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Abortion Opinion in Emerging
Democracies: Latin America and
Central Europe

Anogeig yw tnv appAwon os
avaSUOUEVEG SNHOKPATIEG:
Aatwviky Apepikny kot Kevtpikn
Eupwrnn

During the last third of the 20th
century, and through the first
decade of the 21st, the question of
legal abortion has been a very
controversial issue in many nations
around the world. The general
trend has been toward increasing
liberalization and ease of access to
legal abortion, although there has
been substantial resistance to
government policies which render
abortion easier to obtain, and
certain nations (most notably the
United States) have made changes
in abortion policies which have had
the effect of restricting abortion
access.

Kata to teAeutaio tpito tou 20
olwva KoL KOTA TNV TpWTNn
dekaetia tou 21°% awwva To INTNua
™G VOULUNG AauPAwong amoteAel
éva apdileyopevo Bépa og oANG

KpATn O OAO TOV  KOOMO.
Mapatnpeltal pLa  YEVIK TAON
MpoGg TNV ameleuBépwon  Kal

VOULHOTIolNoN TwV apBAWCEWV Kot
TNV €ukoAia otnv mpooPBoon o€
VOULUN ApPAwon, av Kal UTtapxel
€viovn SuoToTIO OMEVAVTL OTLC
KUBEPVNTIKEC TIOALTLKEG OL OTIOLEC
koBlotouv EUKOAOTEPN ™mv
AQuBAwon KoL oplopéva  KpATn
(biwg ot Hvwpéveg MoAteieg)
€XOUV TPOTIOTIOLNOEL TLG TIOALTIKEC
yla tnv auBAwon mou eixav wg
OTTOTEAECUO. TOV TIEPLOPLOUO TNG
npooBaong os apBAWOELC.

In this study, we examine public
attitudes toward abortion in two
nations which have made their
abortion laws more restrictive in
recent decades: El Salvador and
Poland. We seek to discern
whether these policy changes are
consistent with public opinion in
these countries, and to understand
the sources of support for or
opposition to legal abortion.

Je autnVv tnv €peuva, séetaloupe
TN OTAcn TNG KOWNC YVWHNG
anévavtl ot appAwoelg oe dvo
KPATN TIOU €XOUV OLUOTNPOTIOLNOEL
TN vopoBecia TOUG Yyl TG
AUPBAWOELG T TeAevTaleg
dekaetieg, To EA ZaABadop kat TNV
MoAwvia. 2tdxo¢ poOg elval va
Slakpivoupe €dv QUTEG oL aAAayEG
OTNV TOALTIKN €lval CUUPWVEG UE
v KoLvn YVWHN OTLG
OUYKEKPLUEVEG XWPEG KAl  va
KOTAVONOOUHE Ta EMIXELPNUATA
€KElVWV TOU €lval UTTEP A KATA TNG

vopung auBAwong.

In order to gain further insight into
mass attitudes toward abortion in
El Salvador and Poland, we
compare each nation to a
comparable, geographically

Na 1™ Stapodpodwon pLag
cad£0TEPNG ELKOVAC VLA TNV OTACN
NG KOWAG YVWUNG ylad  TIS
aupAwoelg oto EA ZaABadop kat
otnv MNoAwvia, cuykpivoupe kABe




proximate nation in which there
have been few, if any, increases in
the restrictiveness of abortion
policy. We compare public
attitudes toward abortion in El
Salvador to those in Mexico, and
abortion attitudes in Poland with
similar patterns in the Czech
Republic.

KPATOG HE €va  yewypadika
EYYUTEPO KPATOC HE TO Ormoio
umopel va ouykplOet kal oto omolo
Ol TIOALTIKEG TwV apPAwoewy, eav
UTIAPYOUV, €lval TILO QUOTNPEC.
JUYKPLVOUUE TNV yVWN TOU Kolvou
yla T apPAwoelg oto EA ZaABadop
Kot To Me€iko Kol avtiotolya otnv
MoAwvia  kat Vv  Toexkn
Anpokpartia.

Abortion Policies in Four Nations

MNoAwkég ApPAwong oe téooepa
KPATN

We begin this study with a brief
examination of changes in policies
toward abortion in each of the four
nations considered here. In
general, abortion policy has been
made more restrictive in El
Salvador and Poland, and has been
relatively stable in the Czech
Republic, and somewhat liberalized
in Mexico (Tuman, et. al., 2010).
The accounts of the latter two
countries are complicated by the
post-Communist trend toward
privatization in the Czech Republic
(which has reduced government
support for abortion) and by
Mexican federalism (in which a
number of states have passed
largely symbolic pro-choice laws in
response to a very permissive
policy in the Federal District of
Mexico City.

ZEKWVAE QUTAV TNV €PEUVA LIE HLO
ouvTouN MEAETN TWV OAAQYWV OTLC
TIOALTIKEG AuPAwong oe kabéva
anmoe TA TECCEPA KPATN TOU
e€etaloupe. Ev yével n MOALTIKA TwV
OUBAWOEWV €XEL YIVEL TTLO AUOTNPN
oto EAN ZaABadop kot otnv
MNoAwvia, dev €xel petaBAnBdei otnv
Toexikp Anpokpatia Kol oTo
Me€lkd €xel yilvel Katd KATmoLov
Tpomo Alyotepo avotnpn (Tuman,
et. al., 2010). Ol EKTILAOELC TTO TLG
6o TteAeutaleg xwpeg elval
TEPLTAOKEC AOYW TNG TAONG TIPOG
TNV WLWTLKOTIOlNON IOV EMIKPATEL

META TOV  KOHUMOUVIOMO  OTnv
Toexwknn Anuokpatia (mou €xel
HEWWOEL TNV UTooTAPLEN NG

KUBEpvVNoNG yla TG auBAWOELG) Kot
AOyw Tou deviepallopol oTo
Mefikd6 (0oTo oOmolo  QpPKETEG
TIOALTELEG €XOUV €yKpivel TOAAOUG
LN QVOYKOOTLKOUG VOROUG UTEP
TOU SLKALWUATOG ETUAOYNG yLa TNV
AuPBAWON avtlidpwvtog HE QUTOV
TOV TPOMO OTNV TOAU QVEKTIKN
TOALTIKY  OTNV ~ OMOOTIOVSLaKNA
Sdokntikn mepidpépela ¢ MoOANng
Tou Me€ko.

Mexico

Meéko

Mexico, officially known as the
United Mexican States, is a federal

To Mefikd, mou elval eniong
YVWwoTto w¢ Hvwpéveg NoAtteieg tou




system similar to the United States
where each state has the ability to
restrict or liberalize abortion as
long as the laws of the state do not
violate the Mexican Constitution.
Because of this, access to abortion
in Mexico varies throughout the
nation. The Mexican government
addressed abortion in 1931 by
making abortion illegal in the
Mexican Code for the Federal
District except when the abortion is
caused by the negligence of the
mother, continuation of the
pregnancy endangers the life of the
mother, or in pregnancy resulting
from rape. In the case of rape, the
pregnant woman needs to petition
the state’s attorney general for
permission to have the abortion. In
all cases the performing physician
must obtain the consent of another
physician unless the delay in doing
so would place the mother in
further harm. This criminal code
outlines punishment on illegal
abortions for both the mother and
for the provider (UN Report-
Mexico, 2003: Haussman, 2005).

Me&kou, eival éva opoomovdlako
ocvoTnUA  TOPOUOLO  UE  TwV
Hvwpévwy MoAttelwy, omou Kabe
ToALteia €xel tnv duvatotnta va
TLEPLOPLOEL 1] v ATEAEUBEPWOEL TIG
auBAwoelg epocov oL vopoL TG
noAtteiag dev mapafialouvv TO
Me€ilkavikd Xovrtaypa. E€attiog
autou n mpocPacn otnv aupAwon
oto Me€ikO MoLKIAMEL avaloya UE
Vv moAteia. H kuBépvnon Ttou
Me€lkO QVTLUETWTILOE TO {ATNUa
Twv  appAwoswv Tto 1931
KoOLoTWVTOC TEC MAPAVOUEG OTOV
VOULKO KWELKA TNC OLOOTIOVOLAKAG
SlolkknTikAg  mepldpEpPelag  Tou
Me€iko

EKTOC TWV TEPUTTWOEWY TIOU N
AUBAwaon TPOKUTITEL OO apEAELQ
G MNTEPAG, N OUVEXWON NG
gyKupoouvng B€tel og kivbuvo tnv
{wn TNG MNTEPQAG N N gyKUpOGUVN
elval amotéAeopa Blaocpou. Itnv

neplmtwon  tou  Blacpol N
gyKupgovouoa  xpelaletal  va
uroBalAel aitnon oOTovV YEVIKO

eloayyeAEa yla xoprnynon adelag,
WOTE VA TPOXWPNoeL o AUPAwon.
e kaBe mepimtwon o Bepdanwv
latpog odeidel va AdBsl  n
ouykataBeon gvog aAlou Latpou,
€KTOC Kal €AV n kaBuoTtépnaon Adyw
autng tng Stadikaoiag mpokKeLtal
va BECEL TNV UNTEPQL OE TTEPALTEPW
Kivbuvo. AUTOG 0 TIOWVIKOG KWOLKAC
opilel TIC KUPWOELS VYl TIC
TIAPAVOUEG AUPBAWOCELG TOCO yLa TN
UNTEPa GO0 Kal yla TO ATOUO TIOU
TIapEXEL UTtNpeaieg AuBAwong

(UN Report-Mexico, 2003:
Haussman, 2005).

Over the years, many Mexican
states and the Federal District of
Mexico City have passed additional
laws governing abortion. For the

Me tnv mapodo Twv €TwWV TOAAEG
moAlteieg tou Mefikd koL n
opooTovoLaKN SlolknTkn
nepldépela TG MOANG tou Me€iko




purpose of brevity only a few of the
state and federal laws will be listed.
First will be a listing of two laws
which have restricted access to
abortion in  Guanajuato and
Queretaro, Mexico. In February of
1987 the Criminal Code of
Guanajuato restricted abortion to
only being allowed when the
pregnancy is the result of rape. In
the same vein, the state of
Queretaro amended its Criminal
Code in July of 1987 to only allow
abortion when the pregnancy is the
result of rape as well, but this
revision to the code was suspended
in 1991 (UN Report-Mexico, 2003:
Haussman, 2005; Elu, 1999).

€XOUV  E€YKplvel emuMPOOOETOUC
VOHOUG Tlou SLEmouv TG
auBAwoelg. MNa Adyoug cuvtopiag
Ba avagpepBbolv poévo pepikot
TIOALTELOKOL KOl  opoomovdlakol
vopol. Katapxag Ba yivel avadopad
oe &Uo0 vopoug mou meplopilouv
Vv npoéoPfacn otnv aufAwon oto
Fkouavayxoudto Kol Kepétapo oto
Me&ko. Tov QeBpoudplo tou 1987
o TLOLVLKOG KWOLKAG ToU
rKouavayxoudto TEPLOPLOE TNV
auBAwon oe tétolo Babuo, wote
ETUTPEMOTAV ~ MOVO  OTOV N
EYKUMOOUVN €lval  amotéeoua
Blaopou. Opolwg, n ToOALTELD TOU
Kepétapo Tpomomnoinoe Tov mowiko
¢ Kwolka tov lovAlo tou 1987
ETILTPETIOVTOG eniong ™mv
EYKUMOOUVN HOvVo Otav  elval
anotéAeopa Blacpol. Qotoco, n
OUVKEKPLUEVN avaBewpnon Tou
Kwdlka oaveotaln to 1991 (UN
Report-Mexico, 2003: Haussman,
2005; Elu, 1999)

In response to those restrictions,
many states passed law liberalizing
access to abortion. In August of
1982 the Criminal Code of Jalisco
was amended to allow abortion
when  continuation of the
pregnancy presents a serious
threat to the health of the mother.
This differed from the federal code
in that the federal code allows for
abortion only if the mother’s life is
in danger. In September of 1982
the Criminal Code of Coahuila was
changed to allow for abortion if
there is good reason to believe that
the fetus will suffer from severe
genetic or congenital defects. The
Yucatan made a unique change to
its Social Welfare Code in
November of 1987 by allowing

MoAAéEC moAtteieg avtibpwvtag oe

autoug TOUG TLEPLOPLOHOUG
EVEKPLVAY VOUOUG TIou
kaBlotovoav eAelBepn v

npooBacn otnv aupAwon. Tov
Alyoucoto Tou 1982 0 TOLWILKOG

KWOLKAG TOU XaAioko
TpomonoL)0nke, woTte va
ETUTPENETAL N AuPAwon, otav n
OUVEXLON ™g €yKupooUVNG

napouclalel cofapn amelin yla
TNV uyela NG HUNtépag. AuTto
SlEdepe amd TOV OPOOTIOVOLAKO
KwOlka w¢ Tpo¢ TO OTL O
OMOOTIOVOLAKOG KWOLKAG ETUTPETEL
™V auBAwon povo eav n lwn g
untépag Bploketal og kivbuvo. Tov
ZemtéuPplo tou 1982 0 MOLWVIKOG
KWOLKAC ™me KoaxouiAa
TPOTIOTOLHBNKE KAL ETUTPATINKAV Ol




abortion if the mother already has
3 children or if another child would
place serious financial constraints
on the mother. Going well beyond
the changes of the Yucatan, the
state of Chiapas amended its
Criminal Coded in October of 1990
allowing for abortion on medical
grounds in cases of rape, genetic
defects, for family planning
purposes if agreed upon by the
“couple,” orif the pregnant woman
is single. This is important because
except for some minor details it
basically allows for abortion on
demand. And as to the matter of
abortion on demand, in April of
2007 the Federal District of Mexico
City legalized abortion without
restrictions up to the twelfth week
of the pregnancy (UN Report-
Mexico, 2003: Haussman, 2005;
Elu, 1999).

ouBAwoelg eav umnpxe PBaociuog
Aoyog va BewpnBouv otLTo EpBpuo
Ba émooxe and coPapéC YEVETIKEG
oOVWHOAlEC 1R Slotapaxég ek
yevetnG. To lNoukatdv ékave pia
povadiky oAAayrp oOtov  KwdlKa
KOLWVWVLKNC Ttpovolag tov Noéppplo
Tou 1987 emtpémovtag TNV
AuBAwon, €av n puntépa £xeL nén
Tpla madld n €av kamowo AAAo
nadt  Ba  €Bete  ooPapoug
OLKOVOULKOUG TIEPLOPLOMOUC OTN
untépa. YnepPaivovrag Kotd moAu
TLG TPOTOTOLNOELS O0To MNouKatay, N
noAlteia tn¢ Tolamag tpomnomnoinoe
TOV TIOWLKO NG KwdKa TOV
OktwpBplo tou 1990 Kot EMLTPATINKE
n AuBAwaon yla LoTpkoug AOyoug
o€ TIEPUTTTWOELG Blaopov,
VEVETIKWV QVWUOALWY, yla AOyouG
OLKOYEVELAKOU TIPOYPAUUATIOUOU
gav  oupdwvnBolv amd 1O
«leuyapw» n €av n gykupovolod
elvat  eAevBepn. Auto  eival
ONUOVTIKO emeldy €KTOC Omo
KOTTOLEC QONMOVTEC AETITOUEPELEC
OUCLOOTLKA enétpee v
AuPBAwoN KaTomL EMAOYNAG. 2€ O,TL
adopd to {ATnpa tng aupAwong
Katomwv emthoyng tov AmpiAlo Tou
2007 n opoormovSlakn SlolknTikn
TeplpEpeLa TG MOANG Tou Me€ikd
voulponoinoe tnv auPAwon dixwg
TIEPLOPLOMOUG €wG TNV SwdEKaTn
eBbouada kunong (UN Report-
Mexico, 2003: Haussman, 2005;
Elu, 1999).




The 2007 legalization of abortion in
Mexico City has created blowback
throughout Mexico. Since the
Mexico City law went into effect,
eighteen out of thirty-one Mexican
states have enacted laws granting
personhood from the moment of
conception. The state of Baja
California enacted a law in 2008
bestowing “personhood” rights
from the moment of conception.
This law was challenged in the
Mexico Supreme Court in 2011, but
the challenge failed to obtain the
number of votes needed to
overturn the law (Ellingwood,
2011).

H vouipormnoinon twv aupAwoswv
Tou 2007 otnv MNoAn tou Me€ikd
TIPOKAAECE QVTLOPAOELG OE OAEG TLG
Hvwpéveg MoAtteie¢ tou Me€iko.
Ao TN OTLYUN TIOU O VOMPOC TNG
MoANng tou Me€Lkod T€Bnke o€ oYU,
18 amo tig 31 moAtteieg Ttou Me€ikod

gxouv BOeomiosl vopoug TOU
avayvwpilouv 10 €uPpuo wg
npoowno Oikaiou Tou  xpnleL

VOULKAG T{POOTOOLOC OO TN OTLYUNA
¢ oUAMnUNG. H moAtteia NG
Mrmayxa otnv KaAwpopvia
edpdappooe évav vopo to 2008, o
omoiog avayvwpilel Sikawwpata
«TIPOCWTILKOTNTAC» QIO TN OTLYUN
™G oUMNYNG. AUTOGC O VOUOG
npooBAnOnke EVWTTLOV ToU
Avwtatou Akaotnpiou Tou Me€iko
o 2011, alM\a n mpooPoAn bev
kotadepe va AaBeL Tov aplBuod twy
Prdwv mou ATav anapaitntog yo
va akupwBel o vouog (Ellingwood,
2011).

El Salvador

EA ZaABadop

In 1956 the Penal Code of El
Salvador outlawed abortion with
no exceptions. However,
interpretation of the “general
principles of criminal law” in the
Penal Code allowed for abortion if
it was necessary to save the life of
the mother. In 1973, The Penal
Code of El Salvador was amended
to clear up the ambiguity of the
“general principles of criminal law”
to allow for abortions to be
performed if it was the only means
to save the life of the mother, if the
pregnancy was the result of rape or
statutory rape, or if there were
foreseeable serious fetal
deformity. Additionally, this new
law recognized the concept of

To 1956 o molvikog Kwdikag tou EA
JaABadop €Be0e €KTOC VOUOU TNV
aupAwon Sixwg e€alpéoelg.
QoT000, N EPUNVELN TWV KYEVIKWV
QpXWV TNG TIOWIKNG VopoBeoiog»
OTOV TIOLWVLKO KWOLKA EMETPENE TNV
aupfAwon, €av ATV amopaitntn
yla va owBel n wn tng untépag. To
1973 o mowikog kwdikag tou EA
JaABadop tpomomnolnbnke yla va
arnocadnviotel n audlonuia tTwv
KYEVIKWV OpPXWV TNG TIOWLKNG
vopoBeoilag», WOTE val EMLTPETETAL
n auBAwon €av avtr amnoteAel Tov
LOVO TPOTTo yla va owBel n Lwn ¢
UNTEPAC, €AV N €yKUPOOUVN ATV
To anotéAeopa fLaopou A Blacuou
avnAikou ) edv urtdpxouVv evOeieLg
yla ocofapn moapaudépdwon Ttou




honoris causa, and reduced
penalties on women who caused
their own abortions or sought an
abortion in order to protect their
own reputation (UN Report-El
Salvador, 2003)

eUuBplou. EmumAéov, autog 0 VEOG
VOLOG QVOyVWPLOE TNV €vvola TOU
honoris causa kat peiwoe TG
KUPWOEL OTI( YUVOIKEG TIOU
TIPOKAAECQV OL (OLEC TIG EKTPWOELG
N Tmpoomdbnoav va  KAVOuv
EKTPWON yla va tpooTtatePouv Tn

$nun toug
(UN Report-El Salvador, 2003).

In April of 1998, The Penal Code of
El Salvador was once again
amended to remove all exceptions
to the prohibition against abortion
thus making abortion for any
reason a criminal act. This is the
legal code that still exists in El
Salvador (UN Report-El Salvador,
2003). The Code also mandates
punishment for inducing abortion
for both the mother and anyone
who assist in the abortion as two to
eight years imprisonment.
Inducement of abortion without
the consent of the mother is
punishable by four to ten years
imprisonment. For health care
providers who assist in an abortion
the punishment is imprisonment
for six to twelve vyears. The
criminality of abortion is actively
pursued by prosecutors in El
Salvador with police and medical
investigations with prosecutions
being common (Hitt, 2006)

Tov AmnpiAto tou 1998 0 TOLVIKOG

kKwolka¢ tou EA ZoABadop
Tpomonolninke yia GAAn pa popad
Kot  oadoapédnkav  OAe¢ ol

e€alp£OELC OTNV ATIAYOPEUCH KATA
™G auBAwong kablotwvtog HeE
OUTOV TOV TPOTO TNV AUBAwaon yla
omolovénmote Adyo pia aglomolvn
npagn. O OUYKEKPLULEVOG VOULKOG
Kwolkag oxVeL okopa oto EA
YaABadop (UN Report-El Salvador,
2003). O kwdikag emBAAEL €MioNg
Tlwwpia yia v appAwon mou
ipokaAeital ekovola e€loou yla
LUNTEPQ KL YLOL OTIOLOSATIOTE ATOUO
TO Omnolo  OCUMMETEXEL  OTNV
Swadkaoia tng auPAwong pe dvo
EWC OKTw €tn  ¢uAdakong. H
QVOYKOOTIKI EKTpwon Xwplg ™
ouykatabeon ™ng HNTEPQAG
TIMWPELTAL Pe TEOoEPA €wWG SEKQ
€tn PpuUAAKLONG. MNa Toug MaPOXOUG

UYELOVOULKAG  TepiBaAng ol
OmoioL  OCUUMETEXOUV O  HLa
aupAwon n  Twpla  eivat n

duldakion tecodapwyv £wg dwdeka
gTwv. H aupAwon Bewpeital
EyKAnUO Kol SLWKETAL EVEPYA OO
Toug eloayyeleic oto EA ZaABadop
KOL OL OOTUVOULKEG KOl LOTPLKEG
€PEVUVEC YL TNV AOKNON TOWLKAG
S6lwéng elval ouvnbeg dawvouevo
(Hitt, 2006)

The Constitution of El Salvador was
amended in 1999 to state that

To Zuvtaypa tou EA ZaAPBadodp
TpornonolBnke to 1999 omndte Kal




human life begins at conception,
thus awarding legal status to
fetuses. Article 1 of the €El
Salvadorian Constitution declares:
El Salvador recognizes the human
person as the origin and the end of
the activity of the State, which is
organized to attain justice, judicial
security, and the common good. In
that same manner, it recognizes as
a human person every human
being since the moment of
conception. In consequence, it is
the obligation of the State to secure
for the inhabitants of the Repubilic,
the enjoyment of liberty, health,
culture, economic well-being and
social justice.

oplotnke OtL n avBpwrmivn Iwn
Eeklva  kata N OUAANYIN
XOPNYWVTOG HUE QUTOV TOV TPOTO
VOULKA umtdéotaon ota €uBpua. To
apBpo 1 Tou Zuvtaypato¢ tou EA
JaABadop Sdtaknpuooel To €€NRG: TO
EXN ZoABadop avayvwpilel TO
avBpwrtLvo ov w¢ TNV adeTnpia Kat
TO TEAOG TNG §pAcng TNG TMOALTELQG,
N omolo OpYyaVWVETOL Yyl va
ETILTUYXAVEL Skatoouvn, ™
SkaoTik aodAAELd KAl TO KOO
KoAO. Opoiwg avayvwpilel wg
avBpwrmivo ov kA&Be avOpwrvn
omapén amé TN OTWyMn  TNG
oUMNYNG. Juvenwe, amoteAel
UTOXPEWON TNG TIOATElOC va
e€aodpaliosl O0TOUC KOTOLKOUG TNG
Anpokpartiag tou EA ZaABadop tnv
amoAauon TtNnNg eAeuBepiag, TNC
uyelag, TOU TOATIOMOU, TNG
OLKOVOULKAG EUNUEPLOC Kal TNG
KOWWVLKNE Stkatoolvnc.

To this date, abortions under any
circumstances are illegal in El
Salvador.

MéxpL oruepa ol ApUBAWOELG KATW
ano omoladnmote ouvlnkeg eival
€KVOLEC 0TO EA ZaABadop.

Czech Republic

Toexwkn Anpokpartia

Originally the Czech Republic was
part of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire before the end of the First
World War in 1918. The monarchy
of the Austro-Hungarian Empire
held a very unfavorable view of
abortion and in 1852 passed Act
117/1852 of the Empire Code
which made abortion illegal and
leveled heavy punishment for
breaking the law (Sracek, 1988).
Even though abortion was illegal in
the area that was later to be
designated Czechoslovakia, it is
estimated that up to 100,000
abortions were performed yearly in

Apxika n Toexikn Anpokpartia nTav
TUAMA ™G AUOTPOOUYYPLKAG
Autokpatopiag mplv to TEAOG Tou
Mpwtou Maykoouiou MoAépou to
1918. H AucoTtpoouyypLkni
Autokpatopila elxe pla  TOAU
apvnTkn amoyn yla T apuBAWoELS
Kot Tto 1852 Yndloe tov vopo
117/1852 TOU QUTOKPATOPLKOU
KwdLKa ou kablotoloe mapAvoun
v auPAwon kot eméPale
BapuTtateE TOWEG yla TNV
napofioon tou vopou (Sracek,
1988). Mapolo mou n AauPAwon
ATavV TOPAvVOUn OTNV ETUKPATELN
Tou apyotepa Ba xapaktnpLlotav
ToexoohoPoakia, umoAoyiletal otL




the first part of the 20th century
(Uzel, 1994; Srecek 1988).

mpaypotonolnkav  €wg  Kal
100.000 apPAwoel; €TNOLWC OTIG
apxEg tou 20°Y awwva (Uzel, 1994;
Srecek 1988).

Czechoslovakia was formed in 1918
by the Armistice ending WWI. The
newly formed country kept the
existing law concerning abortion
established under the Empire Code
of AustroHungary. However, there
was a movement to reduce the
restrictive nature of the law by
women’s groups, doctors and
others. This effort seceded in a
modification of the law to allow
abortion if it was necessary to save
the life of the mother as outlined in
section 144 of the 77/1920 official
code.

H ToexooloBakia oxnuatiotnke to
1918 amnd v ekexelpia, n omoia
teppatioe tov A’ MMaykooulo
MoAepo. H veoouotabeica xwpa
Sdlatripnoe tov Uumdpxovia VOUO
nou adopoloe T apPAwoelg, o

omoiog Beomiotnke UuUMO TOV
OUTOKPOTOPLKO KWK ™me
AuoTtpoouyyapiog. Qotooo,

UTIAPXE €va Kivnua ylo va petwBetl
O TIEPLOPLOTIKOC XOAPOAKTAPAG TOU
VOLOU OO OPYOAVWOELS YUVALKWY,
ylatpwv Kot oAAwv. Aut) n
TPOOTIAOELA TEPUATIOTNKE HE HLOL
Tpomonoinon TOU VOUOU ToU
EMETPENE TNV AUBAwon, €av Atav
amapaitntn yla va cwbel n {wn g
UNTépag Omwg opiletal  otn
evotnta 144 tou vopou 77/1920
TOU emionpou KwdLKa.

In 1948 a coup d’état brought
Soviet backed communist rule to
Czechoslovakia. With the change in
political ideology a general trend to
a more liberalized abortion policy
began, but it was not an immediate
change. The first change occurred
in 1950 with the passing of criminal
law 86/1950 which legalized
abortion if carrying the fetus to
term created a serious health
hazard for the mother or if there
was evidence of genetic defect (UN
Report-Czech, 2003). Still, because
abortion was still highly restricted,
illegal abortions rates remind high
at an estimated 100,000 per year
even though women receiving
abortions could be imprisoned for
up to one year and the person

To 1984 éva  mpaglkomnuo
enavadepe otnv ToexooloBakia
TOV KOULOUVLOTIKO VOO0, TOV OToio
otnple n 2oPLletikn Evwon. Me tnv
aAayr) otnv ToALTkr beoAoyia
€eklvnoe LA YEVIKA TAON TPOG HLa
o GLAeAEVBEPN TOALTIKA yLA TLG
auPBAwoelg, Sev ATAV OUWE ML
aueon aMayr. H mpwtn aAlayn
nipaypatonol|dnke to 1950 pe tnv
yndlon TOU TOWLIKOU  VOUOU
86/1950, o omolog vouLlponololoe
v aupAwon €av n konon Ttou
EUPpuoOU £WG TO TENOG
dnuoupyoloe ocoPapd  kivbuvo
otnv  uyela NG UNTéEPAg N
arnoteAoloe  €vOelEn  YEVETIKNG
avwpoAiag  (UN  Report-Czech,
2003). EvtouTtolg, emeldn umnpxav
OKOPOL  TIEPLOPLOMOL  yla  TLG




performing the abortion could face
up to ten years imprisonment
(Srecek, 1988).

ouBAwoel, TA TOCOOTA TWV
TLAPAVO LWV auBAWCEWV
napépevay uPnAd o€ €va mTooooTo
TIOU EKTLUATOL OTL E£PTAVE OTIG
100.000 eTNOlw¢ akopa Kal Qv ot
YUVOLIKEC TIOU TipaypatonolovoayV
TG apPAwoelg umtnpxe mBbavotnta
va pulaklotolv ylo €wg Kal éva
€TOC KAl TO QTOUO  TOU
mpayuatonowovos tnv AappAwon
UTTOPEL VO aVTLHETWTTL{E IOV E€WC
kot 10 etwv ¢pulakiong (Srecek,
1988).

In 1957, the Abortion Act (68/1957)
was passed in Czechoslovakia
which made abortion much more
accessible to women. This change
came after two years of debate and
discussion over liberalizing the
abortion laws. Under the new act
abortions could be sought if the
mother already had a large number
of children, housing problems
existed that would have made child
rearing difficult, or if the mother
was single (Uzel, 1994). Abortions
could not be granted on the simple
request of the mother, but instead
had to be approved by a
commission of state and medical
professionals.  This act also
removed legal punishment against
women who obtained illegal
abortions and reduced the prison
sentence for the provider from ten
years to five (UN Report-Czech,
2003)

To 1957 {Ynodiotnke  otnv
ToexoohoPBokioa o voOpog mepl
auBAWOEWV (68/1957) Tlou
kaBlotovoe ™mv aupAwon
TMEPLOCOTEPO  TPOCPBACLUN  OTIG

yuvaikec. Autr) n aAayn npbe dvo
Xpovia HeTa tov dnuoacto dtahoyo
KalL TN ou{ATNON YLA TOUG OXETLKOUG
HE TNV AuBAwon vOpoug Kal Tnv

dA\ehevBepomnoinon TOUuG.
JUudwva HE TOV VEO VOUO OL
oUBAWOELG prnopouvoav va

npaypatonolnBouyv, eav n UnNtépa
elxe amoktoel Nén mMoAAa nadia,
gav U pXQV npoBAnuata
otéyaong mou Ba kabiotovoav
duokoAn TNV avatpodry Tou
naldlov f €av n untépa dev eixe
ouvtpodoo  (Uzel, 1994). O
aupBAwoelg bev pmopovoav va
ETUTPATOUV QMAWG UE TO altnua
NG MNTEPag, oAAG avt autou
ETIPETE va €ykplBolV amod ula
ETUTPOT TNG TOALTELAG KoL QMo
enayyeApatieg uyeiag. Autog o
vOuoG adailpeoe miong TLG VOULKEG
KUPWOELG QTEVAVIL OTL( YUVALKEG
TIou TipayatonoLovoayv
mapavopa TG auPAwoelg Kot
peiwoe v mown ¢uAdkilong yla
OTIOLOV TIOPELXE TETOLEG UTINPECLES




and ta 6éka ota meévie €t (UN
Report-Czech, 2003).

From 1957 to the mid 1970s access
to abortion became more difficult
to obtain. In 1963 abortion was
restricted by charging fees for
abortion whereas before it had
been funded by the state.
Additionally under this new
regulation, the abortion had to be
performed locally, meaning the
mother could not travel to better
facilities or receive am abortion
away from her town of residence.
These restrictions caused a drop in
the rate of legal abortions
performed throughout the country.
Throughout the late 1960s and
early 1970s there was a general
trend among the governing
commissions which judged the
need for abortion on a case by case
basis to be more restrictive, but
with  the tough  economic
conditions of the mid 1970s, which
placed financial burdens on many
of the citizens of Czechoslovakia,
the commissions became more
liberal with their approvals (Uzel,
1994).

Amo 1o 1957 €wg T pECA TNG
dekaetiag tou 1970 nAtav TLO
SUOKOAO VO OTTOKTHOEL PLa yuvaika
npooBaon otnv aupAwon. To 1963
UTIAPXOV TIEPLOPLOMOL  yla TNV
auBAwon efawtiag tg emPoAng
TéAoug yla tnv aupAwon evw
TIPONYOU LEVWE XpnHatodotouvtav
ano TNV MoAwteia. EmumpooBétwg
oUMdwWVA PE QUTA TN VEQ puBuLon
n AupAwon EMPETE va
npaypatonolnBel og  TOMIKO
emninedo, yeyovog To omolo orjpatve
OtL n untépa &ev pmopouoe va

TalloéP el lof3 KOAUTEPEG
EYKATAOTAOELG n va
TPAYUATONMOLNOEL TNV  AuPAwon

HOKPLA OO TNV TOAN KaTouwkiog
NG. Autol oL eploplopotl ixav wg
ONMOTEAECHO TNV  UElwWon oto
TTOOOOTO TWV VOULUWY apPAWCEWY
TIOU TIpaypLatomnoLdnkav o 6An ™
Xwpo. Ao ta TéEAn NG SeKaeTiog
Tou 1960 €w¢ Kal TNG OPXEC TNG
dekaetiag tou 1970 emikpatouoe
HLOL  VEVIKN TAON METAEL Twv
KUBEPVNTIKWY ETUTPOTWV
oUWV pE TNV omola EKpLvay OTL
n €ftaon ywa TNV Avaykn
aupBAwong kata mepimtwon nTav
TIEPLOCOTEPO TLEPLOPLOTIKI).
Qotoco, pe TIg  Suopeveig
OLKOVOULKEG OUVONKEG oTa HEoQ
NG Sekaetiag tou 1970, oL omoleg
enéBalav OLKOVOMLKNA
eruBapuvon o€ peydlo aplOuo
moAltwv tng ToexooAoPakiag, ol
anodACEL TWV ETUTPOTIWV HTAV
Alyotepo avotnpeg (Uzel, 1994).

In 1986 the abortion law was
amended to remove the
commission from the decision

To 1986 0 vOUOG yla TG apBAWOoELS
TpomornolnOnkKe Kal n enttponn dev
OUUpETElXE oTn OSladkaocia ™G




making process for abortions under
twelve weeks gestation. A woman
was not allowed to have two
abortion within a six month period
unless the woman was over 35, had
had two previous deliveries, or if
the pregnancy was the result of
rape. If the woman was under the
age of 16, a legal representative
had to consent to the procedure. If
she was between the age of 16 and
18, her legal representative merely
had to be informed of the
procedure. After 12 weeks of
pregnancy, a commission was
necessary to approve an abortion,
and was restricted to allowing
abortions only in the case that the
mother’s life was in danger, or if
there was evidence of fetal
impairment. All abortion had to be
performed in a hospital (UN
Report-Czech, 2003)

AUng  amoddoswv  yla  TIG
oaufAwoel katw Twv dwdeka
eBSopadwv kunong. Mwa yuvaika
Sev ETUTPETOTOV va
npaypatonolosel Vo auPAWOCELS
EVIOG MlaC TEPLOSOU €€l unvwv
EKTOC KOL EAQV N YUVAiKO NTAV AVW
Twv 35 etwv, e&lxe yevvnoel
TIPONYOUHEVWE SU0 POopEC N €AV N
EYKUMOOUVN NTav  QmnotéAeoua
Blaopov. Eav n yuvaika ATov KATW
Twv 16 etwv, £vag VOULUOG
EKTIPOOWTIOC EMPETE VA SWOEL TN
ouykatdBson TOU  ywla TNV
Swadkaoia. Eav nTav HETaty Twv
16 kot 18 €twv 0O VOULUOG
EKTIPOOWTIOC TNG EMPETE AMAWC VA
evnuepwBel ywa ™ Sladikaoia.
Meta ano 12 £Bdopddeg kUnong
ATV AmapaitnTo L0 ETLTPOTN) Vol
geykpivet v auBAwon  Kal
UTOpOUOE v ETUTPEYPEL  TIG
apBAwoelg povo otnv mepimtwon
mou n {wn t™¢ UNTépac BpLokotav
oe kivbuvo n edv umnpxe €voelén
yla avVemapKeLo tou epPBpuou. OAeg

oL  opPAwoelg  Empeme  va
nipaypatonotndouv o€ Eva
voookopeio (UN Report-Czech,

2003).

Communism fell in June of 1990
allowing for free elections for the
first time in 40 years. Although
there was an increase in religiously
minded organizations and
politicians participating in
Czechoslovakian politics, abortion
remained legal and fairly liberalized
with the only change being a
reduction in state financial support,
which had gradually returned after
the 1963 legislation, for the
performing of abortions. The Czech
Republic peacefully separated from
Slovakia in 1993, but this caused no

O KOMUHOUVIOUOG ETede Tov louvio
Tou 1990 KoL EMITIPANMNKE N
Sle€aywyny elelBepwv  ekAoywv
yla mpwtn ¢opd ota 40 xpovia.
Mapodo mou  moapatnPnONnKe
avénon OTLG OpPNOKEVUTIKEG
OPYOAVWOELG KOL OTOUG TIOALTIKOUG
TIOU OUMMETEIXAV OTA  TIOALTIKA
Spwpeva ¢ ToexoohoPakiag, ol
OUBAWOELS TIAPEUELVAV  VOULUES
kat Oev Atav TOAU QUOTNPEG
HME povn Swadopd tn peiwon ™G
OLKOVOULKAG oTtApLEng amd 1tnv
ToALtela, n omola eixe emavéABeL
BaBuLlaia petd tn vopobeoia tou




change in the abortion policy for
the Czech Republic other than
abortions services which had
received state financial support
were ended except when medically
necessitated. To this date abortion
remains legal and fairly easy to
obtain in the Czech Republic.

1963 yLa TNV paypaTonoinon Twy
ouBAwoEwV. H Toexikn
Anpokpatia SLtaxwplotnke
EPNVIKA amo Ttnv XAoPoakia TO
1993, aA\a oauto Oev TPoKAAEoE
Kamola aAAayry oTtnV TOALTIKH TwV

oapuflwoswv  ywo TNV Toexkn
Anpokpatia mapa TO OTL oL
UTINPEODLEC aupAwong TIou

AdpBavav oLKoVouLKr oTthpLEn amno
TNV ToAttela £magav PE HOVN
efaipeon otnv mnepimtwon mou
ATaV LOTPKA amapaitnto. Ewg kat
onuepa n AaupAwon TapOUEVEL
VOULUN Kal n mpooBaocn o auth
elval apketd eVKoAn otnv ToeXLKN

Anpokpartia.
Poland MoAwvia
Under Article 130 of the 1818 First | J0udpwva pe 10 apbpo 130 ToOU
Sovereign Legal Code of Poland, | mpwtou VOUIKOU KWOKA  TNG

abortion was a criminal act if it was
performed without the consent of
the mother. A criminal act of this
nature could result in a punishment
of three to ten years of hard labor.
But according to Article 323 of the
same code, an abortion performed
with the consent of the mother, to
include a self-induced abortion,
was treated as a misdemeanor with
punishment being one to three
years of house detention. There
were no exceptions as to why the
abortion was performed (Plakwicz
& Zielinska, 1994). This law
remained in effect till after WWI.
Between 1818 and 1918 Poland
went through several changes in
government structure with finally
the Republic of Poland being
created at the end of the First
World War.

MoAwviag tou 1818 n auBAwon
ATaV Lo eyKANUATIKA Tpaén av
mpaypatonoouvtay  xwplc ™
ouykatabeon tnN¢ untépag. Mua
EYKANUATIKN TIpAén tétolog dpuong
Ba  umopolos va  EXEL WG
QTOTEAECHA TNV TILWPL TPLWV WG
0éka etwv OKAnpNg epyaocioc.
Qotoo0, cUpdwva Ue TOo ApBpo
323 tou 16Lou KwbKa pLa apPAwon
TIOU  TIPOAYUQTOTOLE(TAL HE TN
ouykatabeon ™g UNTEPQLG,
OouMTEPAOUBOVOUEVNG  KOL  TNG
QUTOTPOKAAOUMEVNG  auBAwong,
Bewpoltav WG MANUUEANUA KOl N
mown Atav éva €wg Tpla €tn
Kat'olkov  TEPLOPLOMOG. Aev
umnpxav e€alpeoelg ooov adopa
ToV AOYO TIoU TpaypatomnoLl)tnke n
auBAwon (Plakwicz & Zielinska,
1994). AuTtOG 0 VOUOG TTOPEUELVE OF
lox0 HMEXPL KAl META TOV A’
MNaykéopto MNoAepo. Metall tou
1818 «kat 1918 n dopn 1ING




KuB€pvnong tng MoAwviag unméatn
TOMEG UETOPOAEC Kal €V TEAEL
ouvotddnke n Anuokpatia TG
MoAwviag oto Télog Tou A’
Maykoopiou MoAépou.

In 1932, articles 231-234 were
added to the Polish Penal Code by
the president of the Republic of
Poland that allowed for abortions
as long as they were performed by
a physician, and the pregnancy
resulted from either a crime or it
endangered the life of the mother.
In addition, the law required the
assent of two other physicians that
the procedure was necessary
because the pregnancy meet one of
the two aforementioned conditions
(Okalski 1998; UN Report-Poland,
2003). This remained the legal
status of abortion for the next two
decades till the communist formally
came to power in 1952 and a

dialogue was started about
liberalizing the restrictions on
abortion.

To 1932 mpootédnkav ta apbpa
231-234 oTOV TIOAWVLKO TIOLVIKO
Kwolka amd Tov Tmpoedpo NG
Anpokpatiag tg MoAwviag ta
omola emétpePav T AUPBAWOELG
epooov mpaypoTomolouvIaV amno
LaTPOUG KL N EYKUOCoUVN eV NTav
OMOTEAET O eite KATTOLOoU
eyKANUatoc eite dev €Bete o€
kivbuvo ™ Twn ¢ HUNTEPQC.
EmutAéov, 0 VOHOG amalToUOE TN
ouykataBeon aA\wv SU0 LaTpwWV
otL n dadlkaoia Atav amapaitntn
eneldn n eykupooLvn TAnpol pia
ano TIC npoavadepOeioeg
npoUmoBéosic (Okalski 1998; UN
Report-Poland, 2003). Auto tav to
VOULKO KOOEOTWG TIOU TTOPEUELVE
OXETIKA ME TIC AUPAWOELC yLA TIC
enopeveg SU0 SeKAETIEG EWG OTOU
Ol KOHMOUVLOTEG avAABav otnv
efovola emonuwg to 1952 Kat
gekivnoe €évag Slaloyog yla TNV
d\eAevBepomoinon WV
TIEPLOPLOUWY OTLG AUPAWOCELG.

Law No 61, adopted by the Polish
Parliament (Sejm) in 1956,
expanded access to abortion by
removing the necessity for the
approval of other physicians and by
creating the additional category of
“difficult living conditions.” This
became somewhat of a catchall
phrase meaning that a woman
could receive a legal abortion as
long as she could find a physician
willing to perform the abortion,
and who would agree that it was
being done because to continue the

O vopog 61 mou uloBetnBnke amno
10 KowofoUAlo tg MNoAwviag
(Sejm) 1O 1956 O&levpuve TNV
npocBacn otnv AuPAwon Ue TtV
Apon TG avaykalotntog yla TNV
€YKPLON aItO AAAOUG LOTPOUG KL UE
N dnuloupyla pLOG EMLMTPOCHETNG
Katnyoplag yla «8UOKOAEC
ouvOnkeg dafiwong». Auth €ylve
gL Yevikn ¢pdon mou KAAUTITE Ta
TLAVTA KL CAUALVE OTL JLa yuvaika
UTOpOUCE VA  TIPOYOTOTIOLHOEL
gl vopwun  appAwon  edodoov
Umopoucoe va BpeL évav Latpod mou




pregnancy would place “difficult
living conditions” on the mother
(UN Report-Poland, 2003). Various
changes were made to the law till
the fall of communism in 1990, but
practically all of the changes made
obtaining an abortion easier.

Atav TPOOUHOG va  KAVEL TNV
auBAwon kaL o omoio¢ Oa
oupdwvoUuoe OTL MpayHOTOMOINOE
n Stadkaoia §LotL N ocuveéxLon TG
gyKupoouvng Ba €0ete TN pntépa
o€ «8UOKOAEG oUVONRKeG
SwaBiwoneg» (UN Report-Poland,
2003). Ztov VOUO €ylvav TOLKIAEC
oMoayéc €w¢ TNV TMTwon Tou
KOUHOUVIOHOU To 1990, TpakTika
WOoTO00 OAeG oL oANayEC £kavav
EUKOAOTEPN TNV TpooPacn otnv
auBAwon.

Starting in 1990 access to abortion
became increasingly more difficult
in Poland. In April of 1990 the
minister for health and social
welfare issued a directive that
required women who wished to
obtain an abortion under the
“difficult living conditions”
standard to seek approval from two
separate gynecologists and a
general medical practitioner. This
was followed in 1993 by the Sejm
passing legislation that completely
eliminated “difficult living
condition” as a reason for seeking
an abortion. After this new law was
enacted a woman could obtain an
abortion only if there was a serious
threat to her life or health, if the
pregnancy was the result of a crime
(rape, incest), or if there was
serious and irreversible damage to
the fetus. This law additionally
required that all abortions had to
be approved by two separate
physicians and by a prosecutor in
the cases where the pregnancy was
the result of a crime (UN Report-
Poland, 2003).

And to 1990 n mpodoPacn otnv
auBAwon €ylve oAoéva Kal TILO
6uokoAn otnv MoAwvia. Tov
AmnpiAlo tou 1990 o umoupyog
uyelag Kal KOWWVIKAG TPOvOoLaG
e€edwoe .  obnyia  Tou
amaltoloe oMo TIC YUVALKEG TOU
emBupovoav va
T{PAYLOTOTIOL)GOUV aupAwon
oUpdwva HE TO TPOTUTO TWV
«8VoKoAWV cuvBnkwv dlaBlwong»
va Intnosl €ykpwon oamo dvo
SL0POPETIKOUC YUVOLKOAOYOUG Kol
€VOV YEVIKO LOTPO. META amod auth
NV odnyia to 1993 to KowvoPBouAlo
G NoAwviag Yrodlos vopobeaoia
TIOU  KATAPYNOoE TANPWG  TLG
«&UokoAeg ouvOnkeg SlaBiwong»
wG Adyo appAwong. Adol o
OUYKEKPLUEVOG VOUOC TEBNKE o€
Lox0, Ml yuvaika pmopoloe va
KAVeL AuBAwon povo €av UTHPXE
oofBapn ameldn ywa T lwn N v
UYELOL TNG, €AV N €YKUPOOUVN ATOV
QMOTEAECHA EYKANMOTOG (BLOOUOG,
awoutéia),  eav unnpxe cofapn
Kot un avaotpéPiun BAdBn oto
€UBpuo. AuTog 0 VOUOG ammalLtouoe
EMiong TNV €ykpon OAwv Twv
aupAwoswv ano dvo
SL0pOPETIKOUC LATPOUG KAl armo
€vayv eloayyeléa yla




umoBécel Ot  OToleg n
EYKUMOOUVN NTav  QmnotéAeoua
eykAnuatoc (UN Report-Poland,
2003).
In 1996, the Sejm moved to |To 1996 Tt0o KowoPoUAlo 1NnG
liberalize the abortion laws and | MoAwviog TPOERN otnv

allow for abortions once again
under “difficult living conditions,”
but also for “precarious personal
situations.” Under the new law a
woman requesting an abortion had
to submit a written request for the
abortion, receive counseling, and
then wait three days after the
counseling before the abortion
could be performed. This measure
was passed, but it was struck down
in 1997 by Poland’s Constitutional
Tribunal on the grounds that
abortion violated the Constitution’s
implied guarantee of the right to
life (UN Report-Poland, 2003; Jelen
& Wilcox 2005). The reversal of the
1996 legislative effort returned
Poland to the restrictive abortion
law of 1993 which are still in effect
today. In 2004, Poland joined the
European Union, but Poland has
made no changes to its abortion
laws nor was it required to by its
membership in the European Union

d\eAeuBepomoinon Twv VoUWV yla
TG A PAWOELC KL TIG EMETPEPE YL
OAAN Lo dopd pe TNV attiohoyia

Twv «8UOKOAWV ouvlnkwv
SwaBlwong», oANGd kot  Adyw
«TIPOCWTTLKWV emopoiwy

KOTOOTAOEWV». JUUPWvVA HUE TOV
VEO VOO I yuvaika mou attouvrav
AuBAwaon énpemne va UTTOBAAAEL pLa
ypamt aitnon ywa tnv appiwon,
va AaBet Puxoloyikr) umoothpLén
KOLL VOL TLEPLUEVEL TPELG NUEPEC UETA
Vv Yuxoloylkr) umootnplén mpw
npaypatonotnBet  n  auPAwon.
AUTO 1O METPO YPndiotnke alia
okupwOnke TO 1997 amd TO
OUVTOYHUOTIKO  SlKaotAplo  tNng
MoAwviag pe TNV attiohoyia OTL N
auBAwon mapafLalel to dikaiwpa
otn {wn TIOU KOTOXUPWVETOL
€Upeoa oto Zuvtaypa (UN Report-
Poland, 2003; Jelen & Wilcox 2005).
H oavatpomn TG VOMOBETIKAG
npoomnadelag tou 1996 enavédepe
otnv MoAwvia TOV TEPLOPLOTIKO
VOUO yLla T apPAwoelg tou 1993
Tou Bploketal o oYU OKOUA Kol
onuepa. To 2004 n MoAwvia €ylve
Hélog tng Eupwmnaikng Evwong,
aAAa n NoAwvia dev €xeL mpoPel oe
Kapula oAAayrp oToug VOUOUG TNG
OXETIKA HE TIC AMUPAWOELS OUTE
Atav autd mpolmobeon ywa tnv
anoktnon t¢ WotnTag g wg
KpAtoug HéAoug otnv Eupwmaikn

Evwon.

Data and Method

Asdopéva Kat pEBodog




Data for this study were taken from
the European and World Values
Survey (WVS) for 1995-1997, and
1999-2000. We analyze data from
two nations in Latin America
(Mexico and El Salvador) and two
from the former “Eastern bloc” of
Central Europe (Czech Republic and
Poland).

Ta bebopéva TIou
xpnotpornoténkav yla ™mv
mapoloa  €peuva  TIPOEPXOVTAL

amno tnv Evpwrnaikn kat MaykoouLa

Epeuva Aflwv (WVS)

yla ta €tn 1995-1997 kat 1999-
2000. AvaAuoupe Sebopéva amo
S00 kpdtn otnv Aatwik ALepLki
(Me€wko kat EA ZaABadop) kat Suo
KPATN amod 1o mpwnv «AVOTOALKO
umAok» TG Kevrpikng Eupwrng
(Toexikn Anpokpartia Kol
MoAwvia).

The dependent variable is a 10
point scale measuring abortion
attitudes. The number 1 is labeled
“Never Justifiable” and the number
10 is labeled “Always Justifiable.”
Because the dependent variable is
nearly continuous, the multivariate
models described below are
estimated using Ordinary Least
Squares regression (OLS).

H e€aptnuévn petafAntn sival pia
KAlpoka pétpnong 10 moviwv ylo
T amoPelg mou adopouv TNV
aupAwon. To  voupepo 1
QVTLOTOXEL oTnv amavtnon «&gv
Sikaloloyeitat lof3 Kopia
neplmtwon» Kal to voupepo 10
otnv anavinon «SlkaloAoyeital o
KaBe mepimtwon». Emnedy n
efaptnuévn  petafAnty  eilval
oxebov OUVEXNG, T
TOAUMETABANTA  HOVIEAQ  TIOU
neplypadovral TIOPOKATW
urmoloyilovtat pe Mo pEBodo
avaAuong  moAwdpounong,
MéEBobo EAdxlotwv Tetpaywvwv
(OLS).

In the multivariate analyses, the
effects of several predictors are
considered. Two items are used to
measure respect for human life and
attitudes toward sexual morality.
On the same 10 point scale used to
measure abortion attitudes,
respondents were asked to assess
the justifiability of euthanasia and
homosexuality.  Although  the
euthanasia item is a controversial
measure of more generalized
respect for human life, it has
frequently been used in previous

TG TOAUMETAPANTEG QVOAUOELG
Aappavovtal urnoyn Ta
anoteAéopata TIOAAWV
napayoviwy. Mo va petpnBel o
oeBaopOG tpog tnv avBpwrvn Lwn
KOl Ol CUUTIEPLDOPEC QMEVAVTL OTN
oe€ouaAikn nbwn
Xpnotdomnotlovvtalt U0  oToLlELa.
Itnv bl kAipoka pétpnong 10
TLOVTWVY TIOU XPNOLUOTIOLRONKE yLa
va LetpnBouv oL andPelg ya v
auBAwon, Intibnke amd TOUG
epwtnBEVTEC va agloAoyriocouv av n
euBbavaoia kat n opodulodiia




research (Cook, et. al., 1992). We
assume that the fetus and the
terminally ill patient share the
characteristic of innocence, in that
neither is morally responsible for
her/his fate. Thus, the
respondent’s  attitude toward
“ending the life of the terminally
sick” may be a defensible measure
of general “life attitudes,” and
seems clearly preferable to other
possible operationalizations, such
as attitudes toward military
spending or the death penalty

prmopouv  va  SlkatoAoynBouv.
MapoAo mou n evubavaoia eival éva
audAeyopevo LETpo Tou adopd
VEVLKOTEPA TOV OEPACUO ylo TNV
avBpwrtivn wn, €XEL
xpnotpomnotnBet ouxva lof3
nponyoLueveg €peuveg (Cook, et.

al., 1992). YmoBétoupe OTL TO
€uBpuo kat o acBevig TOU
Bpioketat oe TEAKO otadlo

ULOBETOUV TO KOLVO XOPOKTNPLOTIKO
¢ aBwotnTag UTO TNV €vvola OTL
Kavévag amo toug Suo Sev pEpel
nBwn eubuvn ywa TNV poipa
Tou/TnNC. Iuvenwe, n amoyn Tou
epwTNOEVIOG  amévavil  oTov
KTEPUATIONO TNG {wNE Tou acBevn
o€ TeEAKO oTddlo» {owg sival éva
OMUVTIKO UETPO TWV  YEVIKWV
«OTAOEWV QIMEVAVTL 0Tn {wnR» Kal
daivetal cadwg MPOTLUOTEPO ATO
aA\oucg miBavoucg Aeltoupylkoug
TPOOSLOPLOUOUG, OTIWCE OL ATIOYELG
ylOl TIC OTPATIWTLKEG SATAVEG N TN
Bavatikr movn.

We use a 10 point scale tapping
attitudes toward homosexuality as
a measure of a more general
orientation toward sexual morality.
Again, this is controversial, but
some previous research has
suggested that such an item loads
strongly on a common factor with
attitudes toward adultery and
“casual sex” (Jelen, 2008)

XpnotpornotoUpe pia KAipaka 10
TLOVTWV TIoU apopd TIG AOPELG
yla v opodulodplia wg Eva
HETPO EVOG o YEVIKOU
T(POCAVATOALOMOU QTTEVAVTIL OTNV
oefovaAiky nOwn. Auto elval
audleyopevo Kol TAAL  aAAa
olLudpwva UE OPLOUEVEC
TAAQLOTEPEG €PEUVEG €va TETOLO
otolxelo otnpilel é£vtova évav
Koo Tmapayovia Tou adopd
anmoOYELG améEvavTl OTn HOLXELa Kal
TO «TEPLOTACLOKO o0gf» (lelen,
2008)

Since the abortion issue involves

issues of women’s rights, we
include two items measuring
women’s roles. “Housewife

fulfilling” is a Likert scale reading

Agbopévou OtL TO TATNUA NG
auBAwong mepthapfavel Inthuata
mou adopouv Ta SKALWUATA TWV
YUVOLKWY, oupneplhaBape Suvo
OTOLXELOL YlO VOU LETPAOOUE TOUG




“Being a housewife is just as
fulfilling as working for pay.”
Similarly “Working Mom” is a Likert
item reading “A working mother
can establish just as warm and
secure a relationship with her
children as a mother who does not

work. These items appear to tap
attitudes toward female
participation in the paid labor
force, and attitudes toward

“traditional” conceptions of
motherhood, and appear to be
empirically distinct (Jelen 2008).
The “housewife” item was recoded
so that low scores indicate a more
traditionalist response.

POAOUC  TWV  YUVOLKWV. H
«lKovomoinon TNG  VOLKOKUPAG»
elval pa kAtpoka Likert n omoia
onuaivet ot «to va eloal
volkokupad Tpoodépel TNV dla
Lkavormolnon Ue TNV epyacia évavtl
apolBric». Opolwg n «epyalduevn
untépa»  elval  éva  otolxelo
kAlpokag Likert mou onuaivel ot
«Muwa gpyalOpevn pntépa pmopet
va dnuloupynosl pla téco leotn
Kol aopaAr) oxEon Ue Ta atdld Tng
000 MOt pntépa  Tou  bev
epyaletawy. Autd TO OTOwEla
daivetal va adopolv amoPelg yla
TN OUMMETOXN TWV YUVALKWV OTO
OUELBOUEVO EPYATIKO SUVOLKO KOl
anoyeLg QTEVAVTL otnv
«TapadooLakn» 6éa ™m¢
UNTPOTNTAC Kal ¢alvetal va ival
eunelpka Stakpura (Jelen 2008). To
otolxeio ™¢ «VOLKOKUPAG»
ETAVOKWSLKOTIOLNONKE WOTE aUTH
n  xaunAn  Pabuoloyia  va
UTMOSNAWVEL TNV omavinon o
TapoSOCLOKWY ATOUWV.

The effects of three religious
variables were considered in the
analyses presented below. Church
attendance was measured by a
single item, ranging from 1 for
“more than once a week to 7 for
“never, practically never.” In a
measure  of  “confidence in
churches,” respondents were
asked whether they had “a great
deal,” “quite a lot,” “not very
much,” or “none at all” confidence
in churches (as part of a battery of
items measuring confidence in a
variety of national and
international institutions). A third
religious variable was a measure of
religious orthodoxy. This was an
index of items reflecting whether

Ta omotedéopota TwWV TPLWV
BpPNOKEVTIKWY  HETAPANTWY TIOU
ANdOnkav umoyn otig avaAloelg
napouctalovial  mapakatw. H
TPOCEAELON otnv €KKANoia
HETPNONKe amod €va pLOvo oTolyElo,
mou €ekwva amd to 1 to omolo
QVTLOTOLXEL OTO «TIEPLOCOTEPO QMO
poe dopa tnv ePdoudadar» Kat
dTavel €wg To 7 TOU QVTLOTOLXEL
OTO «TIOTE, OUCLOOTLKA TIOTED. XTN
HETPNON TNG «EUMLOTOOUVNG OTIG
EKKANOleg» 600l CUMETEIXAV OTNV
€peuva  epwtnOnkav eav eixav
«TIOANN», KOPKETI», KOXL KOL TOCN»
N «kaBOAou» €EUTLOTOOUVN OTLG
eKkAnoite¢ (WG  MéPOC  HLag
mAnBwpag otolxeiwv mou PeTPOLV
TNV EUMLOTOOUVN O TOWKIAOUG




the respondent believed in God, an

afterlife, and hell, which was
computed by taking the individual
mean across all three items

Denominational affiliation was not
included, since this variable has a
limited variance in all four
(primarily  Catholic)  countries.
Finally, the analysis includes
controls for the respondent’s age,
gender, and level of formal
education.

€OvikoUug Kkal Olebveic Beopoug).
Mwa  tpitn  petaBAnti  mou
oxetiletal pe tn Opnokeia ATav n
HETPNON ™me BpNOKEUTIKNAC
opBodotiac. AUTOC ntav £vag
Selktng oTolXelwyv TIou
avtikatontpllav Qv To ATOO TIOU
pwtnOnke mioteve otov Bgo, otnv
HeTA Bavatov {wr) KaL otnv KOAoon
Ta onola umoAoyilotnkav
naipvovtog TOUC ETUMEPOUG
HEOOUG OPOUG KOl Yyl Ta TPla
otolxela. H ouox£tion Tou aTOHOU
VE3 ™ Bpnokeia Oev
ouuneplAndOnke, epocov autn n
HUETAPBANTA €XEL ULO TIEPLOPLOUEVN
QTTOKALON KOl OTLG TEGOEPLE (KUPLWC
KoOoAlkég) xwpec. TEAog, n
avaAuon meplappavel eAéyxoug
yla tnv nAwkia, to ¢UAO Kol TO
eninedo NG TUTILKAG ekmaideuong
TWV EpWTNOEVTWV.

Findings

Euprjpata

The first major finding of this study
is that the national policy
differences that motivate this
inquiry appear to be related to
differences in public opinion. The
WVS data indicate that there are
substantial differences between
the Latin American nations and the
Central European nations in
attitudes toward abortion. As
Figure 1 indicates, Mexicans are
substantially more likely to regard
abortion as justified than citizens of
El Salvador, and Czechs hold more
permissive attitudes toward
abortion than Poles. Although it is
difficult to assess causality with
cross-sectional data, the marginal
distributions of the dependent
variable suggest a correspondence
between public opinion and public

To MPWTO CNUAVTLKO EVPNUA OLUTAG
NG €peuvag eival OtL ol SladopEg
oTNV €0VIKN TIOALTIK TIou €8woav
T0 €VOUOMO QUTAG TNG €PEUVASG
daivetal va oxetilovtol PE TIC
SladopEg TNG yvwung Tou Kowvou.
Ta dedopéva ™g WVS
umodnAwvouv  OTL  UTIAPYOULV
ouolwdelg Sladopég avapueoa ota
KPAtTn ™G AATVIKAG APEPLKNG KoL
NG Keviplkng Eupwnng oe ot
adopd TIC amoOPelg ywa TNV
aupBAwon. Onwg Seixvel To oxNua
1, oL Me€ikavol eival meplocotepo
mbavdo va Bswprnoouv TNV
aupAwon (] KATL Tou
Swkaloloyeital o olykplon Ue
Toug TtoAlTeg Tou EA ZaABadop kat
oL ToEXOL £XOUV TILO AVEKTLKN OTAON
anévavtl otnv aupAwon oe oxeon
pe tou¢ MoAwvoug. Av kal eival




policy in the four nations

considered here.

duokoho va afoloynBel n
aLtotnTa HE OUYXPOVLKA
debopéva, N opLaK KATOVOWN TNG
e€aptnuévng HeTaBAnTr ¢ mpoTeivel
pLa avtiotolyia Letafl TNG yVwUng
Tou KowoU Kot TG dnuootlag
TIOALTIKAG OTOL TEGOEPA KPATN TIOU
e€etalovral dw.

Figure 1 About Here

IxApa 1

When attention is turned toward
the sources of national differences
in abortion attitudes between the
Latin American nations under
examination, there are interesting
similarities and differences.
Perhaps not surprisingly, the
coefficients associated with the
euthanasia and homosexuality
items are statistical significant, and
in the expected direction. The
effects of the measures of respect
for life and sexual morality appear
somewhat stronger for Mexican
respondents than for those in El
Salvador. Gender is significantly
related to abortion attitudes in
Mexico, but not in El Salvador,
while the reverse is the case with
respect to education.

Otav n mpoooxn otpédetal oTo
and mou Tminyalouv oL €BVIKEC
Sladpopécg 6oov adopad TG anoPelg
yla tv aupAwon avapeca ota
KPATN TG AQTVIKAG APEPLKAG TTOU
TEAOUV UMO €€€taon, UTAPXOUV

evlladEPOUOEC OMOLOTNTEG KOl
Sladopéc. Evéexopévwe  Sev
amoteAel €kmAnén otL ol

OUVTEAEOTEG TTOU oUVSEOVTOL HE TA
otowxela TG suBavaciag Kot g
opodpulodihiag elval oTaTLOTIKA
HeEyaAUTEpO. KAl  TPOG TNV
avapevopevn  katevBuvon. Ta
QIOTEAECOTA TWV LETPWV YL TOV
ogfacpud otn lwn KoL TNV
ogfouaALKn néotnTa
epdavilovtal KAMwWEG To HeyAAa
yla Toug HeElkavoug epwTtnOEvTeg
and Toug avtiotoloug oto EA
JaABadop. To dpUAo ocuvdéetal o€
peyoAUtepo BaBuo pe tnv anoyn
yla tnv auPAwon oto Me€iko, aAAd
oxt oto EA ZaABadop, evw TO
avtibeto oupBaivel og otL adopa
TNV eknaidevon.

Table 1 About Here Nivakag 1

The effects of religious variables | Ta anoteAéopata v
are not consistent between Mexico | Bpnokeutikwyv HeTapBAnTWY
and El Salvador. Confidence in | mapouoialouv OOUVETIELN

churches is negatively related to
“pro-choice” attitudes in Mexico: A
finding which may reflect the
historical importance of anti-
clericalism in Mexican politics

avaueoa oto Mefiké kat to EA
ZaABadop. H eumiotoocuvn oOTLg
EKKANOLEC OXETL(ETAL APVNTIKA MUE
TLG AmOYELG UTIEP TOU SLKALWUATOG
emAoyng oto MeLko: éva elpnua




(Tuman, et. al.,, 2010). Church
attendance is significantly related
to abortion attitudes in both
countries, although the sign of the
coefficient is  (unexpectedly)
positive in El Salvador.

TIOU €VOEXETAL VO QIMOTUTIWVEL TNV
LOTOPLKN onuooia TOU
OVTLKANPLKOALOUOU OTLC TIOALTIKEC
Tou Me€iko (Tuman, et. al., 2010).
H mnpooéheuon otnv ekkAnoia
OUVOEETAL  ONUAVIIKA HE  TIC
amoOELC OXETIKA UE TNV AUBAwon
Kol 0TI U0 XWPEC, TOPOAO TIOU TO
MPOONUO TOU OuvteAeotr elval

(ampoopeva) Betikd oto EA
JaABadop.
Perhaps the most interesting | Evoexopévwe n o evdladpépouvoa
difference between the models | dtadopomoinon peTalL Twv

explaining abortion attitudes in El
Salvador and Mexico is the fact that
the effects of both feminism items
are statistically significant in
Mexico, but not in El Salvador. This
finding suggests that Mexican
respondents tend to regard
abortion as at least partially
reflecting expectations about the
appropriate roles of women in
society, but Salvadorans do not
regard abortion as a “women’s
issue.” The “women’s role” frame
on abortion seems plausible only in
Mexico.

HOVTEAWV TIOU £€NYOUV TIC ATOYELG
OXETIKA MPE TIC apPAwoelg oto EA
JaABadop kal to Me€lko amoteAel
TO YEYOVOC OTL Ta OmoteAéopata
kot Twv 600 OoTolElwv Tou
deUVIOPOU  €lvol  OTOTLOTIKA
peyala oto Me€iko, al\a OxL oto
EXN ZaABadop. To OUYKEKPLUEVO
gupnua  umodnAwvel  OTL oL
pefkavol epwtnBEvteg teivouv va
Bewpolv Tmwc¢ n  auBAwon
TOUAAXLOTOV €V HEPEL OVTOVOKAQ
TG mpoodokieg ylo  Ttoug
KatdAAnAoug poAoug TnG yuvaikag
otnv Kolvwvia, oAAQ oL
epwtnBEvteg amo to EA ZoABadop
dev Bewpolv TNV AauPAwon éva
«yuvatkeio Atnua». To mAaiolo
TOU «POAOU TNG yuvaikag» yla tnv
aupAwon daivetal gvAoyo HOVO
oto Me€ko.

A similar pattern exists when the
central European countries of
Poland and the Czech Republic are
compared.  Attitudes  toward
human life and sexual morality are
significantly related to abortion
attitudes in both countries, and the
effects of religious variables in
Poland and the Czech Republic are
broadly similar. One difference is

‘Eva mapopoLo potifo undpxeL otav

OUYKPIVOVTOL OL KEVTPOEU pWTTATKES
XWPEG NG MoAwviag kal 1ING
Toexkng Anpokpatiag. OL anoyelg
yla tv avBpwrivn Iwn kKoL v
oefovaAlki nBwkn  ouvdEovtal
TOAU HE T amoOYelg yw tnv
AauBAwon kat otg Vo XWPEC,
KoOwG KoL Ta OMOTEAECUATA TWV
BpNOKEVTIKWY HETAPANTWY OTNV




that confidence in churches is
strongly and negatively related to
abortion attitudes in Poland, but
not in the Czech Republic. As in
Mexico, this result may reflect the
controversies over the appropriate
public role of the Catholic Churchin
recent  Polish  history (see
Tamadonfar and Jelen, 2006).

MoAwvia  kat Vv  Toexkn
Anpokpatia  elval  0g  YEVIKEG
VPOUUEC Ttapopola. Mwa Stadopa
glvalt OtL n eumotooulvn  OTIC
EKKANOLEG OUVOEETAL €vtova Kal
0PVNTIKA HE T QMOYPELG Yyl TV
auBAwaon otnv NMoAwvia, aAAa dev
oupBaivel to (6o otnv Toexikn
Anpokpatia. Onwg kot oto MegIko,
TO  OUYKEKPLUEVO  OUMOTEAECUO
eVOEXETOL VO QVTLKATOTITPLIEL TIC
avtutapabéoelg o otL adopd TNV
KOTAANAO &nuoclo polo NG
KABOALKAG eKKANoLag otnv
npoodatn wrtopia ¢ MNMoAwviag
(BA. Tamadonfar and Jelen, 2006).

Table 2 About Here

Nivakag 2

As was the case in the Latin
American comparison, the most
interesting difference between
Poland and the Czech Republic is
the virtual irrelevance of feminist
attitudes to abortion among Polish
mass publics. Among Czech
respondents, both measures of
feminist attitudes are significantly
and positively related to abortion
attitudes, while the effects of these
variables are not statistically
significant among Poles, and the
“working mother” item has an
unexpected negative sign. As was
the case in the Latin American
nations, women are significantly
more “pro-choice” than men in the
Czech Republic, but not in Poland.

Onw¢ ouvéRn Kot otnv nepimtwon
™G olykplong otnv  AQTikn
Auepiknp, n mo evlladpEpouoa
Sdladopormoinon avapsoco otnv
MoAwvia kot v ToexKkn
Anpokpartia eivol OTL €LKOVIKA oL
depviotikég anoPelg dev ackouv
eMppon oto Bépa Twv apupAwoewv
OTO0 KOO tNnN¢ MoAwviag. Xtoug
Toéxoug epwtnBEvieg kal ta Suo
HETPO TWV PEULVLOTIKWY ATOYPEWVY
ouvbéovtal o peyalo Babuod kat
BeTIkA PE TIC amOYPelg ywa TNV
aupAwon, evw T amoteAéoparta
QUTWV Twv HeTaPAnTwv Sev elval
OTOTLOTIKA HeyaAa oToug
MoAwvoug Kol OTO OTOLXELD TNG
«epyalOPeVNG UNTEPOCY
npoobibetal  éva  ampooueva
apvNTIKO Tpdonuo. Onmwe cuvéRn
KOl oTa KPAtn 1TNG AQTWIKAG
AUEPLIKNG, OL YuVaikeg elval o€
peyaAUutepo Pabud «umép TOU
Skalwpatog gTAOYNG» o€
oUYKpLON HE TOUG AvOpPeg otnv
Toexwky Anpokpatia, aMAd bev
LoxVeL To (6lo otnv MNoAwvia.




Discussion

Zulftnon

The most important findings of this
study can be summarized rather
easily. First, there are a number of
broad similarities with respect to
the correlates of abortion attitudes
in the four countries considered
here. In all four nations, even
indirect measures of respect for life
and sexual traditionalism are
strongly and significantly related to
abortion attitudes. The salient
attitudinal aspects of the abortion
issue thus appear to be very similar
across nations, and indeed, across
disparate regional settings.

Ta 1o ouolwdn guprnuaTa OUTAG
NG €pEuvag  Umopolv  va
ouvoIlOTOUV  OPKETA  €UKOAQ.
Katapxdg, UTAPXOUV  OPKETEG
opolotNTeg  oO60cov  adopd TN
OUOXETION TWV amoOYPewv yla tnv
AUBAwON OTIC TEOOEPLG XWPEC TIOU
e€etaloupe e6w. Kal ota técoepa
KPATN OKOMO KOL TA EPUECO HETPA
yla tov ogBacpo pog tnv {wn Kat
v napadoaclokpatia TIou
oxetiletal pe TN ofoualikn
ouuneplpopd ocuvdEovtal €vtova
KoL Ot peyaAo PBobuo pe TG
anoPelc yw t™v aupAwon. H
BooKOTEPEC OUUTEPLPOPLKEG
MTUXEG TOU  {NTAMATOG  TNG
auBAwong  epdavilovtal  €tol
OUOlEG HETOEL TWV KPATWY, Kol
TPAYUATL, peTall WV
Sladopetikwv  pubuloswv  TwvV
TLEPLOXWV.

Second, there are differences in the
effects of religious variables on
abortion attitudes in the nations
examined here. In three of the four,
church attendance is negatively
(the expected direction) related to
abortion attitudes, while the
effects of religious observance are
positive in the multivariate model
estimated for EI  Salvador.
Confidence in  churches s
negatively associated with pro-
choice attitudes in Mexico and
Poland. In both of these countries,
the political and legal roles of the
Catholic Church have been the
subject of recurring controversy.

AgUtepov, uTtapyouV SLadopEC OTIC
ETUOPACEL TWV BPNOKEUTIKWV
HETABANTWY OTIG amMOYELC yLa TV
aupAwon  ota  KpAtn  TOU
e€etalovral 6w. Ita Tpla amd ta
TEOOEPA, N TPOCEAEUON OTNV
eKKAnola. cuvbéetal apvnTika (n
QVOEVOUEVN KaTELOULVON) PE TIG
anoyYeLg ya tnv appAwon, evw ta
QMOTEAECHATA TWV OPNOKEVUTIKWV
ebluotumwy  elval  Betik@ oto
HOVTEAO TIOAAOQMAWV METABANTWY
ywwa 10 EA  ZoABadop. H
EUMIOTOOUVN  OTIG  EKKANGLEC
OUVOEETAL APVNTLKA LLE TIG AMOYELS
Tou  TAooOvVTOL  UTIEP  TOU
Sikalwpatog emdoyng oto Me€lko
kot tnv MoAwvia. Ze SU0 amod AUTES
TLC XWPEG, OL TIOALTIKOL KOl VORLLKOL
poAoL TNG KABOAWKAG €KKAnoiag




ouVLoTOUV NTtnua
enavalapBavopevng Stapaxng.

Third, and most importantly, the
effects of different feminist
attitudes on public views of
abortion are strong and significant
in Mexico and the Czech Republic,
but not in El Salvador and Poland. It
is not immediately clear why this
might be the case. There clearly
exist active movements in Poland
and El Salvador, and, at least in the
case of Poland, abortion has been

an extremely contentious issue
(Jelen and  Wilcox, 2005).
Nevertheless, the evidence

presented here clearly suggests
that, at the level of the mass public,
abortion does not appear to be
regarded as a “women’s issue” in
either Poland or El Salvador. This
somewhat surprising finding poses
an interesting question for further
research.

Tpitov kalL To ouocwwdeg, ot
emubpaoel; Twv  SladopeTIKWY
dePVIOTIKWY  amoPewv  otnv

YVWLLN TOU KoLvou yLa tnv appAwon
elval onpavtikég oto Mefikd Kkat
Vv Toexkn Anpokpatia, aAAd oxL
oto EAN ZaABadop kot otnv
MoAwvia. Aev eival evteAwg oadEg
ylatt pmopel va  oxUel auto.
AcdpoAwG Kol UTAPYOUV €evepyd
Kwnuata otnv MNoAwvia kat to EA
JaABadop koL TOUAAXLOTOV OTnV
neplmtwon ¢ MNoAwviag n
auBAwon  €xeL  umapel  Eva
e€alpetikad apdileyopevo INTnua
(Jelen and  Wilcox, 2005).
Evtoutolg, Ta otolxela mou €xouv
TIOPOUCLACTEL O€ QUTAV TNV £pEuval
armodelkviouv cadpwc, OTL ylo TO
gUupy Kowo, n auBAwon bev
Bewpeital  «yuvaikeio  {ATnUa»
oUte otnv MoAwvia oute oto EA
JaABadop. AUTO TO KOTA KATIOLOV
TPOMO AMPOCUEVO gUpnua BEtel
éva  evlladépov epwtnua  yla
TIEPALTEPW EPEUVAL.




Figure 1:

Mean Abortion Attitudes by Country

El Salvador Mexico 2.56 Poland 3.62  Czech Republic

1.46 5.51

Source: World Values Surveys, 1995-1997; 1999-2000




IxApo 1:

Méon T Twv andPewv ya tnv
AuBAwon ava xywpea

EA ZaABadop Me€d 2.56 MoAwvia 3.62 Toeywn
Anpokpotio
1.46 nHoKP
5.51

Mnyn: Naykéouia Epeuva Aftwv, 1995-1997, 1999-2000




Table 1:

Multivariate Comparison of Sources of Abortion Attitudes, El Salvador and Mexico (OLS
Regression)

El Salvador Mexico

Justify Euthanasia .144%** 292%**
Justify homosexuality A71%k** 2T71x**
Confidence Churches - -.009 -.174%*
Church Attendance .058* -.086*
Religious Orthodoxy& -111 -.030
mean of belief in God,
afterlife, Heaven, Hell

Housewife fulfilling .055 .176*
Working Mom -.029 .143*
Gender -.119 -.445**
Education .155* -.023
Age -.041 -.017
Constant .590 1.343*
Adjusted R2 171 .306

N 1106 1199

*significant at .05
**significant at .01

***significant at .001

Source: World Values Survey, 1995-1997 (El Salvador) and 1999-2000 (Mexico)



Nivakag 1:
NoAvupetaBAnth cUYKPLON TWV QLTLWV yLa Ti§ anoYelg nepi apBAwong, EA ZaABadop ko Me€iko (OLS

NoAwspounon)
EA ZaABabop Meéiko

Alkatoloyeital n .144** 292%**
euBavaoia
AwkoaoAoyeitat n A77%x* 271%**
opodpuiodAia
Epmiotoouvn oTLg - -.009 -.174*
EKKANGLEC
MNpooéAevon otnv .058* -.086*
€KKAnola

©pnokeutikn opBodotia -.111 -.030

& péon Tun tng miotng

otov B0, TN peta

Bavartov {wn, Tov

napadeLoo, TNV KOAaon
Ikavomoinon VOLKOKUpAg .055 .176*
EpyalOpevn pntépa -.029 .143%
®ulo -.119 - 445%*
Exnaidevon .155%* -.023
HAwia -.041 -.017
ItaBepa .590 1.343*
Mpocapuoopévo R2 171 .306
N 1106 1199

*OTOTLOTIKA onuavtkotnta oto .05
** oratiotiki onuavtikétnta oto .01

*** otatiotikn onuavtikotnta oto .001

Mnyn: Naykoouta Epsvva Aétwv, 1995-1997 (EA ZaABadop) kat 1999-2000 (Me€iko)



Table 2:

Multivariate Comparison of Sources of Abortion Attitudes, Poland and Czech

Republic (OLS Regression)

Justify Euthanasia

Justify homosexuality

Confidence Churches
Church Attendance

Religious Orthodoxy& mean
of belief in God, afterlife,
Heaven, Hell

Housewife fulfilling

Working Mom

Gender
Education

Age

Constant
Adjusted R2
N

*significant at .05
**significant at .01

***significant at .001

Poland
L253%**

.209***

-.850%**
-.138**

- 776**

122
-.040

-.123
.078

-.034

.789
404
848

Source: World Values Survey, 1999-2000

Czech Republic
262%**

.315%**

-.124
- 167***

-414*

.254%*
.147%*

-117
-.017

-.164*

;496
374
1577



Nivakag 2:

MNoAupetaBAntr) cUYKPLON TWV ALTIWV yLa TS anoP el nept aAppAwong,

NoAwvia ko Toexikr) Anpokpartia (OLS NaAwvépounon)

AwkatoAoyeital n eubavaocia

AwkaoAoyeitat n
opodpuiodiiia
Epmiotoouvn oTIg eKKANOLEC
MpooéAevon otnv ekkKAnola

Opnokeutikn opBodoia & &
HEon TLUN TG mioTng otov
Be0, tn peta Bavatov wn,
TOV MOPASELDO, TNV KOAQON

Ikavomoinon VOLKOKUpAg

EpyalOpevn pntépa

®uho
Exnaidevon

HAwio

JtaBepa
Mpocapuocpévo R2
N

* OTATLOTIKA oNUavtlkotnta oto .05

MoAwvia

253 %%

.209***

-.850%**
-.138%**

-776**

122
-.040

-.123
.078

-.034

.789
404
848

** oratiotiki onuoavtikotnta oto.01

*** oTaTIoTIKA onuavtikotnta oto .001

Mnyn: Naykoouta Epsvva Aétwv, 1999-2000

Toeyikn
Anuokpatio

.262%**
.315%**

-.124
- 167***

-414*

.254%*
.147*

-117
-.017

-.164*

;496
374
1577



IXOAIAZMOZ

To kelpevo to omolo eMAEXONKE yLa TNV EKTTOVNON TNG TOLPoU oG Epyaciag adopd TLg
apBAwoelg. Mpokettal yla €va oAU evdladépov B€pa yia to omoio nBeAa va pabw
TEPLOCOTEPECG MANPOGOPLEC KAl TO OTOLO ATTETAL TNG EMmKAlpotnTaG. H auBAwon
anoteAel éva avBpwrivo SIKalwUa, N KATOoTPATAYNOoN i KN TOu omoilou emnpealet
TMPWTLOTWG TO yuvalkeio puAo, pa adopd 6Aoug Toug avBpwrou. MNpokeLtal yla Eva
B€ua mou adopd OxL LOVO TNV EAANVLKA TIPAYHATIKOTNTA, AAAQ ETEKTEIVETOL KOL OF
TayKOopLo eninedo. ELSIKOTEPQ, TO CUYKEKPLUEVO KELUEVO adOPd TO VOULKO KABETTWE
0€ TE00EPLC XWPEG, SU0 TN Kevipikn¢ Eupwrnng kat U0 t¢ AATVIKAG APEPLIKNAC.

MNa tnv epyacia pou amodpdcioa va aoxoAndbw He 1o (eUyog YAWOOWV ayyALKA-
eMNVIKA. TO TPWTOTUTIO KEIPEVO €lval ypappévo otnv ayyAwkn yAwooo, amnod
AlEeplKOVOUG OUVTAKTEC. MpOKELTaL yla pla €peuva Tou €xel ouvtayxBel amd dvo
KaOnyntég Tunuotog MoAwtlkwy Emotnuwv. EKTOC TOu KeEvou Otnv egpyacia
ouunep apuBavovtal Kal oL TIVOKEG Kal Ta SLoypAaaTo TToU XphnoLomnoinoayv ot
OUVTOAKTEC TOU TIPWTOTUTIOU yLa VA UTtooTnpiéouv TNV €peuva TouC.

JKOTIOC TNG METAGPOONG NTAV N TIAPOAYWYH TOU KELMEVOU OTO €AANVIKA KOl N
petadopd Twv MANPOPOPLWY OTOUG AVAYVWOTEC UE OCO0 TO SUVATOV TILO HEYAAN
okpiBela. Ev mpokelpévw To Kelpevo eival eldkol evdladEpovtog, wotooo N yA\waooo
Tou Sev mapouotalel 8laitepn SUCKOALD WG TTPOG TNV KATAVONGN TOU KOO KAl yLa
TOUG Un €1dnuovec. H petadpaon sivol opoloAettoupyLkn, dtatnpndnke dnAadn to
XOPOAKTNPLOTIKO AUTO TOU KELUEVOU, N avadoplkn Aettoupyia n omoia cUUBANAEL OTNV
nAnpodopnon tou avayvwotn (Nord: 2014, 98). Asdopévng TG OLLOLOAELTOUPYLKAG
HETAPPAONC OL LETAPPOOTIKEG ETIAOYEC SeV amEXOUV LOLOLTEPA ATTO TO TTPWTOTUTIO.
Qotoo0o, KATL TETolo Sev gival mavtote ePpLkTo epOooV 0T HeTAPpOoh EpYalOUAOTE
pe Zevyn Stadopetikwyv YAwoowv. AVo YAwooeg Sgv umopoUlv va ToUTLOTOUV 000
KOVTLVEG KaL av €{val. ZUVETTWG, WAAUE yLa SLadOpETIKOUE TIOALTLOMOUGC, SLapOPETLKEC
YPOUHOTIKEG KOl CUVTOKTLKEG SOUEG KOl SLadOpETIK TTPAYUATIKOTNTA. U auTdv Tov
AOyo, Omou auto KpiBnke amapaitnto, €ywe €PUNVEUTIKN amodoon. Ek twv
TIPOAYHATWY KOTA TN UeETAdpacn UETOPEPOUNE TO TIEPLEXOUEVO. Inuacia €XEL TO
vonua, oxL Ta YAwoolkd péoa e ta onola Ba ulomownBel autr n petadopd. ZKOmog
elvat va amoppéel 10 6l0 vonua amd to Keipevo mou Ba mapaxbel kot va
Slatunwvetal opBA. To Udog Tou MpwToTUTIOU SlatnpnBnKe. e OAN TNV €KTACN TOU
KELUEVOU, ETELON aKpLBWG TPOKELTAL yla pla €peuva to VoG eival emionpo,
xpnotuormnoteitatl Ae€ldyLo mo uPnAou erunédou.

Atilel og auTO TO ONUelo va TPOXWPNOOUME otnv Teplypadn tng Sladikaaciag
T(POCEYYLONG TOU KELWEVOU TPV TNV €vapén g kuplag Stadikaciag, dSnAadn tng
puetadpaons. Katd tnv avayvwon Kol TNV TPpoeEpyacia Tou KELWEVOU KPLveTal
amopaitnt) n VONUATIKA KATtavonon TOU TPWTIOTUTIOU, N Oavoyvwplon Twv
HETAPPACTIKWY TIPOPANUATWY KAl TWV KELUEVIKWY AELToupylwy. Ta Sduo teAeutaia
BAuata, wotoco enavoAapBdavovtal Kol ot EMOUEVA OTASLA TNG HETAPPACTLIKAG
Stadikaoiag. Ot emihoyég auteg emavatlohoyolvtal o€ eminedo pUKpoSOoUNnG.



Ta mpoPAnuata to omoia KARONKa va SLaXEPLOTW ATAV KUPLWE TTIPAYUATOAOYLIKA,
OAAG Kol SLoyAwOOIKA, Ta omoia TepLlypAdOovTal EKTEVWG TMOPAKATW. EKTOC Twv
TIOPATAVW SLEPYOOLWV OE AUTO TO OTASLO OpyAvwWaoa To UALKO To omolo pe BonOnoe
oTNV Kotavonorn, oAAd Kot 0T HETAdPACT, Ao £YKUPEC TINYEG OMwE A€k, Evtuma
OAAG KOl NAEKTPOVIKA, ETLOTNMOVIKA apBpa, akadnUaikég epyooieg, SLOAKTOPIKEC
SLaTpLBEG KAl VOULKA KE(pEvVa.

Emelta mpoxwpnoo otnv mapaywyn tng mpwtng £kdoxng tou petadpdacparog. H
ouvadela o OTL adopd TO VONUA QAVALECA OTO TIPWTOTUTIO KAl TO HETAdpAcHa
anoteAel Tov otoXo o autiv tnv daon. NapdAAnia epoapuolovral oL AUCELG TTOU
€xouv nNén mpotobel Kol €TOL HEOW TOU €AEYXOU TOUC OTNV TPALN eival Pkt n
afloAdynon TOuC. e KAMOLEG TEPUMTTWOELS Olatnpnbnkav, evw o AAAEG
tpormornow)Bnkav AOyw TNG HN  KATAAANAOTNTAG Ttouc. Kalt oto TEAOG TNG
uetadpaoctikng Stadikaciag, adol £xouv emAUBel Ta InTAMATA TNG SLOKELUEVLKAC KOl
VONUOTLKAG oUVOXNG, KaBwg kat ta mpoBAnuata pikpodoung (Kehavdprag, 2016, 160),
TIPOXWPENOA OTNV TTAPAYwWYH ToU TEALKOU Ttpoiovtog, SnAadn Tou KELUEVOU OTOXOG

Mta katnyopia Twv mio Bactkwv MPoPANUATWY KOTA TN petadpaotiky dtadikaoia
armoteAolV Ta TPAYUATOAOYIKA TpoPAnuata. Eva amd autd OTO OUYKEKPLUEVO
kelpevo ntav n moAwtikn edadikn dlaipeon tou Me€iko, n onola Stadépel and auvtn
™¢ EAadac. To Me€iko i Anpokpatia tou Meflkd amoteAsl pla xwpa, evw Me€lko
elval koL n ovopooia tng mMmpwtevoucag t¢. To 2016 n mOAn tou Mefiko amod
Stowkntikn mepidpépela (Federal District) €ywve moAitela. Ito keipevo pe tn A€€n
«Me€lko» avadepetal kot ot SUo mepUTTWoelS. H yvwon auth €xel Wblaitepn
onUOOoLa yLol TV KATAVONGHN TOU MPWTOTUTIOU KOl EMOUEVWG TN OWOTNH LETOPOPA TOU
VONUOTOG 0TNV eAANVLKH YAwood. Avadoplka e To MeELKO Lol OKOUN TIAPAUETPOC
mou afilet va avadepbel eivat n petadpacn tou «Federal District». Agv
HETAPPAOTNKE KATA AEEN «opooTovdLakn TeplpEpelar, SLOTL elvat Alyo acadég. Me
Vv évvola nepldpépeta otnv EANGSa evvoeital n emapyia. Kat og auti tnv nepintwon
Ol OUVTAKTEG TOU MPWTOTUTIOU deV avadEpovtal o KATL TETolo. a Tov Adyo auto
TPOOTEDNKE Kol TO €MIOETO «SLOKNTIKA» TIPONYOU HEVWG.

310 eninedo ™G MIKPOSOUNG XpnoLdomolntnkav SLAPope; OTPATNYIKEG yla TNV
emiAuon udoloykwv oAAA Kal YAwooKwV Intnuatwy. Na tnv kaAutepn anddoon
OPLOUEVWY ONUElwV €kava oAAayéG BACEL TOU HOVTEAOU TWV UETOPPACTIKWY
OTPOTNYLKWV Kal TEXVIKWV Twv Vinay & Darbelnet (1995, 30-42) kat xpnotpomnoinoa
TNV TEXVLKAG TNG HETATOENG KOl TNG HeTaTpomiag. Evéelktika n dpaon «foreseeable
serious fetal deformity» amodobnke wg «evdeifelg yla coPfapn mapapopdpwon tou
eUPBpUOU», O ETUOETIKOG TPOOSLOPLOUOG oTa ayyAlkd SnAadn amodobnke ota
€EAANVIKA UE TN XPrion €vog ouolaoTtikou, evw n ¢pdon «became more liberal with
their approvals» petadppdotnke wg «oL anopACEL] TWV ETULTPOTIWY ATV AlYyOTEPO
QUOTNPEGY. TNV TPWTN TIEPLMTTWON €va HUEPOG TOU AOYOU QVILKOTAOTAONKE HE €va
aMo bixwg va tpormomownBeil n onuacia tou pnvouatog, evw otnv b6eltepn
emteAeital pia aAAayn TNG OTTIKAG Ywviag o€ oXEon E TO MPWTOTUTIO.



ErumAéov avdaloya tnv mepimtwon €ywe amoAoldr, mpoobnkn, amocadnvion n
napadpacn. ITnv apxn tou Kelpévou dapfalovpe oto petadpacpa «Mapatnpeitot
HLOL YEVLKN TAON MPOC TNV ameAevBEépwan Kal vopLponoinon tTwv apufAwocswvy». Edw
epooov xpnoLpomoLEeiTal N ¢paacn «n YEVLKNA TAON TIPOC» UIOPOoU UE va tapaleipou e
To emiBeto «increasing» ota eAANVIKA KaBwC eival TMePLTTO, evw XpeLaletol va
TMPOOOECOUPE TNV VEVIKA «TwV OoUPBAWOEWVY. 3ITO TUAMO TOU KELUEVOU TIOU
avadépetal otnv wtopia tng Ouyyapiag €ywve pla amaAoldr. Av KoL ota ayyAlKd
UTtapxeL N AéEn povapxio ota eAAnvika autr mapoAeipOnke kabws n ékdpaon «H
povapyxia tng Auotpoouyyplkng Autokpatopiagy Ba ntav mMAsovaouoc.

ErmutAéov otnv 6eutepn mapdypado xpnotpomnoleital n Aégn «these» dVo dopég
uéoa oe pLa mepiodo. Napolo mou tnv Mpwtn Gopd LETOPPACTNKE WG KOUTECY,
otnv OeUTEPN TEPUMTWON XPNOLUOMOLNONKE TO ETMIOETO «OUYKEKPLUEVECY.
Eddpupooa pla onUOOCLOAOYLKY) OTPATNYLK ETUAEYOVTAC MO CUVWVUMN A£EN
(Chesterman, 1997, 101-102) péow Tng omolog¢ TO VvONUO UMOPOUCE va
StatnpnBet, Sixwc Opwe va SnuoupynOet pa emavalnyn oto Keipevo n onoia Oa
kKoUpale Tov avoyvwoTthn Kal dev Ba cuvEBAAAE oTNV OO por Tou KeLpEvou. Ma
kaBapd udoloylkoUg Adyoug, emiong, o KAMOLA ONUELD €ylve PETABEDN TWV
opwv (m.x. «In 1948 a coup d’état brought Soviet backed communist rule to
Czechoslovakia.» - «To 1984 éva npaikonnua enavadepe otnv ToexoohoBokia
TOV KOUHLOUVLOTLKO VOUO, ToV omoio othplle n 2oBLetikn Evwaon.»).

EKTOG amo ta mopanavw {nTriHata cuxva KoTa tn petadpaotiki Stadikaoia eival Kat
ta tpoPAnpata os SLayAwootko emninedo, kabwg ot Vo yAwaooeg dev SLEmovtal amno
TOUuC (610UG KAVOVEC. Z€ OAN TNV £KTACN TOU KELPEVOU KATIOLEG Ao TIG aAAAYEG TTOU
€ywvav oxetilovtal pe tn ouvtaén Kol TN YPOUUOTIKA. € OPLOHEVO OnUEla TOU
TIPWTOTUTIOU 0 AOYOC €lvail LAKPOOKEANG. Mavtwc auth n Wolattepotnta Sev amoteAel
dlaitepo INtnua. Ekeivo mou Ntav mpokAnon nTav o cuvbuacuog Tou e Ta cUVOETA
VONHATa OV UTApXouV o€ Slddopa TUAUATA TOU KELHEVOU AOYW TOU QVTLKELLEVOU
NG €peuvag, n omoia avadEPETAL KOL OTOV VOULKO KAASO, yeEyovOG TTou SUCXEPQLVE
TNV KOTavOnon Tou KELEVOU KOL CUVETIWG TN UETAPOPA Tou oTnV eEAANVIKH YAwooa.
Eniong, otnv ayyAwkn yl\wooa mapatnpeltal mo cuxva n xpnon tng mabntikng oe
oxéon Me TNV evepynTkn ¢wvr). Mpdyuatt, £ywav KATOLEG UETATPOTEG TIOU
adopouvaoav tig U0 PWVEG, oL omoieg xpnoLuomnolouvtal e SLadopeTLKr cuxvoTnTa
oe kaBepia yAwooa. EmutAéov, unmapyxouv cupdpACELG OTWE QUTH Tou «pro-choice
laws», oL omoieg ota eAANVIKA TIPEMEL va amod0B0oUV MepLPAOTLKA «VOLLOL UTIEP TOU
SLKOULWMLOTOG EMIAOYAG yLO TNV AUPAWGCN »).

Juxvn NTaV 0To KELUEVO AUTO Kal N mapouaia opoAoyiag. Kamolol 6pol tav yvwotol
kal 6ev anotélecav blaitepo mpoBAnua katd t petadpaoctikn Stadikacia. TEtolol
Atav oL «state’s attorney general» - «yevikog eloayyeléag» kat «Constitutional
Tribunal» - «Zuvtaypatikd Alkaotrplo». AvtiBetwg aAAoL amaltoloaV EPLOCOTEPN
enegepyaoia yla tnv owotn anoddoon toug. MNpoépxovtal and Tov XwpPo TG VOULKAG,
NG LATPLKAG, TWV HOONUATIKWY KAl TNG OTATLOTIKAG.



Eldikotepa otnv mepintwon tou opou «Ordinary Least Squares regression (OLS)» -
«MéBobog EAdxlotwv Tetpaywvwv (OLS)», mpooTtéBnKe Kol n emefnynon «Ue pla
HEBodo avaAuong mMoAlvEpOUNOoNG» yLa VO KATAVONOEL KOAUTEPA O AVAYVWOTNG TOU
KELWUEVOU TOV Opo. MPOKELTOL Yyl 0OpOAoyia TTOU QVNKEL OTO EMLOTNMOVIKO Tedio TG
pneBodoloyiag kat anote)el pia moootikr) pEBodo. Qg ek TouTOU amapaitntn Kpibnke
n avalntnon tou 0pou oto SLadSIKTUO, OE EYKPLTEC TINYEG. € KATIOLEG ATO QUTEC Ol
ouyypadeic Statnpovoav To apkTIKOAsEou otnv ayyAlkr yYAwooa (OLS), evw og AAAEC
amodo0nke pe tov EAANVIKO 0po. H Seltepn €miloyn €YLVE KOL OTO OUYKEKPLUEVO
Kelpevo, Sedopévou OTL Pe TN Xpron amAwG Tou apkTikoAeéou o déktng Sev Ba
KOTAVOOUOE TANPWG TO VON Q.

ErmunpooBétwc, 6pol amnod to vouko nedio omwc «symbolic laws» «statutory rape» dgv
uropoucav va Hetadpaotouv Katd AEEn, wg €ktuma, SLOTL oL 0pol «oupBoAwkol
VOUOL» KOL «VOULUOC BLaopog» Sev pEpouv KAmola onuacia otnv eAAnvikn yYAwooa.
O mpwto¢ 6po¢ adopd TOu¢ VOpoug Tou Oev edapuodlovtal otnv oucia Kot
Beomnilovtal ylo MOALTIKOUG Kol @AAoUG okomoug, vopol dnAadn ol omolol oxvouv
oAAG av mapaBlactouv Sev TipwpoLvTal. M autod amodoOnKe WG «LN AVOYKOOTLKOL
vopouw. O 8eUtepog avadEpetal oTNV 0£EO0VOALKA TTPAEN KATA TNV OTOLA TO £Va EK TWV
U0 atopwv BplokeTal KATW amod TNV NAwKia Tou Ba PmopoUCE VO CUVALVECSEL OE AUTH
v npaén, avadpépstat SnAadn oe £€va avAALKO GTOMO. JUVEMIWG, O «VOULUOG
Bloopog» dev petadépel pe oadr) TPOMO TO CUYKEKPLUEVO vonua. Ma tov 0po
«statutory rape» emAéxOnke n amodoon «Blaopdg avnlikou». Kat otig SU0 aUTEC
TIEPLITTWOELC aKOAOUONONKe pLa 1o eAeVBepn, epunveuTikn anddoon.

Ooov adopa to «European and World Value Survey» auto €xel xpnotpomnolnBel os
eMNVIKA Kelpeva omote dev ntav SUuokoAn n amodoor tou. Tnv Mpwtn $dopd mou
ovadEPETAL OTO KELUEVO TTPOOTEDNKE KoL TO ApKTLKOAEED Tou. EToL 0T cuvEXELa XapLv
ouviopilag kot Tmpog amoduyn TNG emavaAnyPng oAoOkAnpng TNG ovouaciog
XPNoLLomolOnke To apkTIKOAEED, adou €xel avadepBbel TNV Mpwtn dopd Kal Sev
elval Ayvwotn oTov avayvwotn Tou KeLEVou. Ma Tov 6po «honoris causa», eMeLdn n
HETADPACN TOU AOYWw TOU CUYKELEVOU Ba fTav dtonn anodacioa va dtatnpnbel ota
Aatwikd. AAMWOTE OpLOUEVEG AOTLVIKEG EkdPpATELS OTwG autn (ad hoc, in vitro) pévouv
KOTA KAVOVO OUETAPPACTEG OTA EAANVLKA.

Akoun avadoplkd pe to Ae€AoyLo xpeLaletal kaveig va Aappavel maviote undyn Tou
To ouykeipevo. H A&En «sign» yla mapadelypa ouvnBwg onuaivel onuadl. Xtnv
npotaon opwg «although the sign of the coefficient is (unexpectedly) positive in El
Salvador», n Aé€n oto mAaioto tng ppdaong «sign of the coefficient» petappdotnke wg
«TPOCNUO», SLOTL TIPOEPXETAL ATO TA HABNUATIKA, TN OTATLOTIKA Kol To medio Tng
€peuvag. Emopévwg, lvatl MOAU onUavtlko €KTOC amd T yvwon tng yAwooag va
avayvwpilou e Kal TO CUYKELUEVO, TL TEPLBAAAEL pLa AEEN.

Ev katakAeidL, mapatnpolue nMw iow amnod kabe petadpaotiky emloyn Bploketal
uLa Stadikacia okéPng. H andppupn twv emloywv yivetal pEow TEKUNPLwong oxL
AOYW TPOCWTILKAG TtPoTiHnoNG. Na tn petddpacn autol Tou KELLEVOU Ta TILO BacikA
{nTApata mou KANBnKa va avtlueTwriow adopoloav Ta MPOYHOTOAOYLKO Kol TO



StayAwooiko eminmedo. Katd tov TeAlko €Aeyxo tng petadpaong atloAoynbnke to
HETADPACUA WCE TIPOG TNV AELTOUPYLKN KOTOAANAOTNTA, TN VONUATIKI) CUVOXA KAl N
okpiBela. BAoel NG OLOLOAELTOUPYLKAG LETAPPAONC TO KELUEVO amodoBnke 600 TLo
KOVTIA OTOo MpwTtotuno. Omou auto &ev Atav ePKTO TO Kelpevo amodobnke
EPUNVEUTIKA.
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