greater degree than those in the older generations [Riskind et al. 2013].

Education generally does not seem to play an important role in parenting
desires in any of the sexual identity groups in our sample

Personal factors

As studies have demonstrated [e.g. Murphy 2013], many people, especially lesbi-
ans and gays, feel stigmatised and feel they may be inadequate and incapable of
raising children, which may negatively affect their parenting desires. Our model
suggests that while having a strong family orientation increases the chance of
wanting (more) children, having prejudices about gay/lesbian parenting skills
and the level of satisfaction with one’s own sexual identity do not seem to play an
important role in parenting desires, except in the case of heterosexual-identified
people. Heterosexuals are the only group in which the rule applies that the great-
er a person’s satisfaction with his or her sexual identity, the more likely it is that
they will want to have children.

As for family orientation, our results suggest that it is in the gay/lesbian-
identified group that this factor plays the most important role. While heterosexu-
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al-identified people who agree with the statement that ‘watching children grow
up is the greatest joy in life” are twice as likely as those who disagree with this
statement to want to have (more) children, bi-identified people are 2.9 times more
likely. In the case of gay/lesbian-identified people, agreement with this statement
is accompanied by a more than fivefold increase in the chance that they will want
to have children.

Relational factors

Research shows that family and partnership status are among the key factors
that influence the parenting desires of the general population [Sobotka 2004].
One frequently cited reason for childlessness is the absence of a suitable partner
[Haskova and Vohlidalova 2014]. Although the effect of this factor was not found
to be statistically significant in either of our sexual identity groups, the values of
the regression coefficients suggest that being in a monogamous partnership, be-
ing a dating single, or being single in an ‘open’ relationship increases the chances
that a person wants to have children, especially in the case of bi-identified and
gay /lesbian-identified respondents.

One of the strongest predictors of the parenting desires of heterosexual-
identified people proved to be the fact of whether a person already had children.
Already having children reduces the chances that a person wants to have another
child by about 60% in the case of heterosexual-identified people. This factor does
not have a statistically significant effect in the case of bisexual and gay/lesbian-
identified people, but the values of the regression coefficients suggest that the di-
rection of this effect is very similar in this case as well. The fact of already having
children may influence a person’s willingness to have another child when faced
with multiple constraints on doing so.

For LGB people the level of social support they have is very important in
their considerations about becoming a parent [e.g. Gato, Santos and Fontaine
2017]. LGB pathways to parenthood are very complicated and LGB parents can
be expected to face much greater social obstacles than straight parents. Surpris-
ingly, the social support index does not have a statistically significant effect on
parenting desires in our models. Having a lesbian or gay friend who is a parent
does not seem to be significant either.

Contextual factors

Contextual factors, in general, seem to play a much more important role in the
parenting desires of gay/lesbian-identified people than others. The household
living standard proved to be an important factor in parenting considerations
[Haskovd et al. 2014] and was cited as one of the factors that influence the ability
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Table 4. Binary logistic regression model: Do you want (more) children? Unadjusted

effect of sex and sexual identity and their intersection

Factors Categories B Sig. Exp(B)
Constant (B) X 0.318 0.000 1.375
Sexual identity Heterosexual 1.285 0.000 3.614
Bisexual 1.05 0.000 2.857
Gay/lesbian (ref. cat.) 0 X 1
Sex Men (ref. cat.) 0 X 1
Women 0.897 0.033 2.453
Sex*Sexual identity X 0.063 X
Women*bisexual -1.034 0.032 0.356
Women*heterosexual -1.105 0.025 0.331

Source: LGB Parenting 2019.

Note: Model fit: Nagelkerke R Square 0.05, 2 stat. sig. (p = 0.000), Hosmer-Lewenshof

test not stat. sig.

Table 5. B coefficients for all combinations of interacting variables
(sex*sexual identity)

B Exp(B)
Gay man (ref. cat.) 0 1
Heterosexual man 1.285 3.614668
Bisexual man 1.05 2.857651
Heterosexual women 2.182 8.864017
Lesbian women 0.897 2.452235
Bisexual women 1.947 7.007633

Source: LGB Parenting 2019.
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to afford costly ART (if available to lesbians or single women) [Gato et al. 2017;
Berkowitz and Marsiglio 2007; Mezey 2008]. Our model suggests that the house-
hold living standard plays a statistically significant role, particularly for gay/les-
bian-identified respondents. Those gay /lesbian-identified respondents who self-
evaluated their living standard as good have a 19 times higher chance of wanting
to have children than those who assessed their living standard as poor. For other
sexual identity groups, the effect of this factor was not found to be significant.

The size of the person’s place of residence seems to have a significant effect
on the parenting desires of gay /lesbian-identified people only: people who live in
villages with fewer than 5000 inhabitants display a stronger desire to have (more)
children — about 6 times stronger than the level of interest observed among inhab-
itants of large cities (100 000+ inhabitants). This finding is rather surprising given
that we would expect that the big-city environment (because of the anonymity
it provides and the more tolerant attitudes towards the LGB community) would
have a positive effect on the desire of gays and lesbians to have children. Sim-
ple descriptive statistics managed to shed some light on this unexpected finding:
gay/lesbian people in our sample tend more often than others to live in places
located in the vicinity of a big city. This means that, even if officially their place
of residence is a small village, they live in locations that are closely connected to
major cities, like Prague, Brno, or Pilsen.

Last but not least, for gay/lesbian-identified people, there is a statistically
significant link between parenting desires and the fact of whether they would
consider ART when they were thinking about becoming a parent. Those who
would consider ART had a 3 times greater chance of wanting to have children
than those who would not consider using ART.

Discussion and conclusion

Consistent with other studies, we found that parenting desires and the impor-
tance ascribed to starting a family are considerably lower in the lesbian, gay, and
bisexual people population than among heterosexuals experiencing same-sex at-
traction. In this respect, sexual identity plays a much more important role among
men than women [e.g. Baiocco and Laghi 2013; Costa and Bidell 2017; D’ Augelli
et al. 2007; Riskind and Patterson 2010].

The analysis demonstrated that the attitudes of bisexual-identified people
are often closer to those of heterosexual-identified individuals than to gay /lesbi-
an-identified people — a finding similar to what some other studies have shown
[Leal, Gato and Tasker 2018; Riskind and Tornello 2017]. Compared to gays and
lesbians, the pathways to parenthood of bisexual-identified people are much
easier, especially if they have a partner of the opposite sex [Brewster et al. 2014].

Of the groups we studied, heterosexual-identified women are the ones who
ascribe the most importance to having a family. They are followed by bisexual
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women, heterosexual men, bisexual men, and lesbians. Gay men are the least
likely to consider becoming a parent important.

Being a gay man is also one of the most important individual factors that
determine whether or not people want children (less than 28% of gay men indi-
cate wanting to have children, in contrast to 52% of bisexual and 57% of hetero-
sexual men). Gay men are also more likely to be unable to answer the question
of whether or not they want children (with more than 24% indicating they don’t
know, compared to less than 10% of bisexual- or heterosexual-identified individ-
uals who were able to answer this). This finding suggests that surveys of parent-
ing desires should provide a response option that would allow people to express
their uncertainty on this question.

Our study also indicated a certain level of flexibility and fluidity of sexual
identities, particularly for women, related to the consideration of being a parent
in the Czech social and cultural context. Despite the strict data collection methods
we used, self-identified lesbians were strongly under-represented in our dataset.
In the light of research evidence on the construction of individual sexual identity
within any wider cultural and social context [e.g. Carrillo and Hoffman 2018; Dia-
mond 2005], we believe that this imbalance reflects the strictly hetero-normative
perceptions of parenthood that prevail in Czech society. In a society where gay
parenting is not legally recognised, where motherhood is a key aspect of female
identity [Haskovad and Zamykalova 2006], and where biological parenthood is
strongly preferred, it seems understandable that, in the context of parenthood
considerations, lesbian women self-identify as categories that offer them the po-
tential to become a parent (i.e. as heterosexual or bisexual women). This hypoth-
esis, however, would require further research.

The absence of the same effect among gay men is likely due to the much
stronger link between childlessness and the gay identity and lifestyle. As Murphy
[2013] states, the very question of parenthood is a relatively novel one for most
gay men since they have largely internalised the view that being gay equates with
being childless/childfree. Our findings, consistent with those of Sokolova [2009],
suggest that this norm is still strong in the Czech Republic.

In Czech society, it is still easier for lesbian women than gay men to access
ART to fulfil their dream of becoming a parent. Gay men therefore might be less
likely from the very outset to give any consideration to the idea of becoming a
parent. A study by a private healthcare facility [Turcan et al. 2020] mapping the
increase in the desire to become a parent among lesbian women after registered
partnerships were introduced in the legislation (in 2006) showed that lesbian
women often adopt the strategy of having ‘a fictitious partner’. This strategy is a
way for lesbian women to legally undergo IVFE. For gay men, pursuing the sur-
rogacy option means travelling to a country where surrogacy is legal, which re-
quires at least considerable financial resources and certain ‘’know-how’.

In addition to sexual identities, parenting desires are generally determined
by other variables. Our analysis draws from the typology of factors that influence
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parenting desires proposed by Gato et al. [2017]. They divided these factors into
four groups: sociodemographic, personal, relational, and contextual. We focused
on how these various types of factors interact with sexual identity and what roles
they play for different sexual identity groups.

To conclude, the factors that increase the odds of wanting (more) children
among all groups (lesbians/gays, bisexuals, and heterosexuals with same-sex at-
traction) are a younger age and having a strong family orientation. For gay and
lesbian individuals, in particular, living in a small village with less than 5000
inhabitants (which proved to be mostly smaller suburban areas close to major
cities) was also found to have a positive effect on parenting desires. It is possible
that obtaining more affordable but also more spacious and better-quality housing
is considered — and not just by gay and lesbian people — a necessary precondition
for starting a family [Haskova et al. 2014]. In contrast, being older, already having
children, and being single without a partner decrease the odds of wanting (more)
children.

Contrary to our expectations based on our review of the literature, neither
social support nor prejudices against lesbian and gay parenting skills had a sta-
tistically significant effect in our sample. While our data do not allow us to assess
the net effect of the restrictive ‘anti-gay-family” legislation and ‘institutionalised
heterosexism’ in the Czech Republic, the data do suggest that the effect of these
two factors is very strong. It is reflected both in the strong link between parenting
desires and heterosexual (or bisexual) sexual identity and in the fact that some
lesbian women probably claimed non-gay identity when taking part in research
on parenting desires.

On the matter of generational change, young gay- and lesbian-identified
people under the age of 30 generally express more of a desire to become par-
ents than do their counterparts over the age of 45. However, the results are not
conclusive about whether this is proof of a generational change [as identified by
Riskind and Patterson 2010; Riskind et al. 2013] or whether it is simply a reflection
of differences between people in different stages of the life course. However, this
finding requires further research.

The level of detail that our analysis could go into was severely limited by
the under-representation of self-identified lesbians in our sample, a drawback
that would probably not have occurred if we had pursued convenience sampling.
However, given the strict fieldwork procedures of our study, we believe that we
have shed light on the subject matter by revealing an extremely important phe-
nomenon, which is the apparent unwillingness of (some) lesbian women to iden-
tify as lesbians when they are talking about becoming a parent. At the same time,
we have drawn attention to some of the limitations that quantitative research on
this subject suffers from given the flexible and contextual nature of sexual iden-
tity. We have also demonstrated the possibility of using high-quality online pan-
els, such as CNP, for sampling elusive populations. Moreover, online panels may
be an affordable method of quantitative data collection in research on sensitive
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topics (such as sexual identity, sexuality, etc.) that seeks to compare individual
groups and maps the topic in its greater heterogeneity than community-based
research would allow [Krueger et al. 2020].

The recent public debate on the issue of same-sex couples in the Czech Re-
public seems to be more inclined towards widening the rights of same-sex cou-
ples and making their status more equal to that of heterosexual ones [e.g. Sloboda
2021]. It would be therefore useful to study how these changes are reflected in
the individual parenting desires and intentions of gay, lesbian, and bisexual in-
dividuals.
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Appendix: Details on sample structure and data collection

Table 1. First wave of data collection, CNP (6/2019)

Articles

N
Respondents who completed the main questionnaire 796
Respondents who screened out (filtered out by the screening questions;
X ; : 4630
i.e. heterosexual without same-sex attraction)
Respondents who stopped filling in the main questionnaire 107
Total respondents who answered the screening questionnaire 5533
Note: 12 655 addressed individuals aged 25-49.
Table 2. Second wave of data collection, Dialog Panel (7/2019)
N
Respondents who completed the main questionnaire 86
Respondents who screened out (filtered out by the screening questions;
X ; . ) 1401
i.e. heterosexual with or without same-sex attraction)
Respondents who stopped filling in the main questionnaire 60
Total respondents who answered screening questionnaire 1547

Note: 3380 addressed individuals aged 25—49.
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