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RESEARCH ARTICLE                                   

Contact experiences among donor conception parties: donor 
conceived persons, donors, parents and same-donor siblings – 
a mixed methods systematic review

K. Hall, S. Goedeke and K. van Kessel 

Department of Psychology and Neuroscience, School of Sciences, Auckland University of Technology, Auckland, 
New Zealand 

ABSTRACT 
As more jurisdictions allow donor-conceived persons (DCPs) access to their genetic 
information and direct-to-consumer DNA testing becomes increasingly popular, con
tact between those involved in donor conception, including DCPs, donors, parents 
and same-donor families, has grown. This mixed methods systematic review (MSSR) 
collates and examines research on how contact is experienced by these groups in the 
context of donation from donors previously unknown to recipients prior to donation. 
A bibliographic search of English-language, peer-reviewed studies was conducted fol
lowing PRISMA 2020 guidelines across several databases, including CINAHL, JSTOR, 
MEDLINE, PsycINFO, PubMed, Scopus, Ovid Emcare and Google Scholar. Studies were 
included if they used empirical methods (quantitative, qualitative, or mixed) and 
involved participants with post-birth contact experiences following donation to recipi
ents from donors not known to recipients prior to donation. These could include 
clinic-recruited donors (both anonymous/non-identified and identity-release) and 
donors recruited by recipients, such as through online platforms. From 1,397 initial 
records, 231 were full text screened. 57 studies meeting inclusion criteria and varying 
in methodology and sample size were assessed using the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) 
Checklist for Systematic Reviews and Research Synthesis. Findings were synthesised 
by stakeholder groups (DCPs, donors, parents), examining the form, frequency and 
experience of contact, as well as influencing factors. Contact ranged from occasional 
online interactions to regular in-person meetings, with experiences generally positive 
across all groups. Variations in experience were associated with attitudes towards and 
expectations of contact, and the size of donor networks. Further research is needed 
on how contact evolves over time, particularly regarding early linking (before the 
legislated age of access in identity-release jurisdictions) and connections made via 
DNA testing.
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Introduction

Donor Conception (DC) is increasingly used by individuals and couples facing medical infertility 
(European Society of Human Reproduction & Embryology, 2022), as well as those experiencing ‘social’ 
infertility, such as single people, LGBTQþ individuals, or others whose circumstances require assisted 
reproduction (Shaw & Fehoko, 2023). While historically, donation has been anonymous, donation practi
ces have shifted in response to the growing recognition of the needs and rights of donor-conceived per
sons (DCPs), particularly their interest in, and perceived rights to having access to their genetic 
information (Duff & Goedeke, 2024; Newton et al., 2024). Many jurisdictions have enacted identity-release 
provisions: Sweden (1984), Austria (1992), Victoria, Australia (1998), Switzerland (2001), the Netherlands 
(2004), Western Australia (2004), New Zealand (2004), Norway (2005), the United Kingdom (UK) (2004), 
Finland (2007), New South Wales Australia (2008), Germany (2018), Portugal (2018), Ireland (2020), 
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France (2022), Queensland, Australia (2024), South Australia (2025) and Colorado, the United States of 
America (USA) (2025) (Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment, 2025; Government of 
South Australia, 2025; Indekeu et al., 2021; Queensland Government, 2025). These provisions ensure that 
identifying information about donors unknown to the recipients/intending parents is recorded, and 
DCPs can access this information, typically when reaching adulthood – usually at age 18 (Canzi et al., 
2019; Darroch & Smith, 2021). At the same time, donation contexts have expanded to include donors 
who were previously unknown to recipients but are recruited directly through online platforms, increas
ing the likelihood of contact between donors, parents and DCPs. Initiatives have also emerged to facili
tate contact for DCPs conceived with anonymous sperm by linking them with donors who were 
previously anonymous but are now open to identification and future contact, such as voluntary informa
tion exchange services, e.g. the US-based Donor Sibling Registry (van Rooij et al., 2026). Beyond these 
legislative and practice developments, the rise of direct-to-consumer (DTC) DNA testing services (e.g. 
23andMe; Ancestry.com), alongside the use of social media, has markedly increased the likelihood of 
contact among those linked through DC (Darroch & Smith, 2021; Harper et al., 2016; Pasch, 2018) includ
ing in cases where parents have not disclosed DC details to their children, donations occurred anonym
ously, or legal frameworks restrict access to identifying information to specific parties, e.g. DCPs only 
(Crawshaw, 2018; Harper et al., 2016; Pasch, 2018).

Research suggests that individuals connected through DC, including DCPs, donors, parents and same- 
donor siblings, may express interest in seeking information about one another. DCPs may seek 
information to obtain medical or genetic information, explore shared traits relevant to their identity 
development, connect with donors and same-donor siblings, and in some cases, because they wish to 
build ongoing relationships (Canzi et al., 2019; Indekeu et al., 2021; Macmillan et al., 2021; Newton et al., 
2024; van Rooij et al., 2026). Interestingly, DCPs’ motivations for seeking information and making con
tact, as may be the case for adopted individuals, can emerge during or following life stages, such as 
adolescence, or transitions, such as marriage or the birth of a child, supporting the concept that identity 
formation and access to medical information are important motivators (Canzi et al., 2019; Jadva et al., 
2010). However, some DCPs may hesitate to seek contact due to a sense of loyalty to their parents and 
fears of negative outcomes (Canzi et al., 2019).

Donors, even those who donated in anonymous contexts, may similarly be open to contact, in part 
because they support DCPs’ rights to access information recognising that this may be helpful to DCPs 
(Blyth et al., 2017; Goedeke et al., 2015, 2023; Miettinen et al., 2019), but also because they may be curi
ous about the outcome of their donations or have a sense of responsibility toward their genetic off
spring and that of their raised children and families (Indekeu at al., 2021; Nordqvist & Gilman, 2024). 
While embryo donors may have a particular interest in outcomes, given their potentially full genetic con
nection with the donor-conceived person (DCP) and the full siblingship between their children (Goedeke 
et al., 2015), egg and sperm donors may also express interest in contact and/or relationships with recipi
ents and the children born from their donation (Goedeke et al., 2023a, 2023b; Nordqvist & Gilman, 
2024).

Likewise, some parents have expressed interest in accessing information about donors or establishing 
contact and/or a relationship with them (Dempsey et al., 2019), including to obtain relevant medical or 
psychosocial information, express gratitude to the donor, facilitate future access for their children and 
potentially develop support networks with same-donor siblings or families (Indekeu et al., 2021; 
Nordqvist & Gilman, 2024). Single mothers and same-sex female couples may be particularly motivated 
to establish early connections with donors or same-donor siblings as a way of cultivating a broader kin
ship network (Indekeu et al., 2021). However, these parents may also express concerns about how such 
connections might affect family dynamics or their parental autonomy (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015). Parents 
may also value contact with same-donor siblings/families to help their children build their identity, pre
vent consanguinity, gain support for shared psychological or developmental challenges, and create an 
extended family through providing the child with a sibling or future support system (Indekeu et al., 
2021).

While contact among DC parties is increasing, including beyond the connection between donor and 
DCP to broader relational systems, research on how contact is experienced by the different parties 
involved in donor conception and across contexts has not yet been synthesised. Understanding these 
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contact experiences is essential given the increasing likelihood of contact and given that contact increas
ingly occurs before the age set by identity-release laws and through various informal channels. This 
MMSR collates and synthesises research on the contact experiences of DCPs, donors, parents and same- 
donor siblings published up until 31 January 2026.

Materials and methods

Search strategy

This systematic review was conducted in accordance with the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-Analyses [PRISMA] 2020 and was prospectively registered (Prospero registration num
ber: CRD42024546154). A bibliographic search of English peer-reviewed publications was conducted 
using eight online databases CINAHL Complete (via EBSCOHost platform), JSTOR, MEDLINE and PsycINFO 
(via Ovid Platform), PubMed, Scopus, Ovid Emcare and Google Scholar. Search terms and their combina
tions are presented in Table 1. Reference lists of each article deemed eligible after full-text screening 
were reviewed to identify possible additional sources, as was Google Scholar’s ‘cited by’ function, and 
the publication history of the authors of included articles.

Study selection

To be included in the review, publications had to be original empirical research with quantitative, quali
tative, or mixed methods; and research participants had to be DCPs, donors, parents or same-donor sib
lings with experiences of contact following the birth of the DCPs. Donations had to have occurred 
between donors not known to recipients prior to embarking on donor conception. Donations could thus 
have been made in the context of anonymous/non-identified donation practice, identity-release dona
tion (where DCPs have access to identifying information, typically upon reaching adulthood) or open- 
identity donation (where donors and recipients are not known to each other prior to embarking on 
donor conception but can access each other’s identifying information from the outset. This can include 
donation where donors were expressly recruited by recipients for the purpose of donation, e.g. online 
donor recruitment). Research which explored contact experiences where donations had occurred 
between individuals previously known to each other prior to donor conception, e.g. where donors were 
family members and friends, or where the DC also entailed the use of surrogacy, were not included 
unless the data on known donation/surrogacy could be separately extracted from data on donations 
occurring between parties previously unknown to each other. Articles which did not have a primary 
focus on contact experiences were included if data were also collected on contact.

Screening and quality assessment

All search result citations were exported to the reference manager Zotero, where duplicates were 
removed using the automatised function. The remaining results were transferred to online abstract 
screening software Rayyan.ia, where both the first and second authors independently screened the titles, 
and following removal of ineligible studies, the abstracts of retrieved articles. Disagreements regarding 

Table 1. Search and selection strategy for mixed methods review on contact experiences in donor conception parties.

Databases searched CINAHL Complete (via EBSCOHost platform), JSTOR, MEDLINE and PsycINFO (via Ovid Platform), 
PubMed, Scopus, Ovid Emcare, Google Scholar

Search Keywords ‘donor conceived�’ OR ‘donor-conceived person�’ OR ‘donor sibling�’ OR ‘anonymous gamete dono�’ 
OR ‘gamete donor’ OR ‘donor offspring�’ OR ‘same donor sibling�’ OR ‘donor conception families’ 
AND contact� OR meet� OR experienc� OR relation� OR ‘donor link�’ OR interact�

Other Sources Snowball referencing through eligible articles.
Inclusion Criteria 1. Journal published English language peer- reviewed original articles (including quantitative, 

qualitative, and mixed methods). 
2. Articles focused on contact experiences among one or more of the parties involved in donor 

conception between previously unknown donors and recipients. 
3. Articles published in the time frame of 2004-January 2026.

Exclusion Criteria 1. Articles focused on known donors or surrogates (unless data could be extracted separately).
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inclusion were resolved by discussion. Reports, including those found through snowball processes as 
described above, were assessed based on the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) Checklist for Qualitative 
Research and the JBI Checklist for Analytical Cross Sectional Studies. Most of the qualitative reports met 
at least 7 of the 10 methodological criteria assessed, with two excluded after assessment. The quantita
tive reports assessed met all the criteria outlined within the checklist. The quality assessment was per
formed by K.H. and cross checked by S.G.

Data extraction

A data extraction spreadsheet was developed specifically for this review based on the JBI Mixed 
Methods Data extraction form (Lizarondo et al., 2020). The data extracted included the article’s descrip
tive data, the stakeholder group/s involved in contact, the research aim of the article and an overview 
of research findings relevant to contact experiences. Quantitative research findings were ‘qualitised’ as 
per the JBI guidelines when using a convergent integrative approach (Lizarondo et al., 2020). In other 
words, numerical findings were written as qualitative descriptions or themes so they could be integrated 
with qualitative data. The data were extracted by the first author, and cross checked by the second 
author with disagreements resolved through discussion.

Results

Search strategy and study selection

The Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) flowchart presented 
in Figure 1 and Table 1 summarise the screening process. The initial search yielded 1397 records, of 
which 542 duplicate results were removed using Zotero’s automated function. A further 9 duplicate 
records were removed following the transfer of the records to Rayyan.ia and 621 records were excluded 
based on title alone. The abstracts of the remaining 225 were reviewed and 148 reports deemed ineli
gible. Five records were excluded as full text records were unavailable. The full texts of the remaining 77 
articles were downloaded into Rayyan.ia for screening. A further 26 articles were found through review 
of the reference lists of these articles, the ‘cited by’ function in Google Scholar, and through reviewing 
the publications of primary authors. Full text screening occurred for all 103 eligible articles − 47 were 
deemed ineligible following review for reasons including: a focus on the contact expectations rather 
than actual contact experiences (n¼ 16); a focus on known donors (n¼ 8); articles were opinion based 
or essays rather than empirical studies (n¼ 11); data on different donation types/surrogacy were not 
separated out (n¼ 2); articles did not focus on contact experiences and included only limited informa
tion related to such experiences (n¼ 7); articles were deemed ineligible following JBI assessment (n¼ 2); 
and one article was excluded at this stage due to a missed duplicate entry. The second author, S.G., pro
vided consultation and cross-checking of the screening process.

Overall study characteristics

Data from the 57 articles were reviewed and are displayed in Table 2. Articles based on the same study 
are presented first. Of the 57 articles, 23 were part of five wider collaborative studies: The Donor Sibling 
Registry (DSR) Study (8 articles), the US National Longitudinal Lesbian Family Study (NLLFS) (4 articles), 
Pride Angel – UK based Online Donation Connection Website (2 articles), The Single Mothers by Choice 
in Australia (SMC) Study (3 articles) and the Fiom KID-DNA Network study (2 articles). Two articles of the 
23 study-grouped articles presented in Table 2 were part of a follow up study (Hertz et al., 2017; Hertz & 
Mattes, 2011). ChatGPT-5 was used to edit the table for clarity and conciseness.

Country
29/57 articles drew on participants from the USA; however, 6 of these articles were from the DSR Study 
and 4 from the NLLFS. 14 articles included participants from the UK, 9 included participants from 
Australia, 4 included participants from the Netherlands, 3 each included participants from Canada and 
New Zealand, one article included participants from Norway.
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Date of publication
Articles were published between 2008 and January 2026, with 16 articles published in the last 2 years 
and 24 (42%) since 2020.

Research design and instruments
Of the 57 articles reviewed, 52.6%% (n¼ 30) were qualitative, 40.4% (n¼ 23) employed a mixed-methods 
approach, and only 7% (n¼ 4) were quantitative studies. Interviews were the most common data collec
tion method in qualitative studies, while three studies drew on interview data and analysis of social 
media sites. Surveys were used in 47.4% (n¼ 27) of the quantitative method articles.

Figure 1. PRISMA flow diagram demonstrating the systematic search method for identification of articles for review.
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tit

y-
re

le
as

e 
do

no
rs

. N
on

e 
vi

ew
ed

 d
on

or
s 

as
 

fa
th

er
s;

 t
he

y 
w

er
e 

se
en

 a
s 

do
no

rs
 o

nl
y 

(5
0%

), 
ac

qu
ai

nt
an

ce
s 

(4
3.

8%
), 

re
la

tiv
es

 
(3

7.
5%

), 
or

 f
rie

nd
s 

(3
1.

3%
). 

N
o 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

 w
er

e 
re

po
rt

ed
; 

ab
ou

t 
ha

lf 
de

sc
rib

ed
 t

he
m

 a
s 

po
si

tiv
e,

 
th

e 
re

st
 n

eu
tr

al
. O

ve
r 

ha
lf 

(5
6.

4%
) 

ha
d 

on
go

in
g 

re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

, m
ai

nl
y 

by
 e

m
ai

l 
an

d 
oc

ca
si

on
al

ly
 in

 p
er

so
n.

 C
on

ta
ct

 
di

sc
lo

su
re

 e
ffe

ct
s 

w
er

e 
m

ix
ed

 o
r 

ne
ut

ra
l.

3.
 K

oh
, B

os
 e

t 
al

. (
20

23
) 

U
SA

To
 e

xp
lo

re
 t

he
 r

el
at

io
ns

hi
ps

 
an

d 
fe

el
in

gs
 o

f 
ad

ul
t 

D
CP

 
co

nc
ei

ve
d 

vi
a 

do
no

r 
in

se
m

in
at

io
n 

in
 le

sb
ia

n-
 

pa
re

nt
 f

am
ili

es
 in

 r
el

at
io

n 
to

 t
he

ir 
do

no
r 

(h
al

f)-
 

si
bl

in
gs

.

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

- 
O

nl
in

e 
Su

rv
ey

N
¼

75
 

(M
¼

37
, F
¼

36
, N

S¼
2)

 
Ag

e¼
30

–3
3 

W
av

e 
7

Le
sb

ia
n 

Pa
re

nt
 F

am
ili

es
 

Sp
er

m
 D

on
at

io
n

An
on

ym
ou

s 
an

d 
Id

en
tit

y 
Re

le
as

e
D

CP
 a

nd
 

Sa
m

e-
D

on
or

 S
ib

lin
gs

O
ve

r 
ha

lf 
of

 D
CP

 (
53

.3
%

) 
ha

d 
fo

un
d 

do
no

r 
si

bl
in

gs
; m

os
t 

(7
7.

5%
) 

m
ad

e 
co

nt
ac

t, 
w

ith
 6

5%
 r

ep
or

tin
g 

po
si

tiv
e,

 o
ng

oi
ng

 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps
. I

ni
tia

l c
on

ta
ct

 w
as

 
ty

pi
ca

lly
 v

ia
 s

ib
lin

g/
sp

er
m

 b
an

k 
re

gi
st

rie
s 

(4
5.

2%
), 

do
no

rs
 (

29
%

), 
or

 
pa

re
nt

s 
(2

9%
), 

at
 a

 m
ed

ia
n 

of
fs

pr
in

g 
ag

e 
of

 1
9.

 C
on

ta
ct

 w
as

 u
su

al
ly

 w
ith

 1
 

si
bl

in
g 

(4
1.

9%
) 

or
 2

–5
 s

ib
lin

gs
 (

41
.9

%
). 

M
os

t 
fe

lt 
ne

ut
ra

l a
bo

ut
 t

he
 im

po
rt

an
ce

 
of

 k
no

w
in

g 
si

bl
in

gs
 b

ut
 w

er
e 

sa
tis

fie
d 

w
ith

 k
no

w
le

dg
e 

or
 c

on
ta

ct
. D

on
or

 
si

bl
in

gs
 w

er
e 

vi
ew

ed
 a

s 
ac

qu
ai

nt
an

ce
s 

(4
9%

), 
br

ot
he

rs
/s

is
te

rs
 (

39
%

), 
fr

ie
nd

s 
(3

6%
), 

or
 r

el
at

iv
es

 (
26

%
), 

w
ith

 m
an

y 

(c
on
tin
ue
d)
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 C
on

tin
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d.

W
id

er
 S

tu
dy

Au
th

or
 (

D
at

e)
 L

oc
at

io
n

Re
se

ar
ch

 A
im

Re
se

ar
ch

 D
es

ig
n 

an
d 

M
et

ho
ds

Pa
rt

ic
ip

an
ts

 (
si

ze
; g

en
de

r; 
ag

e)
Fa

m
ily

 F
or

m
 a

nd
 T

yp
e 

of
 

D
on

at
io

n
D

on
at

io
n 

Pr
ov

is
io

n
St

ud
y 

G
ro

up
 o

f 
fo

cu
s 

an
d 

Co
nt

ac
t 

G
ro

up
Co

nt
ac

t 
Fi

nd
in

gs

se
le

ct
in

g 
m

ul
tip

le
 t

er
m

s,
 r

ef
le

ct
in

g 
va

rie
d 

cl
os

en
es

s.
 C

om
m

un
ic

at
io

n 
oc

cu
rr

ed
 m

ai
nl

y 
th

ro
ug

h 
in

-p
er

so
n 

m
ee

tin
gs

 (
60

%
), 

so
ci

al
 m

ed
ia

 (
55

%
), 

or
 

ph
on

e 
ca

lls
 (

40
%

); 
le

ss
 c

om
m

on
ly

 
em

ai
l (

35
%

), 
te

xt
in

g/
vi

de
oc

ha
tt

in
g 

(3
5%

), 
gi

ft
s 

(1
5%

), 
or

 a
 le

tt
er

 (
1)

. A
ll 

w
ho

 c
on

ta
ct

ed
 s

ib
lin

gs
 d

is
cl

os
ed

 t
hi

s 
to

 f
am

ily
/o

th
er

s;
 m

os
t 

(8
7.

1%
) 

w
er

e 
w

ill
in

g 
to

 d
is

cl
os

e 
to

 a
ny

on
e.

 
Re

ac
tio

ns
 w

er
e 

ge
ne

ra
lly

 n
eu

tr
al

, 
su

gg
es

tin
g 

lit
tle

 d
is

ru
pt

io
n 

to
 f

am
ily

 
dy

na
m

ic
s.

4.
 R

ot
hb

lu
m

 e
t 

al
. (

20
25

) 
U

SA
To

 e
xp

lo
re

 t
he

 f
ee

lin
gs

 o
f 

ad
ul

t 
D

CP
 f

ro
m

 le
sb

ia
n-

 
pa

re
nt

 f
am

ili
es

 r
eg

ar
di

ng
 

th
ei

r 
co

nc
ep

tio
n,

 d
on

or
, 

an
d 

do
no

r 
si

bl
in

gs
.

M
ix

ed
 M

et
ho

ds
 -

Q
ua

nt
ita

tiv
e 

an
al

ys
es

 o
f 

on
lin

e 
su

rv
ey

s.
N
¼

75
 

(M
¼

37
, F
¼

36
, N

S¼
2)

 
Ag

e¼
30

–3
3 

W
av

e 
7

Le
sb

ia
n 

Pa
re

nt
 F

am
ili

es
 

Sp
er

m
 D

on
at

io
n

An
on

ym
ou

s 
an

d 
Id

en
tit

y 
Re

le
as

e
D

CP
 a

nd
 

D
on

or
s/

 
Sa

m
e-

D
on

or
 s

ib
lin

gs

So
m

e 
D

CP
 (

19
.5

%
) 

lin
ke

d 
th

ei
r 

ha
pp

in
es

s 
w

ith
 D

C 
to

 r
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 w

ith
 d

on
or

s,
 

do
no

r 
si

bl
in

gs
, o

r 
ex

te
nd

ed
 d

on
or

 
fa

m
ily

. T
he

se
 D

CP
 r

ep
or

te
d 

va
lid

at
io

n 
fr

om
 m

ee
tin

g 
re

la
tiv

es
, s

om
et

im
es

 
th

ro
ug

h 
pr

of
ou

nd
 s

ha
re

d 
in

te
re

st
s 

(e
.g

. 
ca

re
er

s)
 o

r 
fa

m
ili

al
 t

ie
s 

ac
ro

ss
 li

ne
ag

es
. 

Am
on

g 
th

os
e 

w
ith

 d
on

or
 s

ib
lin

g 
co

nn
ec

tio
ns

 (
53

.3
%

), 
m

an
y 

de
sc

rib
ed

 
th

e 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e 

as
 e

nr
ic

hi
ng

, i
de

nt
ity

- 
af

fir
m

in
g,

 a
nd

 a
ki

n 
to

 c
lo

se
 f

rie
nd

sh
ip

s 
or

 v
al

ue
d 

fa
m

ily
 b

on
ds

, o
ffe

rin
g 

su
pp

or
t 

an
d 

co
m

pa
ni

on
sh

ip
. O

th
er

s 
w

er
e 

in
di

ffe
re

nt
, w

ith
 li

tt
le

 in
te

re
st

 in
 

fo
rm

in
g 

co
nn

ec
tio

ns
. L

ar
ge

 s
ib

lin
g 

gr
ou

ps
 c

ou
ld

 f
ee

l o
ve

rw
he

lm
in

g,
 

le
ad

in
g 

to
 d

is
en

ga
ge

m
en

t, 
th

ou
gh

 
so

m
e 

la
te

r 
re

co
nc

ile
d 

an
d 

re
co

nn
ec

te
d.

 A
dd

iti
on

al
 c

om
pl

ex
iti

es
 

ar
os

e 
fr

om
 s

ec
re

cy
 o

r 
la

ck
 o

f 
aw

ar
en

es
s 

of
 D

C,
 w

ith
 s

om
e 

D
CP

 
bu

rd
en

ed
 b

y 
kn

ow
in

g 
of

 s
ib

lin
gs

 
un

aw
ar

e 
of

 t
he

ir 
ow

n 
co

nc
ep

tio
n 

st
at

us
.

D
on

or
 S

ib
lin

g 
re

gi
st

ry
 

Co
lla

bo
ra

tiv
e 

St
ud

y 
(D

SR
)

5.
 F

re
em

an
 e

t 
al

. (
20

09
) 

U
SA

To
 e

xp
lo

re
 t

he
 m

ot
iv

at
io

ns
 

an
d 

ex
pe

rie
nc

es
 o

f 
pa

re
nt

s 
(a

nd
 D

CP
) 

se
ar

ch
in

g 
fo

r 
an

d 
co

nt
ac

tin
g 

th
ei

r 
ch

ild
’s 

do
no

r 
an

d/
or

 ‘d
on

or
 

si
bl

in
gs

’.

M
ix

ed
 M

et
ho

ds
 -

 O
nl

in
e 

Su
rv

ey
N
¼

79
1 

(M
¼

16
, F
¼

77
5)

 
Ag

e¼
26

-6
2

H
et

er
os

ex
ua

l, 
SM

C 
an

d 
Le

sb
ia

n 
Pa

re
nt

 f
am

ili
es

 
Sp

er
m

 a
nd

 E
gg

 D
on

at
io

n

An
on

ym
ou

s 
an

d 
Id

en
tit

y-
 

Re
le

as
e

Pa
re

nt
s/

D
CP

 a
nd

 D
on

or
s/

 
Sa

m
e-

D
on

or
 S

ib
lin

gs
M

os
t 

pa
re

nt
s 

se
ar

ch
ed

 f
or

 t
he

ir 
ch

ild
’s 

do
no

r 
si

bl
in

gs
 (

87
%

), 
fe

w
er

 f
or

 t
he

 
do

no
r 

(4
7%

) 
or

 b
ot

h 
(4

2%
). 

Su
cc

es
s 

ra
te

s 
w

er
e 

hi
gh

er
 f

or
 s

ib
lin

g 
se

ar
ch

es
: 

73
%

 f
ou

nd
 s

ib
lin

gs
, 6

3%
 w

er
e 

in
 

co
nt

ac
t, 

an
d 

23
%

 m
et

 in
 p

er
so

n.
 I

n 
co

nt
ra

st
, o

nl
y 

18
%

 lo
ca

te
d 

do
no

rs
, 

10
%

 w
er

e 
in

 c
on

ta
ct

, a
nd

 3
%

 m
et

 
th

em
; j

us
t 

5%
 o

f 
ch

ild
re

n 
ha

d 
do

no
r 

co
nt

ac
t 

an
d 

3%
 m

et
 t

he
ir 

do
no

r. 
Pa

re
nt

s 
ov

er
w

he
lm

in
gl

y 
re

po
rt

ed
 

si
bl

in
g 

co
nt

ac
t 

as
 p

os
iti

ve
 (

85
%

); 
81

%
 

sa
id

 t
he

ir 
ch

ild
’s 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
w

as
 a

ls
o 

po
si

tiv
e.

 R
el

at
io

ns
hi

ps
 w

er
e 

of
te

n 
de

sc
rib

ed
 a

s 
cl

os
e,

 w
ith

 c
hi

ld
re

n 
ca

lli
ng

 s
ib

lin
gs

 ‘b
ro

th
er

s’ 
or

 ‘s
is

te
rs

’. 
Fo

r 
m

os
t, 

si
bl

in
g 

m
ee

tin
gs

 e
xc

ee
de

d 
ex

pe
ct

at
io

ns
: 6

9%
 r

ep
or

te
d 

ch
ild

re
n 

go
t 

al
on

g 
‘v

er
y 

w
el

l’.
 C

ha
lle

ng
es

 
in

cl
ud

ed
 p

ar
en

tin
g 

di
ffe

re
nc

es
 a

nd
 

di
st

an
ce

, b
ut

 f
am

ili
es

 g
en

er
al

ly
 f

ou
nd

 
th

es
e 

tie
s 

en
ric

hi
ng

. O
ne

-t
hi

rd
 o

f 

(c
on
tin
ue
d)
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th
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D
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n

Re
se
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ch

 A
im
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ds

Pa
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si
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ag

e)
Fa

m
ily

 F
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 T

yp
e 

of
 

D
on
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n
D
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io
n 

Pr
ov

is
io

n
St

ud
y 

G
ro

up
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f 
fo

cu
s 

an
d 

Co
nt

ac
t 

G
ro
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Co

nt
ac

t 
Fi

nd
in

gs

pa
re

nt
s 

re
po

rt
ed

 f
re

qu
en

t 
(�

m
on

th
ly

) 
si

bl
in

g 
co

nt
ac

t, 
24

%
 r

eg
ul

ar
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n,

 a
nd

 n
ea

rly
 h

al
f 

of
 D

CP
 

en
ga

ge
d 

at
 le

as
t 

ev
er

y 
th

re
e 

m
on

th
s.

 
D

on
or

 c
on

ta
ct

, t
ho

ug
h 

le
ss

 c
om

m
on

, 
w

as
 a

ls
o 

po
si

tiv
e.

 O
ve

r 
ha

lf 
of

 p
ar

en
ts

 
w

ho
 r

ea
ch

ed
 o

ut
 h

ad
 r

eg
ul

ar
 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n,

 4
0%

 f
re

qu
en

t 
co

nt
ac

t; 
44

%
 o

f 
ch

ild
re

n 
w

ith
 d

on
or

 c
on

ta
ct

 
co

m
m

un
ic

at
ed

 f
re

qu
en

tly
. A

ll 
pa

re
nt

s 
w

ho
 m

et
 d

on
or

s 
ra

te
d 

th
e 

ex
pe

rie
nc

e 
ve

ry
 p

os
iti

ve
 (

90
%

) 
or

 f
ai

rly
 p

os
iti

ve
 

(1
0%

); 
ch

ild
re

n’
s 

ex
pe

rie
nc

es
 w

er
e 

si
m

ila
rly

 p
os

iti
ve

 (
82

%
 v

er
y,

 1
8%

 
fa

irl
y)

. N
o 

ne
ga

tiv
e 

ex
pe

rie
nc

es
 w

er
e 

re
po

rt
ed

. P
ar

en
ts

 h
ig

hl
ig

ht
ed

 b
en

ef
its

 
fo

r 
ch

ild
re

n’
s 

id
en

tit
y 

an
d 

fa
m

ily
 s

en
se

, 
de

sc
rib

in
g 

do
no

rs
 a

s 
m

en
to

rs
 o

r 
fa

th
er

-li
ke

 f
ig

ur
es

. S
til

l, 
re

la
tio

ns
hi

ps
 

w
ith

 d
on

or
 s

ib
lin

gs
, a

nd
 b

et
w

ee
n 

pa
re

nt
s 

of
 s

am
e-

do
no

r 
si

bl
in

gs
, w

er
e 

of
te

n 
va
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ed
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e 
th

an
 d

on
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 c
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ct

, 
pe

rc
ei

ve
d 
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 b
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n 
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ar

ed
 

ex
pe

rie
nc

es
 a

nd
 ‘s

af
er

’ a
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s 
co

m
pl

ex
’.

D
on

or
 S

ib
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g 
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tiv
e 
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ud
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(D
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)

6.
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. (
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U
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at
e 

th
e 
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 f
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g 
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ib

lin
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m
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m
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 d
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d 
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 o
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.

M
ix

ed
 M

et
ho

ds
 -

O
nl

in
e 

Su
rv
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w
as

 c
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ffs
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g 
ag
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18
 a

nd
 o

ve
r, 
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e 
2 

- 
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tin
g 
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fs
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g 
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ed
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 a

nd
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ve
r.

H
et

er
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ua

l, 
SM

C 
an
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Le
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Pa

re
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 f
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Sp

er
m

 D
on

at
io

n
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on

ym
ou

s
D

CP
/D

on
or

 a
nd

 
Sa

m
e-

D
on

or
 S

ib
lin

gs
O

f 
al

l D
CP

, 7
8%

 s
ea

rc
he

d 
fo

r 
do

no
r 

si
bl

in
gs

; 3
3%

 o
f 

th
es

e 
fo

un
d 

si
bl

in
gs

, 
an

d 
95

%
 o

f 
th

os
e 

w
er

e 
in

 c
on

ta
ct

. 
Am

on
g 

th
e 

77
%

 w
ho

 s
ea

rc
he

d 
fo

r 
do

no
rs

, o
nl

y 
9%

 f
ou

nd
 t

he
m

 a
nd

 8
%

 
ha

d 
co

nt
ac

t. 
Co

nt
ac

t 
ex

pe
rie

nc
es

 w
er

e 
ge

ne
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Participants
Of the 57 included articles, 49 were from a single stakeholder perspective with 19 (33.3%) focusing on 
DCPs’ contact experience with either their donor and/or same donor-siblings. Only 13 articles focused 
on DCPs’ contact with donors. Thirteen studies explored donors’ experiences of contact with parents 
and/or DCPs, and 18 studies explored parents’ contact with donors and/or same donor siblings and fam
ilies. Sample sizes ranged from 5 to 2636 participants, with a median of 42, and with 24 studies having 
fewer than 40 participants. Participants’ age in DCP-focused publications ranged from 9 to 70 years and 
in donor-focused studies from 18 to 73 years. In terms of family type, 22.8% (n¼ 13) of articles reported 
on participants being from one specific type of family (n¼ 1 same-sex father couple, n¼ 5 lesbian cou
ple, n¼ 4 heterosexual couple, n¼ 3 Single Mothers by Choice – SMC), 40.4% (n¼ 23) articles reported 
multiple family forms and 36.8% (n¼ 21) articles did not report the family form of participants. In sum, 
29 articles included data on lesbian couples, 13 on SMC and 21 on heterosexual parents. All articles 
except one that reported on same-sex families were comprised of lesbian parent families. Blake et al. 
(2016) is the only article that focuses on gay father families. Parent-focused articles explored the experi
ences of parents of DCPs. Two studies focused on the experiences of extended families: Beeson et al. 
(2013), who focused on the parents of former donors reaching out to their DC ‘grandchildren’, and 
Jadva et al. (2011), who also referenced experiences of the donors’ families.

Donation type/s
This refers to whether donation occurred via sperm, egg or embryo donation. The majority, 86% (n¼ 49) 
of the included articles, involved sperm donation, with 59.6% (n¼ 34) solely focused on sperm donation. 
33.3% (n¼ 19) of the included articles involved egg donation, but only 7% (n¼ 4) focused exclusively on 
egg donation. Only 14% (n¼ 8) of the included articles involved embryo donation, with 7% (n¼ 4) solely 
focused on DCPs born from embryo donation. The rest of the articles included a variation of multiple 
donation types (i.e. sperm and egg donation or egg and embryo donation).

Donation context
Of 56, 22 studies included participants in anonymous and identity-release contexts, with 11 focused on 
anonymous contexts only, 10 on identity release contexts only, 5 on open-identity contexts and the 
remainder a mix of these contexts. One included study (Gilman & Davis, 2026) did not specify a dona
tion context, as the donations occurred in an informal, non-clinical setting where donors were non- 
anonymous and negotiated identifiability and contact via digital platforms.

Synthesis of findings

This MMSR follows other reviews within DC research in presenting and synthesising findings with respect 
to each of the key stakeholder groups involved in DC, i.e. DCPs, donors, parents, same-donor siblings 
and which are the focus of research (e.g. Indekeu et al., 2013). While contact experiences and factors 
affecting these experiences are discussed for each group, we recognise that there may be overlap across 
the different groups.

Experiences of contact

Donor conceived persons (DCPs) – contact with donors
DCPs’ contact with the donor was initiated either by DCPs themselves (Gilman et al., 2024; Jadva et al., 
2010; Lampic et al., 2022; van den Akker et al., 2015; Zadeh et al., 2024) and/or by their parents (Beeson 
et al., 2011; Best et al., 2023; Duff & Goedeke, 2025). Factors such as the DCPs’ age, perceived maturity 
and legal constraints on access to identifying donor information influenced the degree of parental 
involvement in initiating contact as well as their attitude towards contact (Beeson et al., 2011; Best 
et al., 2023). In some cases, DCPs deliberately limited parental involvement after learning of their con
ception status through DTC genetic testing (Gilman et al., 2024). DCPs initiated contact during adoles
cence or adulthood, primarily motivated by curiosity about their donor and seeking information relevant 
to their identity development (Bolt et al., 2024; Jadva et al., 2010; Koh, Rothblum, et al., 2023). In the 
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study by Lampic et al. (2022), DCPs who learned of their conception after age 12 were more likely to 
contact the donor than those who were informed earlier.

In studies examining DCP to donor contact, most DCPs reported their experiences as positive or neu
tral/indifferent (Jadva et al., 2010; Koh et al., 2020; Koh, Rothblum, et al., 2023; van den Akker et al., 
2015; van Rooij et al., 2026) although positive and negative feelings related to contact could also co- 
exist (van Rooij et al., 2026). Positive experiences were often associated with feelings of happiness, valid
ation and recognition and described as highly significant (Frith et al., 2017; Rothblum et al., 2025), even 
where initial feelings of awkwardness, ambivalence or uncertainty in what was labelled as ‘a strange situ
ation’ were reported (van Rooij et al., 2026; Zadeh et al., 2024). In some cases, relationships expanded to 
include the donor’s family or DCP’s relatives (Gilman et al., 2024; Jadva et al., 2010; Koh, Rothblum, 
et al., 2023; Rothblum et al., 2025). Donor contact could lead to meaningful shifts in DCPs’ sense of self 
and family (Bolt et al., 2024; Frith et al., 2017) with DCPs assimilating the donor and donor family into 
their family constructs (Frith et al., 2017; van den Akker et al., 2015). For some DCPs, contact with their 
donor was meaningful in terms of making sense of relationships with their immediate family, with some 
ascribing any relationship difficulties or tensions to their lack of biological ties (Bolt et al., 2024; Frith 
et al., 2017). Positive contact experiences were sometimes attributed to being raised in LGBTQþ com
munities or in environments of openness and transparency, which DCPs felt fostered a more flexible 
worldview (Rothblum et al., 2025). Establishing contact following a DNA match sometimes led to the 
development of ‘accelerated kinship’, with DCPs meeting with donors and/or same-donor siblings soon 
after the discovery of their match, exchanging family stories, sharing photos and attempting to ‘catch 
up’ on decades of missed relational time (Nordqvist et al., 2025).

The varying nature of relationships, however, was reflected in the terms DCPs used for their 
donors, ranging from ‘donor’, ‘stranger’ or ‘acquaintance’ to ‘extended family member’, ‘relative’, or 
‘parent’ (Beeson et al., 2011; Koh et al., 2020; Koh, Rothblum, et al., 2023). Koh and colleagues found 
that the small number of DCPs who used intimate terms such as ‘father’ to describe their donor had 
typically known their donor since childhood (Koh et al., 2020) or had met them at an early age (Bolt 
et al., 2024; Jadva et al., 2018). In contrast, those who initiated contact at age 18 or later were less 
likely to use terms such as ‘father’ or ‘parent’ when referring to their donor (Beeson et al., 2011; Koh, 
Rothblum, et al., 2023). Some DCPs described largely positive relationships with donors even when 
contact was minimal, online-only or marked by relational challenges (Koh et al., 2020; Koh, Rothblum, 
et al., 2023). However, a small number reported negative or challenging experiences. These were 
often attributed to lifestyle disagreements, e.g. career choice, a reported lack of personal connection 
or common ground, unmet or conflicting expectations, negative donor reactions, low levels of donor 
interest or donor non-response, or negative reactions from donors’ families (Jadva et al., 2010; Koh 
et al., 2020; Nordqvist et al., 2025; van Rooij et al., 2026; Zadeh et al., 2024). Some DCPs expressed 
concern around destabilising existing family relationships, parental sensitivity or threats to belonging 
within their ‘born-and-bred’ families (Nordqvist et al., 2025). Donor non-response, especially when due 
to the donor’s death, could elicit strong feelings of disappointment and injustice in DCPs (Bolt et al., 
2024). Even when donors were perceived as disinterested, some DCPs continued to hope for future 
contact (Zadeh et al., 2024).

While parental attitudes could play a key role in shaping how DCPs approached donor contact, and 
in some cases, DCPs were reluctant to inform their parents of their search or contact (Bolt et al., 2024; 
Jadva et al., 2010; Nordqvist et al., 2025), parent-child relationships did not appear to be negatively 
affected by contact between DCPs and donors (e.g. Jadva et al., 2010). In Duff and Goedeke’s (2025) 
study, early disclosure and parental support for linking were held to lead to stronger parent–child rela
tionships, while late disclosure and difficulties accessing donor information were linked to tension or 
relationship rupture.

Donor conceived persons (DCPs) – contact with same-donor siblings
Across studies, most DCPs reported positive or neutral experiences when connecting with same-donor 
siblings, whether one-on-one or in group settings (Blyth, 2012a, 2012b; Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz, 2022; 
Indekeu et al., 2022; Jadva et al., 2010; Koh, Bos, et al., 2023; Persaud et al., 2017; Scheib et al., 2020). 
While experiences overall were often positive, establishing new kinship connections could require 
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considerable effort and be challenging due to group dynamics, the complexity of interactions and diffi
culties in staying in contact (Blyth, 2012b; Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz, 2022; Scheib et al., 2020).

For those who made contact in childhood, frequently initiated by parents, experiences were gener
ally positive and contributed to a smoother integration of DC into their identity (Blyth et al., 2013; 
Bolt et al., 2024; Persaud et al., 2017; Scheib et al., 2020). Those meeting same-donor siblings later in 
life often described mixed emotions beforehand, typically a blend of nervousness and excitement, 
sometimes likened to a job interview (Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu et al., 2022). Many later expressed a 
wish to have known their same-donor siblings earlier and regret at missed opportunities (Blyth, 
2012a; Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu et al., 2022). Initial meetings with same-donor siblings regularly 
began with comparing physical features, shared traits and experiences, which could be reassuring, 
foster a sense of connection (Blyth, 2012a; Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz, 2022) and sometimes lead to a 
redefining of identity (Blyth, 2012a; Scheib et al., 2020). For some DCPs, focus on resemblance or 
other similarities reflected prior feelings of disconnection from their family due to perceived differen
ces in appearance or personality (Blyth, 2012b; Hertz, 2022; Persaud et al., 2017). Positive first encoun
ters frequently evolved into closer relationships, with DCPs drawing support from people who could 
understand the experience of being DC (Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz, 2022; Scheib et al., 2020). As with 
DCP: donor contact, contact following a DNA match sometimes led to the rapid development of 
‘accelerated kinship’ (Nordqvist et al., 2025).

Many DCPs referred to one another using nuclear familial terms like ‘brother’ or ‘sister’ (Frith et al., 
2018; Hertz et al., 2017; Hertz, 2022; Persaud et al., 2017; Scheib et al., 2020). However, DCPs also used 
multiple terms, such as acquaintances, siblings, friends and relatives, and often simultaneously, to 
describe the nature of their relationships (Blyth, 2012a; Koh, Bos, et al., 2023; Rothblum et al., 2025) 
reflecting the range of relationship experiences that may develop. Interestingly, one study suggests that 
DCPs do not tend to invoke the concept of ‘extended family’ to the parents of their same-donor siblings 
where this is used in reference to same-donor siblings (Hertz et al., 2017), although same-donor sibling 
contact could also extend to contact with parents and family of same-donor siblings and children raised 
by the donor (Scheib et al., 2020).

Even limited or non-face-to-face contact with same-donor siblings was valued, with some DCPs citing 
benefits to identity development simply from knowing of their siblings’ existence (Hertz, 2022; Persaud 
et al., 2017). Some DCPs reported feeling burdened by learning of same-donor siblings who were 
unaware of their existence (Rothblum et al., 2025). Others described feeling conflicted by having incon
sistent or unexpected information about the donor or same-donor siblings, with some learning details 
about the donor through their same-donor siblings (Scheib et al., 2020) and earlier than they would 
have preferred (Indekeu et al., 2022). However, contact with same-donor siblings could also be experi
enced as leading to easier relationships with their donors (Scheib et al., 2020).

Online platforms were also important in initiating and maintaining sibling contact, especially given 
geographic distances, familiarity with digital communication, or the size of sibling networks (Blyth, 
2012b; Hertz, 2022; Hertz et al., 2017; Hertz & Mattes, 2011; Koh, Bos, et al., 2023; Scheib et al., 
2020). Social media were used to facilitate connections following registry disclosures, parent-led con
tact efforts, or unexpected discoveries through DTC DNA testing (Hertz, 2022; Hertz & Mattes, 2011). 
These tools also allowed DCPs to maintain boundaries, with some using them to ‘keep tabs’ on 
same-donor siblings without direct engagement (Hertz, 2022; Hertz & Mattes, 2011). On the other 
hand, DCPs were also reported to be more likely than their parents to meet their same-donor siblings 
in person, and more likely to direct their communication to a particular sibling than to the group 
(Hertz et al., 2017).

While small sibling networks were typically described positively (Blyth, 2012b), larger groups intro
duced challenges due to complex group dynamics (Blyth, 2012a; Bolt et al., 2024; Frith et al., 2018). 
Some DCPs experienced emotional fatigue or waning enthusiasm as donor connection networks (facili
tated by DNA linking based websites/databases such as Fiom KID-DNA) expanded, especially when large 
sibling groups were identified within a short period (Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu et al., 2022; 
Rothblum et al., 2025). Nonetheless, many maintained at least occasional contact, often online or 
through in-person meetings (Blyth, 2012b; Hertz et al., 2017).
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Donors – contact with parents and DCPs
Many donors across donation contexts expressed a sense of responsibility to make themselves available 
to DCPs, particularly to share personal and medical history (Blyth et al., 2017; Goedeke et al., 2023b; 
Hertz et al., 2015; Jadva et al., 2011; Martin et al., 2025; Nordqvist & Gilman, 2024; Volks et al., 2025). 
Many were also motivated by curiosity about the offspring resulting from their donations (Daniels et al., 
2012; Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 2014). However, donors often appeared to remain passive or be 
‘waiting on the sideline’ for DCPs to initiate communication (Daniels et al., 2012; Goedeke et al., 2023b; 
Kirkman et al., 2014) although some donors also made use of sperm banks or donor registries to reach 
out to their donor offspring (Blyth et al., 2017; Hertz et al., 2015). While many of the donors included in 
this review – regardless of donation type i.e. sperm, egg or embryo donation – expressed interest in 
contact, they tended to be cautious to avoid undermining the role of DCPs’ parents and disrupting fam
ily dynamics, and stressed the importance of respecting boundaries and prioritising the preferences of 
DCPs and their parents (Daniels et al., 2012; Frith et al., 2017; Gilman & Davis, 2026; Goedeke et al., 
2023b; Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 2014). At times, they suppressed their own needs to avoid being 
perceived as intrusive (Goedeke et al., 2023b; Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 2014). Thus, some pre
ferred to first engage with parents before connecting with young DCPs, or to have their contact with 
DCPs mediated by parents, viewing this as a way to manage expectations, establish boundaries and min
imise emotional disruption (Hertz et al., 2015; Jadva et al., 2011). Digital platforms were sometimes used 
by donors to stay in touch with parents without being intrusive, as these allowed asynchronous, non- 
intrusive communication (Gilman & Davis, 2026). In identity-release contexts, some donors also reported 
a significant interest and/or emotional connection with the parents, sometimes more so than with the 
DCPs (Goedeke et al., 2023a; Nordqvist & Gilman, 2024).

A minority of donors described feeling a parental bond with DCPs (Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 
2014), with most donors instead perceiving themselves as relatives or as important sources of medical 
and genealogical information (Daniels et al., 2012; Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 2014) and describing 
DCPs as ‘donor children’ and ‘biological’ children rather than ‘their’ children. (Jadva et al., 2011). Indeed, 
donors (egg, sperm and embryo) often positioned themselves, and/or were positioned by recipient fami
lies, as extended family members – similar to aunts or uncles – providing a framework that allowed for 
continued interest in the DCPs’ lives without threatening parental roles (Bartholomaeus & Riggs, 2019; 
Blyth et al., 2019; Davis et al., 2020; Frith et al., 2017; Goedeke et al., 2023b; Kirkman et al., 2014; 
Nordqvist & Gilman, 2024; Volks et al., 2025).

Donor to DCP contact ranged widely, from brief, one-off exchanges to deeper, ongoing relationships, 
which generally developed more positively when initiated gradually and with emotional sensitivity 
(Daniels et al., 2012; Kirkman et al., 2014). For embryo donors in the Snowflakes Embryo Adoption 
Program, contact – including with the DCPs – provided comfort and reassurance about the DCPs’ well
being (Frith et al., 2017) a finding also reported in relation to sperm donors in Hertz et al.’s (2015) study, 
and egg donors in Goedeke et al.’s (2023b) study. On the other hand, donors’ sense of responsibility 
towards their genetic offspring was also reported to increase following contact (e.g. Hertz et al., 2015; 
Martin et al., 2025). Donors’ relationship with different DCPs or recipient families could also vary, with 
some recipient families openly acknowledging the donor and others choosing to keep their distance 
(Nordqvist & Gilman, 2024).

Some relationships expanded to include extended family members on both sides, including siblings, 
parents and children of donors (Beeson et al., 2013; Frith et al., 2017; Gilman et al., 2024; Hertz et al., 2015; 
Jadva et al., 2011; Kirkman et al., 2014; Volks et al., 2025), though these could be complicated by prior 
negative experiences, such as difficult interactions with same-donor siblings (Kirkman et al., 2014). Beeson 
et al.’s (2013) study of the parents of donors, found that these parents frequently had an interest in meet
ing DCPs, with many regarding the DCPs as their grandchildren, a finding also mentioned by some 
embryo donors in Bartholomaeus & Riggs’ (2019) study. Similarly, in Nordqvist and Gilman’s (2024) study, 
some donor family members were uncomfortable with their lack of rights in relation to donor relatives, as 
were donors in relation to their raised children’s lack of rights in terms of contact with the DCPs.

Ultimately however, many donors reported that contact experiences reshaped their understandings of 
family and identity (e.g. Martin et al., 2025), and they often reported positive feelings about their 
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participation in DC, particularly when contact between donors and DCPs’ parents occurred and was posi
tive (Blyth et al., 2019; Frith et al., 2017; Hertz et al., 2015; Jadva et al., 2011). While often rewarding, 
these relationships could also bring emotional complexity, including at times, tension within or chal
lenges with the donors’ own families (Bartholomaeus & Riggs, 2019; Blyth et al., 2017; Daniels et al., 
2012; Kirkman et al., 2014; Martin et al., 2025) or with recipient parents (Jadva et al., 2011), and the 
need for boundaries, expectations and clear communication was emphasised (Blyth et al., 2019; 
Goedeke et al., 2023b; Hertz et al., 2015).

Parents – contact with donors and same-donor families
Parents established contact with donors and same-donor families for various reasons, including access
ing medical information, supporting their children’s identity development, and – especially in non-tradi
tional family structures – to foster a sense of extended family and support for their children or 
themselves (Andreassen, 2017; Davis et al., 2020; Duff & Goedeke, 2025; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; Kelly 
et al., 2019; Tasker et al., 2018). Early contact between parents and donors was sometimes aimed at lay
ing the foundation for future connections, anticipating their children’s potential interest (Duff & 
Goedeke, 2025; Gilman & Davis, 2026; Jadva et al., 2018; Kelly & Dempsey, 2016a), with some parents, 
such as in Jadva et al.’s (2018) study of women’s experiences with online-recruited sperm donors, mak
ing it clear that the contact between the donor and their child would not occur until the DCP was 
18 years old.

When contact between parents and donors was made, however, many parents reported positive out
comes (Blyth et al., 2013; 2019; Davis et al., 2020; Frith et al., 2017), even when initial meetings were 
marked by anxiety or emotional overwhelm, feelings that tended to ease over time (Frith et al., 2017; 
Kelly et al., 2019). For example, parents described contact with donors as ‘satisfying’, ‘remarkable’ and ‘a 
huge blessing’, with relationships forming (Frith et al., 2017). They also described mutually satisfactory 
boundaries and gratitude within extended donor-linked networks (Blyth et al., 2019). For example, con
tact with donors in the Snowflakes Embryo Adoption program helped recipients/parents overcome any 
fears that embryo donors might want to claim the child and built trust between the donors and recipi
ents (Davis et al., 2020; Frith et al., 2017), although continued fears related to embryo donors’ involve
ment in the DCP’s life or clarity around family roles were also noted (Blyth et al., 2019).

In some cases, despite such concerns, contact extended to the development of a relationship, with 
the donor becoming part of an extended family network, enriching family life beyond purely a genetic 
contribution (Freeman et al., 2009; Frith et al., 2017; Kelly et al., 2019; Tasker et al., 2018), while in other 
cases, parents intentionally selected geographically distant donors to maintain relational boundaries 
(Hertz & Mattes, 2011; Jadva et al., 2018).

Single mothers, often motivated by societal expectations and children’s inquiries about paternal iden
tity, generally found donor contact helpful in accessing information about and affirming their child’s 
genetic heritage although some reported discomfort, especially when contact occurred before they felt 
secure in their parental role (Kelly et al., 2019; Kelly & Dempsey, 2016). Similarly, in same-sex lesbian 
families, some parents felt that the donor’s involvement diminished their sense of agency in their child’s 
life and raised concerns about parental autonomy, especially for the non-biological mother (Andreassen, 
2016, 2023; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; 2016). Similarly, fathers in heterosexual relationships perceived 
sperm donor involvement at times as a challenge to their parental role (Frith et al., 2018; Widbom et al., 
2021). These concerns could relate to insecurities related to the lack of a biological connection, creating 
barriers to contact for the child, and on occasion, generating tension within the couple. Biological moth
ers in same sex couples frequently described a dual response: empathy for their partner’s vulnerable 
position alongside frustration as they attempted to balance these concerns with the perceived benefits 
of contact for the child (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; 2016). Some gay fathers, on the other hand, expressed 
a desire for more interaction with the egg donor who had helped build their families, and reported 
more contact with the surrogates who had helped build their families than with the donors (Blake et al., 
2016).

Many parents, in particular single-mother and lesbian parent families, contacted, or even preferred to 
connect with same-donor families over and above contact with the donor, seeking to build kinship net
works for their children while still preserving parental autonomy (Freeman et al., 2009; Goldberg & 
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Scheib, 2015; Kelly et al., 2019; Sawyer et al., 2013). Families who connected with same-donor families 
used various terms including family, extended family, acquaintances, and ‘unique relationships’ to 
describe their relationships, and mentioned a range of contact, from one-off to occasional to ongoing 
(Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; 2016; Hertz & Mattes, 2011; Scheib & Ruby, 2008). Ongoing contact included 
sharing health updates and developmental milestones, and in some cases, fostering kin-like bonds des
pite differences in geography or parenting style, with some parents describing their connections to 
same-donor families in kin or friendship terms (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; 2016; Hertz & Mattes, 2011). 
These networks could be especially meaningful for LGBTQþ families, who found support and validation 
in shared experiences (Andreassen, 2016; 2017; 2023; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015).

Where relationships were described in extended family terms, the relationships were able to be given 
significance but did not necessarily always involve particularly regular or close contact (Goldberg & 
Scheib, 2016). The online environment could provide parents with a way of keeping in contact and hav
ing ‘loose connections’, but without any obligations to one another (Hertz & Mattes, 2011). Those 
describing their relationships as acquaintances had more minimal contact without deeper emotional 
ties, although most also noted that these relationships could evolve into friendship if they shared good 
connections and geographic proximity (Goldberg & Scheib, 2016). Indeed, although early meetings were 
sometimes awkward, many of these relationships proved enriching and became closer over time for 
both children and parents (Freeman et al., 2009; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; Hertz & Mattes, 2011). Parents 
frequently described these connections as important for their children’s sense of identity and belonging 
(Freeman et al., 2009; Hertz et al., 2017). On the other hand, mismatched expectations of contact (e.g. 
desiring more, or less, contact than the same donor family) were sometimes reported and described as 
challenging (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015).

Children’s relationships with same-donor siblings were commonly described by parents as either sib
ling-like or resembling those of extended family. The description varied depending on the nature of con
tact, shared experiences between DCPs and same-donor siblings, and the parents’ investment in the 
contact (Andreassen, 2017; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015). Goldberg and Scheib (2016) reported that mothers 
felt that their children were more likely than they were to view their relationship with same-donor peers 
as siblings, with mothers preferring to describe the relationship as ‘donor siblings’ to emphasise the gen
etic connection without the implications of traditional sibling relationships.

Factors associated with contact experiences

Expectations of contact
Expectations of contact played a crucial role in shaping experiences across all groups involved in DC. 
Romanticised or idealised notions about the other party, alongside strong desires to meet, could impact 
the contact experience – with disappointment if the other party did not live up to the idealised image 
(van Rooij et al., 2026; Zadeh et al., 2024). DCPs also expressed disappointment when contact expecta
tions were unmet – either because the donor had passed away or was unwilling to reciprocate contact 
(Bolt et al., 2024; Koh et al., 2020; van Rooij et al., 2026; Zadeh et al., 2024). Despite these challenges, 
most DCPs across studies felt their expectations had been met (e.g. Koh, Rothblum, et al., 2023).

While most donors respected boundaries, a minority hoped for more involvement than the parents or 
DCPs anticipated, or donors assumed roles with which DCPs were uncomfortable (Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz 
et al., 2015; Koh et al., 2020). This could happen even after early contact arrangements had been negoti
ated and agreed upon, as in Volks et al.’s (2025) study of egg donors and parents, where communication 
breakdown was reported to generate significant stress for donors concerned about the possible implica
tions for DCPs, e.g. their ability to access information.

Similarly, expectations among same-donor siblings/families varied – some sought close sibling and/or 
family relationships, while others preferred limited contact. Mismatched expectations sometimes led to 
challenges such as conflict over the frequency of communication, disagreements about the level of 
involvement in each other’s lives, or discomfort when one family desired intimacy while the other 
wished to maintain distance (Bolt et al., 2024; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; Hertz, 2022; Rothblum et al., 
2025; Zadeh et al., 2024). Even when contact was desired, individuals often prioritised the needs and 
comfort of the other party over their own.
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Family type and pre-existing family relationships
While causality between family type and contact cannot be assumed due to the small number of studies 
and participants, informal early donor linking was reported in studies involving SMC and same sex les
bian parent families who sought contact with sperm donors to provide a father-like presence for their 
child, often in response to external societal or familial pressures (Andreassen, 2023; Kelly et al., 2019; 
Kelly & Dempsey, 2016a).

Further, SMC and same-sex lesbian couples were not only to open to contact with sperm and egg 
donors, but also to have contact with their child’s same-donor siblings and families, sometimes prefer
ring this to donor contact (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015). These connections were frequently made using 
informal means, even when such approaches were noted to lack some of the safety mechanisms pro
vided by statutory registers (Kelly & Dempsey, 2016b). Parents reported seeking contact to obtain infor
mation about shared traits and medical histories, to provide support for their children and/or 
themselves, and to expand their child’s family network (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015). One study found that 
parents from single and lesbian couple families were somewhat more likely than heterosexual parents to 
have in-home contact with their children’s genetic half siblings/same-donor siblings and regard one 
another as relatives (Sawyer et al., 2013). In addition, gay and bisexual sperm donors were reported to 
be more likely to have met and have ongoing contact with DCPs than heterosexual donors (Freeman 
et al., 2016).

The quality of pre-existing family relationships also appeared to be associated with interest in and 
the forming of donor-related connections. DCPs with strong bonds to their raised siblings often priori
tised these over genetic ties, although they still valued relationships with same-donor siblings (Scheib 
et al., 2020). Conversely, those without siblings or with weaker sibling ties often showed greater interest 
in connection with genetically related individuals, sometimes attributing poor sibling relationships to the 
lack of genetic ties (Hertz, 2022). In strained family contexts, DCPs could develop closer ties with donors 
or members of the donors’ families (Beeson et al., 2013).

Attitudes from others toward contact
Parents who openly integrated DC into family narratives generally facilitated more positive contact expe
riences. In such cases, donors and DCPs felt more comfortable engaging with each other (Daniels et al., 
2012; Duff & Goedeke, 2025; Persaud et al., 2017). Conversely, when parents were secretive, avoided the 
topic or felt uncomfortable with it, DCPs often felt confused about linking with their donors, or felt 
betrayed – particularly when their donor-conceived status was discovered through DNA testing (Beeson 
et al., 2011; Best et al., 2023; Duff & Goedeke, 2025). Negative parental reactions were occasionally 
observed following DCP-initiated contact with donors, particularly for fathers in heterosexual relation
ships, who at times perceived donor involvement as a challenge to their parental role (Frith et al., 2018; 
Widbom et al., 2021). Mismatched parental attitudes towards contact e.g. to same-donor families, could 
be challenging; however in one study these were reported to resolve following positive experiences of 
contact (Goldberg & Scheib, 2015).

The families of the donor also navigated complex emotional dynamics. Where donors’ families were 
supportive of or involved in the contact process, experiences for DCPs tended to be more positive, alle
viating jealousy and fostering stronger bonds (Daniels et al., 2012; Kirkman et al., 2014). Finally, siblings 
who shared a donor sometimes had different desires for and experiences of contact, partly influenced 
by the different age of access within the same family (Bolt et al., 2024).

Age of contact & geographic proximity
The age at which contact was established was a factor that influenced relationship outcomes. Donors 
who connected with DCPs in childhood or early adolescence were more likely to develop strong, family- 
like bonds, as the donors’ role could seemingly be integrated more naturally (Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz 
et al., 2015; Koh et al., 2020). In contrast, contact initiated in adulthood tended to be more complex and 
emotionally fraught (Koh et al., 2020). Similar trends were seen in same-donor sibling relationships – 
early introductions framed as social rather than genetic often led to stronger ties later (Goldberg & 
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Scheib, 2015), while those meeting in adulthood sometimes regretted the delay and missed opportuni
ties (Blyth, 2012a; 2012b).

Geographic proximity was another important factor. DCPs, parents and donors who desired more con
tact could find physical distance to be a barrier (Frith et al., 2017; Hertz et al., 2017; Hertz & Mattes, 
2011; Koh et al., 2020) although for some parents, geographical distance was seen positively as minimis
ing the possibility of inadvertent contact, and was an initial factor in the donor selection process (Jadva 
et al., 2018). While donor-DCP relationships were particularly affected by distance, same-donor siblings 
were more likely to maintain relationships despite living far apart – often using digital platforms and 
arranging visits to stay connected (Andreassen, 2023; Hertz et al., 2017). Both same-donor families and 
siblings often expressed a desire for more in-person contact, highlighting the value of physical proximity 
in strengthening familial bonds (Andreassen, 2023; Blyth, 2012a; Hertz et al., 2017).

Number of individuals connected
The number of donor-linked individuals also shaped contact experiences. A high number could provoke 
excitement for DCPs but also anxiety and overwhelm (Blyth, 2012a; 2012b; Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu 
et al., 2022; Rothblum et al., 2025). Donors sometimes felt daunted at the prospect of connecting with 
multiple DCPs (Daniels et al., 2012), and parents could be unsettled by the prospect of and/or discovery 
of large sibling groups and the number of individuals needing to be identified and tracked (Hertz & 
Mattes, 2011). DCPs frequently reported mixed emotions as new same-donor siblings continued to 
emerge, often through matching platforms (Blyth, 2012b; Rothblum et al., 2025). Some DCPs felt obliga
tion or pressure to connect with each newly discovered sibling (Blyth, 2012b; Rothblum et al., 2025), and 
the pace and scale of new discoveries could be challenging to manage (Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu et al., 
2022; Rothblum et al., 2025). Disparities in levels of contact among same-donor siblings and same-donor 
families, or between same-donor siblings and the donor, were sometimes challenging and/or led to feel
ings of exclusion or resentment (Hertz & Mattes, 2011; Indekeu et al., 2022). Group dynamics, including 
jealousy or perceived imbalance, occasionally led to disengagement from further contact (Blyth, 2012a; 
2012b; Bolt et al., 2024; Hertz & Mattes, 2011).

Mechanisms for contact
Although identity-release legislation theoretically enables access to donor information through registries, 
clinics, or sperm banks, DCPs sometimes found the process difficult, time-consuming, or inaccessible 
(Best et al., 2023; Lampic et al., 2022). Even when access was possible, it often required persistent effort 
and/or yielded minimal or inaccurate information (Beeson et al., 2011; Bolt et al., 2024; Lampic et al., 
2022; Zadeh et al., 2024). Online platforms, such as donor-conceived Facebook groups, were commonly 
used by DCPs to connect with donors (and same-donor siblings), or for parents and donors to connect. 
These provided essential spaces for identity-building and navigating inaccessible or poorly supported 
systems like clinics and registries, especially when trust in clinics or government agencies was low 
(Gilman et al., 2024; Volks et al., 2025), and were also used to maintain low intensity interactions (Koh, 
Rothblum, et al., 2023).

While DC online spaces were regarded as a positive support system, for some these groups could 
cause DCPs to feel ‘disappointed’ or ‘distressed’ when others shared negative contact experiences or pic
tures of their multiple connections when they were struggling in their search for donor connections 
(Best et al., 2023; Zadeh et al., 2024). Informal mechanisms were also reported to lack the safety mecha
nisms provided by statutory services (Kelly & Dempsey, 2016a).

In-person same-donor sibling group meetings, while generally positively experienced, could also pre
sent challenges related to how to define group membership (such as who to include), how to manage 
closeness and distance with each other, and how to manage group dynamics – especially in large sibling 
groups (Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu et al., 2022). Participants in such large sibling groups noted a need for 
tailored support to navigate emotional and logistical challenges, especially in the absence of shared his
tory (Andreassen, 2017; Bolt et al., 2024; Indekeu et al., 2022).

Contact occurring because of DNA matching and social media use could at times be characterised by 
what Nordqvist et al. (2025) describe as ‘accelerated kinship’, with connections being established rapidly 
and experienced with intensity due to the accelerated speed made possible through online connections.
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Discussion

This paper provides a systematic review of contact experiences among the various stakeholders involved 
in DC: donors, DCPs, same-donor siblings, parents and families. Across varied contexts, the findings indi
cate diverse, but many positive contact experiences.

The review across stakeholder groups also reveals the broader relational systems that can emerge 
among those connected through DC and challenges the assumption that interest in contact is limited to 
DCP: donor contact. Rather, DCPs may connect or even prefer to establish relationships with same-donor 
siblings (Hertz, 2022; Indekeu et al., 2022; Jadva et al., 2010; Koh, Bos, et al., 2023; Persaud et al., 2017; 
Scheib et al., 2020), and parents, contrary to the narrative that they prefer to keep DC a secret, may 
establish contact with donors, their families and same-donor siblings, both in the context of embryo 
donation (where the donors may share a full genetic link with the DCP, and DCPs may have full genetic 
siblings in the donors’ family), and sperm and egg donation (where the child typically shares a genetic 
link with one parent) (Davis et al., 2020; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; Kelly et al., 2019; Tasker et al., 2018). 
Contact with same-donor siblings was often highly valued, helping DCPs with identity issues, and at 
times establishing close relationships – although this could be challenging especially in the context of 
large sibling groups.

For parents, establishing contact with donors and same-donor siblings/families was often in response 
to the perceived needs of their children; at times, as little more than a mechanism to obtain relevant 
medical and genetic information, but in other instances, to develop support systems and extended fam
ily networks for themselves and their children (Andreassen, 2023; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; Hertz, 2022). 
However, some parents, especially initially, felt discomfort with the potential role of the donor and the 
perceived threat to their parental autonomy, especially where they did not share a genetic link to the 
child (e.g. Widbom et al., 2021). This perceived threat to parental autonomy for the non-genetic parent 
can be felt even with the contact only happening between same-donor siblings and DCPs (Andreassen, 
2017).

Many of the donors in the included studies also appeared to view donation not as a one-time act, 
but as the beginning of an ongoing connection – expressing interest in connection not only with DCPs 
but also with their parents (Frith et al., 2017; Goedeke et al., 2023a; Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 
2014). This was the case for embryo donors, who arguably may have a greater interest in the wellbeing 
of the child, both because their donations are made subsequent to having embryos remain after their 
own in vitro fertilization (IVF) treatment (rather than donations made expressly for the purpose of help
ing others have children), and because the DCPs may be their full genetic offspring and full genetic sib
lings to their raised children (Goedeke et al., 2015), and for sperm and egg donors (Gilman & Davis, 
2026; Goedeke et al., 2023b; Hertz et al., 2015; Kirkman et al., 2014). While most donors more typically 
seemed to defer relational authority to the parents or DCPs themselves (Daniels et al., 2012; Goedeke 
et al., 2023b), more recent research by Volks et al. (2025), on egg donors recruited mainly through 
online platforms, reports more proactive and assertive efforts by (egg) donors to foster connection with 
parents and DCPs.

Further, this review has signalled how the effects of DC may be felt beyond the donor ‘triad’ of DCP, 
donor and parents, and may extend to donors’ parents, donors’ children, same-donor families and even 
other genetically related individuals, although this remains an area where more research is needed. This 
highlights how DC may be better understood not merely as a treatment for infertility, but as a process 
that can generate complex networks of relationships, shaped by diverse motivations and experiences, 
and occurring within the context of each person’s embeddedness in existing family networks. Nordqvist 
and Gilman (2024) observe that current policy, even in most identity-release contexts, remains primarily 
oriented toward meeting the needs and interests of the DCPs in accessing information and establishing 
contact, while failing to consider the needs and interests of the other parties involved in DC. Notably, 
recent legislative changes in Queensland (Australia) and South Australia now make provision for parents 
to access identifying details about the donor (with consent) and same-donor siblings (with consent); and 
donors to access identifying details about adult DCPs (with consent) (Queensland Government, 2025; 
South Australia Health – Government of South Australia, 2025). The impact of identifying and connecting 
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with those genetically related may be felt across family and relational networks (Nordqvist et al., 2025), 
underscoring the need not only for access to information but support for the responses to such access.

Differences in contact experiences across country and donation context (identity-release, anonymity, 
open identity) could not be identified; however, many of the studies included participants from across 
these contexts, without separating out data, so it is impossible to draw conclusions on the impact of dif
ferent contexts on contact experiences. Further, most of the studies referenced sperm donation, and 
there was limited research (4 studies only) that focused exclusively on egg donation, and 4 including 
embryo donation. While egg and embryo donation are less common and have a shorter history than 
sperm donation, further research into experiences in these contexts is needed to better assess similar
ities with and differences from sperm donation. Contact experiences were frequently facilitated through 
voluntary registers (such as the DSR), or informal means (such as DTC DNA testing and social media), 
rather than through formal registers and donor linking services. Again, this is an area for future research, 
especially in the context of identity-release provisions coming into effect in many countries. Further 
research is also warranted on how contact following discovery of donor conception through DNA match
ing in conjunction with social media unfolds, especially given Nordqvist and colleagues’ (2025) reflection 
on the accelerated kinship that may be facilitated by the speed at which it is possible to connect online.

Contact outcomes were found to be associated with a range of intersecting factors, including expect
ations of contact, existing family relationships, family structure, support for contact, age at first contact, 
geographical proximity, and the number of individuals involved. Of note, sibling relationships, parental 
attitudes or mismatched partner expectations may affect both the interest in, and quality of contact 
with donors or same-donor siblings (Beeson et al., 2011; Best et al., 2023; Bolt et al., 2024; Frith et al., 
2018; Goldberg & Scheib, 2015; Nordqvist et al., 2025; Widbom et al., 2021). Moreover, DC linking can 
introduce complexities, particularly as networks expand, and where there are differing expectations and 
experiences among parties. Along with unrealistic expectations and idealised notions of the donor, these 
findings point to the need for access to psychosocial support throughout the linking process, a recom
mendation echoed by studies such as Bolt et al. (2023), Goldberg and Scheib (2015) and Indekeu et al. 
(2022). However, this is challenging in practice, given the lack of available post-donation and donor-link
ing support (Bolt et al., 2024; Goedeke et al., 2026).

This review also raises ethical and policy implications, particularly regarding donor limits. The discov
ery of at times large sibling networks can present psychosocial challenges for DCPs, donors and their 
families (Blyth, 2012a; 2012b; Bolt et al., 2024; Daniels et al., 2012; Hertz & Mattes, 2011; Indekeu et al., 
2022; Rothblum et al., 2025) reinforcing the need for clear, enforceable international donor limits, a con
cern raised by several studies (Bolt et al., 2023). Addressing this issue is further complicated by the 
absence of global donor registers and the inability to monitor ‘serial’ donors who contribute across clin
ics and jurisdictions (Janssens et al., 2015).

Some of the research across the review was conducted in contexts where contact occurred without 
the support of formal information exchange and contact facilitation services, with donor-conceived com
munities turning to alternative systems to facilitate linking. DNA matching in conjunction with private 
social media groups and online forums may offer support, guidance, and a sense of agency for DCPs 
and parents seeking information or connection (Best et al., 2023; Zadeh et al., 2024) but also present 
challenges such as negative contact experiences and a lack of safety mechanisms around contact (Kelly 
& Dempsey, 2016b). While these community-led efforts can help bridge systemic shortcomings, (Kelly & 
Dempsey, 2016b), linking that occurs through formal mechanisms typically draws on guidelines that sug
gest that contact be facilitated by trained, experienced counselling staff, at a pace with which each party 
is comfortable, and with appropriate counselling and support to manage the implications for all the par
ties involved and their networks (Australian and New Zealand Infertility Counsellors’ Association, 2024; 
International Infertility Counsellors’ Association, 2024). Research has also signalled the potential role of 
professional counselling in contributing to positive linking experiences by helping manage expectations 
prior to contact, facilitating contact when it occurs, and helping process feelings on an ongoing basis 
(van Rooij et al., 2026). Unfortunately, with a few exceptions, very limited professional psychosocial and 
institutionally required support appears to be available or required across jurisdictions, both before 
donation – to consider the longer-term implications – and after, in particular when it comes to contact 
among those connected through donor conception (Goedeke et al., 2026). Given the recent revelations 

HUMAN FERTILITY 39



of incorrect record-keeping (e.g. in Melbourne, Australia – see Nunn, 2025, and in the UK – see Barnsley, 
2025), the need for improved formal mechanisms to support DC linking is also underscored.

Finally, follow-up studies could examine how contact experiences evolve over time, and how contact 
experiences may differ according to the number of individuals connected through DC. Research could 
also explore experiences across diverse cultural settings and countries, particularly in regions where DC 
is more stigmatised. As DTC DNA testing becomes more prolific, and identity-release provisions come 
into effect, more contact among parties genetically related through DC can be expected, with a subse
quent need for research on outcomes across these contexts. Further, as DC practices shift, for instance, 
with donation increasingly occurring through informal donor arrangements or in the context of jurisdic
tions (e.g. New Zealand) that allow for contact before donation (Goedeke et al., 2023; Volks, 2022), future 
studies could also assess the long-term implications of these early contact opportunities.

Limitations

Several limitations characterise the existing evidence base. The reviewed studies varied widely in design 
and sample size, with participant numbers ranging from 5 to 2636, and a median sample size of 42, 
making it difficult to integrate findings. Most studies relied on self-selected participants, introducing a 
potential bias toward individuals with potentially positive experiences of donor-related contact. In add
ition, the evidence is demographically skewed, with a concentration of studies in a restricted number of 
countries/contexts – primarily the USA and UK, and with participants largely of European descent, which 
restricts the applicability of findings in cultural settings where DC is less accepted or where secrecy pre
dominates, or where prevailing cultural worldviews differ from Western frameworks. The research is also 
skewed towards the experiences of parties involved in sperm donation, with more limited research on 
egg and embryo donation. Finally, this review focuses on experiences of contact among donors and 
recipient/s previously unknown to each other prior to donation i.e. they could not be family members 
or friends, and their contact experiences following the birth of a child. This could include a range of dif
ferent contexts such as anonymous/non-identified donation or identity-release donation, and clinic- 
recruited or recipient-recruited donation, e.g. donation occurring through online recruitment (where 
there may be some contact between donors and recipients prior to donation). The mechanisms of con
tact were diverse and included both formal and informal means of linking. Further research is needed to 
explore how these different contexts may have an impact on expectations and experiences of contact 
following the birth of the child.

Conclusion

This review demonstrates the range of connections among the different stakeholders in DC and contrib
utes valuable insights into the factors contributing to these relationships. As opportunities for contact 
between individuals connected through DC continue to expand, either through the influence of DTC 
DNA testing or identity release provisions, consideration needs to be given to how best to support all 
stakeholders through appropriate and coherent legislative frameworks, policies and clinical practices.
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