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Introduction

Animal cloning is the creation of a genetically identical copy of an existing or previously existing
animal. This Flash Eurobarometer survey asked citizens of the EU to clarify their attitudes towards
animal cloning, and its perceivedfexfts on a number of areas including food safety, ethical and
animal welfare concerns.

The surveyos fi el dwo B&nd7wdys2008.@ver 3,000drandomly seleated we e n
citizens aged 15 years and above were interviewed in tHelRMember $ates. Interviews were
predominantly carried out via fixed telephone, approximately 1,000 in each cdimtGyprus,
Luxembourg and Malta the targeted size was 5B@jt of the interviews in Finland and Austria were
carried out over mobile telephones. &t the relatively low fixed telephone coverage in the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia,r@gdgduals were sampled

and interviewedace to face as well.

To correct for sampling disparities, a ps#atification weighting of the results was implemented,

based on important soegemographic variables. More details on survey methodology are included in
the Annex of this report.
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Main findings

1 A large majority of EU citizens (81%) said thegnew the term animal cloning, andanswered
correctlythati cl oni ng i s making an i de@®80%)QnigT% oftbepy of
interviewees said they had never heard of animal cloning.

1 Faced with several statements regardingetiécs of animal cloning the vastmajority of EU
citizens agreed that:

Athe longterm effects of animal cloning on nature were unknown (84%)
Aanimal cloning might lead to human cloning (77%)

Aanimal cloning was morally wrong (61%)

Acloning might decrease the genetic diversity within livésfmapulations (63%).

EU citizens were split in their opinions whether animal cloning would cause animals unnecessary
pain, suffering and distress: 41% agreed with the statement, while 42% disagreed.

1 A quarter of EU citizens (23%) answered that animal inlprio preserveendangeredinimak
would bejustifiable without constraints, while 44% were willing to accept such cloning under
certain circumstances. Similar proportions accepted animal cloniitdy or without constrainté
to improve robustness of anals against diseasé6% and 41%, respectively).

EU citizens were significantlyess willing to accept animal cloning for food production
purposes 58% said that such cloning should never be justified.

Threequarters ofnterviewees also agreed that #neould be ethical grounds for rejecting animal
cloning, and 69% agreed that animal cloning would risk treating animals as commodities rather
thancreatures with feelings

1 38%of the respondentanswered that none of the potential benefits presentedro(tiealth or
economic) would justifypreeding cloned animals for food production

Respondents who agreed that such benefits exist, chose the famtithat cloning might help

to solve the worldwide food problemsasthe singlemostimportant benefit to justify cloning

(319%). Only half as many respondenisi%) chose nutrition and health benefits &4t selected
price and economic benefitsthe first place

1 Thefood industry emerged as the sector that would ultimately benefif animal cloning for
food production purposes was allowed: 86% of respondents answered that the food industry would
benefit. Respondents were more in doubt about the fact that farmers and consumers would benefit
from breeding cloned animals for food production.

Only three out of 10espondents agreed that using cloning for food production would be much
more efficient in the long run and lower the cost of food products for consumers, and 16% thought
that animal cloning for food production would be necessary for the European foothyjrtduse
competitive.

1 EU citizens ratednformation provided by scientistsabout the safety of cloned animals meant
for human consumption as tieost trustworthy: 25% of the intervieweeselected scientists as
the single mostrusted source for informatio

1 A majority of EU citizens said thadt was unlikely that they would buy meat or milk from
cloned animals even if a trusted source stated that such products were safe to eat: 20% said it was
somewhatinlikely and 43% answered it wast at alllikely.

9 Eight out of 10EU citizens(83%) saidthat special labelling should be requirddood products
from the offspring of cloned animals become available in the shops
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1
1. What is animal cloning?

1.1 Awareness of the term Aani mal cloning

A large majoity of EU citizens said they knew the meaning of the tammal cloning(81%). Only
one in 10 interviewees (11%ghid they had heard of the term but did not know its meaning and 7%
claimed they had never heard of it.

The individual country results showsedme variations in the familiarity with the teamimal cloning

seethe graph below The awareness levels were the highest in Denmark, followed by Slovenia,
Luxembourg and the Netherlands; between 91% and 96% of respondents in these countries had heard
of the termanimal cloningand knew what it mearit virtually no respondents were unaware of the

term.

The concept oénimal cloningwas less known to Lithuanian citizens, but the awareness level was still
relatively high; 63% of Lithuanians knew the mégy of the term compared to a quarter who had
heard of the term but did not know its meaning and 12% who had never heard of it. The situation was
very similar in Bulgaria and Romania, where approximately-tivitals of respondents knew the
meaning of thedarm (65% and 68%, respectively), a fifth had heard of the term but did not know its
meaning (20% and 17%, respectively), and slightly more than a tenth had never heard of it (13% in
both countries). The proportion of respondents who admitted being unafithesterm, however, was

the highest in Malta (23%).

The breakdown showed that the proportion of respondents who knew the meaning of Hrartexim
cloningwas generally higher in the EU15 than in the new Member States (NMS).

Awareness ofthe t e r raninfial cloning 0

I've heard of it and | know what it means I've heard of it but | do not know what it means
m | have never heard of it DK/NA
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Ql.Are you aware of the te
Base: all respondents
% by country

! Please note that percentages on graphs and tables do nt atldaup to the total, due to rounding.
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Sociedemographic considerations

The analysis of socidemographic variables in terms of the familiarity with the tamimal cloning
showed that:

1 men more frequently knew the meaning of the tammal cloning(84% vs. 80% of women)
1 the youngesand the oldest respondents were less liable to have heard of the concept and also
to know its meaning (78% of 134 yearoldsand the same proportion of respondents &ged

and overcompared to 84% of 289 yearolds and 85% of 464 yearolds)

1 the conept ofanimal cloningwas less know to those with the lowest level of education: 67%
compared to 90% of the highducated respondents

1 the selfemployed (87%) and employees (88%) more often knew the meaning of the term
animal cloningthan manual worker@0%) and those without paid work (77%)

9 familiarity with the termanimal cloningv ar i ed by respondent88% pl ace
of urbanand metropolitarresidents knew the meaning of the concept compared to 79% of
those living in rural areas.

For nore details, see Annex tables 1b.
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1.2 Animal cloning: replicating the genetic make -up VS. genetic
modification

A large majority of EU citizens not only said they knew the tarmmmal cloning but also answered

correctly thatifc | oni ng i s tmalkilngc ogpry iode néBd%) Only 18% ofng ani
respondents thought that this statement was wrong, and 7% did not know if the statement was true or
not or had no opinion on this issue.

Many respondents, however, did not distinguish cloniinghich replicates the genetic mak i

from genetic modificationi which alters the characteristics of animals by directly changing the DNA
sequence. Half of the interviewees (49%) thought, incorrectly, that the staténeenti ma | cl oni
involves genetic modifitai owa® right, and 15% of respondents said they did not know if the
statement was true or false. Only 36% correctly assumed that this statement was wrong.

True or false?

Cloning is making Cloning invloves genetic
an identical copy modification
g 15

80
True m False = DK/NA False = True = DK/NA
Q2. Please tell me if the following statements are true or false:
a) Cloned animals are an identical replica or copy of the animal used as a source for such cloning
b) Animal cloning involves genetic modification
Base: all respondents
% by country
The percentage of respondents who correctly thought that thenstdtd c | oni ng i s maki

identical copy owas arrect mmgedsfrom 6086 indLatviana91% in Denmark.
Other Member States at the higher end of the distribution were Luxembourg and Greece, with
respectively, 88% and 87% of respondent® whderstood this fact about animal cloning. Bulgaria
(65%), Lithuania (67%), Slovakia and Estonia (both 68%) joined Latvia at the lower end of the
distribution. The breakdown again showed that the proportion of respondents who knew that cloning
replicateghe genetic makep of an animalas generally higher in the EU15 than in the NMS.
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Cloning is making an identical copy of an existing animal

True mFalse DK/NA
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Q2. Please tell me if the following statements are true or false:

a) Cloned animals are an identical replica or copy of the animal used as a source for such cloning
Base: all respondents
% by country

In terms of knowing that animal cloning is different from genetic modification, the Member States
showing the greatest level of awarenesrevDenmark and Austria (64% and 63%, respectively,
answered that the statement was wrong). Furthermore, in France, Luxembourg, Germany and Slovenia
between 50% and 56% of respondents thought the statement was incorrect, while in all other countries
less han half correctly assumed that animal cloning should be distinguished from genetic
modification.

The percentages of respondents that correctly thoughttiaial cloning does not involve genetic
modificationwere the lowest in Latvia (15%), Bulgaria7¢h) and Malta (19%). Respondents in these
countries were, however, also the most liable not to know if the statement was true or false, or to have
no opinion on this issue (35%, 29% and 27%, respectively). The highest proportions of incorrect
answers, onhe other hand, were recorded in Ireland and Firlaindhese countries more than six out

of 10 respondents thought that animal cloning involved genetic modification (64% and 62%,
respectively).

Animal cloning involves genetic modification

False mTrue  DK/NA
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Q2. Please tell me if the following statements are true or false:
b) Animal cloning involves genetic modification

Base: all respondents

% by country
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Sociedemographic considations

The variations in the levels of understanding about animal cloning across thedswaigraphic

groups repeated, more or less, those that concerned the awareness levels of the concept. Men, younger
respondents, the more higkhdglucated ones, thelsemployed and employees, and the city dwellers

more oftencorrectly answeredthdtc | oni ng i s making an i deantli cal Cc
more often said that the statem@na ni mal cl oni ng i nv ovasvinregrecgeneti ¢ m

For exampe, while 45% of respondents with the highest levels of education knew that animal cloning
should be distinguished from genetic modification, only 23% of the-ddgsated knew this.
Respondents with the lowest level of education more often thought tima&lacioning involved
genetic modification or could not say if the statement was true or false (51% and 26%, respectively,
compared to 48% and 9% of the higleligucated interviewees).

For more details, see Annex tables 2b and 3b.

1.3 The ethics of anima | cloning

Faced with several statements regarding the ethics of animal cloning, the vast majority of EU citizens
(84%) agreed that tHeng-term effects of animal cloning on nature were unknownand only one
in 10 respondents (9%) disagreed with firigposition

A large majority (77%) also agreed theimal cloning might lead to human cloningand 61%
agreed thaainimal cloning was morally wrong Onefifth (19%) and onehird (32%) of respondents,
respectively, disagreed with these statements.

Slightly more than six out of 10 interviewees (63%) thought amatnal cloning might decrease the

genetic diversity within livestock populations while 22% disagreed with them. Furthermore, a
significant number of respondents found it difficult to assess thecingbanimal cloning on livestock
genetic diversity: 15% gave a Adondét knowoO answe

Finally, EU citizens were split in their opinions whethamimal cloning would cause animals

unnecessary pain, suffering and distress41% agreed with the statement, \ehil2% disagreed.
Seventeen percent had no opinion on this matter.
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The e thics of animal cloning
Agree m Disagree DK/NA

The long-term effects of animal cloning on 84 7
nature are unknown
Animal cloning might lead to human 77 4
cloning

Genetic diversity within livestock
populations may decrease because of 63
animal cloning

5

- 1

Animal cloning is morally wrong 61 -

Animal cloning will cause animals a1 17
unnecessary pain, suffering and distress.

Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?
Base: all respondents
%EU27

7

A large majority of respondents in all Member States agreedtibalongterm effects of animal

cloning on nature were unknown The level of agreement rangkdm 68% in Bulgaria to 94% in
Finlandi Bulgaria was the only country were lessritseven out 010 respondents agreed with this
proposition Furthermore, in almost all Member States, less than one in 10 respondents disagreed that
the longterm effectswere unknown. The level of disagreement was highest in Slovenia (14%),
followed by Spain (13%) and Italy (12%). Although Bulgaria was characterised by the lowest levels of
agreement, only 9% of respondents disagreed. Bulgarian respondents, howeverequestlir said
they Adid not knowo (22%).

The long -term effects of animal cloning on nature are unknown
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA

loo’&ﬁﬁ&.ﬁigiiﬁﬁﬁ67129 9 8 SN
= 14 14 14 10 15 16
..-.—..-.l.-l--z

75

0 '94 92 91 90 g9 89
89 88 88 87 86 86 84 84 83 83 82 81 81 80 80 79 79 77 77 %6 {8 ==

25 4

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T )

W N w X & 0 _|
_lmio':mcnwn.gmgn_g

Fl
AT
EL
SE
DK
UK
HU

IE
NL
FR
LU
DE
CY

[Eu27]

Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?
d) The long term effects of animal cloning on nature are unknown
Base: all respondents

% by country

In comparison with the previous statements, the individual country results for the statement that
animal cloning might lead to human cloningshowed even less variation: the level gfeement

ranged from 69% in Romania to 88% in Luxembourg. Respondents in Luxembourg (88%), Slovenia
and Hungary (both 87%) were the most likely to agree that animal cloning might lead to human
cloningi in these countries only ofienth of respondents thght that this would not be true (11%,

12% and 10%, respectively). Respondents in Italy, Sweden, Spain and the UK, on the other hand, were
the most likely to disagree with this outlook for the future (26% in all countries).
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Animal cloning might lead to human cloning
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?
b) Animal cloning might lead to human cloning

Base: all respondents

% by country

A vast majority of respondents in Austria thought thaimal cloning would be morally wrong i

79% of Austrians agreed with the statement, compared to 17% who disagreed. Other countries at the
higher end of the scale were Slovenia (76% agreed), Swedenwx@nbourg (73% in both
countries).The UK and Spainon the other hand, were found at the opposite end of the scale, where

the public was evenly split on the issue: 468@ritish and 47% of Spanish interviewesgreed that
animal cloning was morally wrap while 48% and 45%, respectively, disagreed.

Animal cloning is morally wrong
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
100

ii6i7 o R S T - A 141413 9 8 8 6
50

79 76 73 73 71 71 70
68 66 65 65 65 65 65
e | 63 62 62 61 61 61 61 60 59 57 55 58 1

Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?
a) Animal cloning is morally wrong

Base: all respondents

% by country

The individual country results for the statement tlggnetic diversity within the livestock
populations may decrease because of animal clonispowed that Finland somewhat @tioout from

all other Member States. Almost nine aft10 Finns(87%) agreed that livestock genetic diversity
would suffer from animal cloning, and only 6% disagreed. In the other countries, the level of
agreement was considerably lower (ranging from 48%®omania to 77% in Slovenia).

In Romania andPoland less than half of interviewees agreed that livestock biodiversity would
decrease (48% and 49%, respectiveBglishrespondents also most frequently disagreed that animal

cloning would have consequmss for the genetic diversity within livestock populations (29%)
However, the level of disagreement was also high in Cyprus (27%) and Spain (26%). Romanian
respondent s, on the ot her hand, were more | iabl e

pagel?2



Flash EB Ne 238 1 Animal Cloning Analytical report

Genetic diversity within livestock populations may decrease because of animal
cloning

Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

e) Genetic diversity within livestock populations may decrease because of animal cloning
Base: all respondents

% by country

Similar to the results obtained for the EU27 overa$pondents in almost all of the Member States
were less inclined to agree with the statementahamal cloning would cause animals unnecessary
pain, suffering and distressthan with the other statements about the etloitanimal cloning.

Latvian and Maltese respondents most frequently agreed that animal cloning would cause animals
unnecessary pain (both 60%), followed by respondents in Slovenia (57%). Dutch and Danish
respondentson the other hand, were the ones that least often agreed that this would be the case (both
30%). Furthermore, the Danes also most often disagreed that animal cloning would mean unnecessary
animal suffering63%), followed by the Dutch, French and Briti@0% each).

Animal cloning will cause animals unnecessary pain, suffering and distress

Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
100 1
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

c) Animal cloning will cause animals unnecessary pain, suffering and distress
Base: all respondents

% by country

Sociedemographic considerations

Women were more inclined to agree with the statementattiatal cloning would be morally wrong
(67% vs. 55% of mermnd thatanimal cloning would cause animals unnecessain,psuffering and
distress(47% vs. 35%).

Similar observations could be made when comparing the rural residents and city dwellers: respondents

living in rural areas were the most liable to agree that animal cloning woulttbksly wrongand
would causeanimals unnecessary paiwhile respondents living in metropolitan areas were the least
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likely to agree with these statements. Tshivds of rural residents agreed that animal cloning was
morally wrong compared to six out of 10 urban residents and 57%oseé tliving in metropolitan

areas. Similarly, 43% of rural residents agreed that animal cloning would cause unnecessary suffering,
while the corresponding percentages for respondents in urban areas and metropolitan areas were 41%
and 38%, respectively.

The youngest (under 25) and oldest respondents (over 54), those with the lowest level of education,
manual workers and those without paid work were the ones the least liable to agree that:

1 the longterm effects of animal cloning on nature are unknown
1 geneic diversity within livestock populations may decrease because of animal cloning
1 animal cloning might lead to human cloning.

They were, however, more likely to agree thatmal cloning would benorally wrongand would
cause animals unnecessary pain, extiiig and distress

For examplewnhile nine out of 10 of the mostducated respondents thought that the-tengn effects

of animal cloning on nature were unknown, this percentage decreased to 76% of tedueatsdd
interviewees However, while only tree out of 10 of the former (31%) agreed that animal cloning
would also cause animals unnecessary distress, slightly more than half of tiie2#ijegreed with this.

For more details, see Annex tabfsthrough8b.
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2. Animal cloning for different purposes

A quarter ofEU citizens (23%) answered that animal cloning to preserve rare animal breeds should be
justified without constraints, while 44% were willing to accept such cloning under certain
circumstances. Although the proportion who said timhal cloning should be justified, without any
constraints, to improve the robustness of animals against diseases was lower (16%), a similar
proportion (41%) were willing to accept such cloning under certain circumstances. Furthermore, 29%
and 38%, respedeokly, answered that animal cloning to preserve rare animal breeds and to improve the
robustness of animals against diseases should never be justified.

EU citizens were significantly less willing to accept animal cloning for food production purposes: a
majority of interviewees (58%) said that such cloning should never be justified. A quarter of
respondents(28%) would accept animal cloning for food production purposes under certain
circumstances, and only one in 10 respondents (9%) said it should akvagsitied.

Animal cloning might be justified ...

.. to preserve rare animal ... to improve the robustness of ... for food production
breeds animals against diseases purposes

4 6

5 9

16

23

28

41
44

Always justifiable, without any constraints
Justifiable under certain circumstances
® Never justifiable
Q4. Animal cloning can serve different purposes. Please tell me if animal cloning is always justifiable, without
DK/NA any constraints or justifiable under certain circumstances or never justifiable ...
A) ... to improve the robustness of animals against diseases
B) ... to preserve rare animal breeds
C) ... for food production purposes

Base: all respondents
%EU27

Czech respondents were the most liable to say that it shbuiys be justifiedo clone to preserve

rare animal breeds (43%), followed by respondents in Spain (37%) and Slovakia (36%). Respondents
in these thee countries were also the ones most liable to accept cloning to improve the robustness of
animals against diseasésapproximately three out of 10 respondents said that cloning with such
purpose should be justified without constraints.

Although respondas in the UK were also among the ones most likely to accept cloning to preserve
rare animal breeds and to improve robustness of animals against disagaggsdid not do this
without setting constraints: 57% of the British said they would accept aniamhg under certain
circumstancedor the former purpose and 56% said the same about animal cloning for the latter
purpose, but only 17% and 12%, respectively, were willing to accept such cloning without constraints.

Austrian respondents, on the othemt, were the least liable to say that animal cloning might be
justified: four out of 10 Austrians (41%) said that cloning to preserve rare animals sieveidbe
justified and 56% said the same about animal cloning to improve the robustness of anaimss ag
diseases. Austria was joined by Sweden with a similarly low acceptance of animal cloning for either of
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the aforementioned purpose87% and 49%, respectively, said cloning to preserve rare animal breeds
and to improve robustness of animals agaiisgages should never be justified.

Cloning to preserve rare animal breeds

Always justifiable, without any constraints Justifiable under certain circumstances
= Never justifiable DK/NA

moiiii
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Q4. Animal cloning can serve different purposes. Please tell me if animal cloning is always justifiable, without any constraints or justifiable
under certain circumstances or never justifiable ...
B) ... to preserve rare animal breeds

Base: all respondents

% by country

Cloning to improve  the robustness of animals against diseases

Always justifiable, without any constraints Justifiable under certain circumstances
= Never justifiable DK/NA
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Q4. Animal cloning can serve different purposes. Please tell me if animal cloning is always justifiable, without any constraints or justifiable
under certain circumstances or never justifiable ...
A) ... toimprove the robustness of animals against diseases
Base all respondents
% by country

Although a majority of respondents in almost all Member States accepted animal ¢lomitigor
without constraint$ to preserve rare animal breeds anihprove the robustness of animals, only in
three countries did a small majority of respondenisthay would accept animal cloning for food
production purposes. In the Czech Republic and Spainfiftimef respondents thought that animal
cloning for suchpurposes should always be justified, i.e. without any constraints (20% and 18%,
respectively) and onthird of respondents accepted it under certain circumstances (34% and 33%,
respectively). The proportion of British respondeatseptingcloning for sut purposes without
constraints was lower (8%), however, 45% of them were willing to accept it under certain
circumstances.

Austrian and Swedish respondents were again the least likely to accept cloning: eight out of 10
Austrians and seven out of 10 Swedé2%) answered that cloning for food purposes could not be
justified. Other countries where approximately #haods of respondents thought that animal cloning

for such purposes should never be justified were Germany (69%), Latvia (68%), Lithuania and
Luxembourg (both 65%).
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Cloning for food production purposes
Always justifiable, without any constraints Justifiable under certain circumstances
m Never justifiable DK/NA
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Q4. Animal cloning can serve different purposes. Please tell me if animal cloning is always justifiable, without any constraints or justifiable
under certain circumstances or never justifiable ...
C) ... for food production purposes

Base: all respondents
% by country

Classifying respondents based on their acceptance of animal cloning for different purposes

Based on their answers to the question about the willingness to accept animal cloning for certain

purposes (,et o preserve rare ani mal s, to i mprove anir
production purposes), respondents were classified into three segimasts who did not provide
meaningful answert the above three questions were classified into a fouh |, Adondt, knowo

consisted only.5% of the total population

1 those fundamentally opposed to cloningspondents in this group answered that animal
cloning would never be justified, independent of its purpodieis segment represented
onefifth of EU citizens

1 those offering anixedresponserespondents in this group were willing to accept one or
more reasons for animal cloning, under certain circumstantesmajority of EU citizens
belonged to this segment (59%)

1 thoseacceptingcloning respondents who belonged to this group were the most liable to
agree with the concept; they accepted at least one reason for animal cloning without
constraints and avoided saying any of the v
justiifticalfilae@c ept anced segment represented 17

The results for the individual Member States sh:
segment was the largest in Austria and Sweden (33% and 29%, respectively). In Slovenia, lItaly,
Luxemnbourg, Finland, the Netherlands and Germany, at least a quarter of respondents were classified

in this segment.

In the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Spain, on the other hand, just slightly more than a tenth of
respondents said that animal cloning showdden be justified, independent of its purpose. In these
countries, approximately three out of 10 respon
31% and 27%, respectively).

Respondents who gave two (or three) fAdondt knowod an
nontresponding units.
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Final |mixedrtelsepofhnsed segment r e pr epoedertseirdall bfhthe | ar g
Member States, ranging from 49% in the Czech Republic to 66% in the UK, Greece and France.

The a cceptance of animal cloning

Segments acceptance mixed response = fundamentally opposed DK/NA
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Segmentation based on Q4 A), B), C) , see explanatory note in the text
Base: all respondents
% by country

Sociedemographic considerations
Gender

Men more often answered that animal cloning to preserve rare dmieagls, to improve robustness of
animals against diseases and for food production pwsdsrild be justified without constraints.
Women, on the other hand, more often said that each of these types of cloning should never be
justified. For example, 28%f anen would always accept cloning to preserve rare animal breeds, while
26% said it should never be justifiedhe corresponding percentages for women were 19% vs. 32%.

The classification of the groups by the degree of animal cloning acceptance shatvegkthwere

more | ikely to be found in the fAacceptanced seg
more often classified in the Afundamentally oppo
Age

The older the respondents, the more prone they were to agjecal cloning for each of the different
purposes; for example, while 48% of the-24 yearolds thought that animal cloning for food
production purposeshould never be justified, this proportion increased to 62% for respondents aged
55 and over. Youngeaespondents more often accepted animal clohiwith or without constraints.

The proportion of those who answered that animal cloning would never be justified, independent of its
purposei t he fAfundament al |iywasosypificanty dyeateansmggntieenaldest
respondents than the youngest ones (24% vs. 10%). Younger respondents were more often classified
in the Aacceptanced (22mMkedre.splbh% eanf (t6hdés ovwer 553

Level of education

The lesseducated respondes more frequently answered that animal cloning to preserve rare animal
breeds, to improve robustness of animals against diseases and for food productiors ghqdde
neverbe justified.For example, while 29% of the high§ducated respondents thougimt animal
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cloning to preserve rare animal breeds should never be justified, this proportion increased to 37% for
the lesseducatednes Thesdatterwer e, however, also more |ikely t@¢

While the lesseducated respondentswe mor e often <c¢classified in ti}
segment (25% vs. 20% tifie highlyeducatedespondents), ore highlyeducatedespondents were

more oftenfoundi n t he fiac c e p t%aohtbedasseduchtéddspondends la3mixed i

r es p @60% ws.@%) segments.

Occupational status

Manual workers more often answered that animal cloning to preserve rare animal breeds and to
improve a n i meobustrdess against diseases should be justified without constraints. The self
employed and employs@lso accepted these types of cloning, however, they did not do this without
setting constraints. For examp@8% of manual workers answered that animal cloning to preserve
rare animal breeds should be justified without constraints and 41% were valigéept such cloning

under certain circumstances; in comparison, slightly less employees (23%) accepted such cloning
without constraints, but almost half of them (47%) were willing to accept it under certain
circumstances

The classification of the grospby the degree of animal cloning acceptance showedniaatal

workerswereslightty mor e | i kely to be f oun ®0%ive 16%-h7% ofi accept
employees, selémployed and neworking respondents)while the selflemployed and employees
weremor e often classified in the fiacceptanceodo se

manual workers and 58% of nevorking respondents).

Place of residence

Respondents living in rural areas more often answered that animal cloning should nevefiduk just
independent of its purpastr example, 40% of rural residents would never acagpbal cloningto
improve robustness of animals against diseasespared to 36% of city dwellerddth urban or
metropolitan).City dwellers more often accepted aaintloning for different purposets with or
without constraints.

While almost ondifth of city dwellers (20% of metropolitan residents and 18% of urban residents)
wer e c | as saccéptamo@ d etgamight®% df rural residents were found inisteegment.

The proportion of those who answered that animal cloning would never be justified, independent of its
purposée t he #Af undament alilwas shgptly greaterdamong tkegured residents than
the city dwellerg22% vs.18% of metropadtan residents and 19% of urban residgnts

For more detailssee annex tabléd through 1b.
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3. Concerns about animal cloning for food production
purposes

EU citizens were most concerned tliatrope did not know enough about the longterm health
and safety effects of using cloned animals for food 84% agreed with this statement and 12%
disagreed.

Threequarters of the interviewees agreed ttlanhing for human consumption could not be seen
just as a technical issuesince there could be ethical gmuls for rejecting such cloning, and only
onefifth of respondents (19%) disagreed with thigposition Likewise, seven out of 10 respondents
(69%) agreed, and a quarter disagreed, wkatg cloning for food production purposes would be
unacceptable becase it would mean that animals were treated as commoditiesather than
creatures with feelings.

The situation was opposite for the statements about lower costs for food products and the
competitiveness of the European food industry. Six out of 10 respen(®%) disagreed thasing

cloning for food production would be much more efficient in the long runand lower the cost of

food products for consumers, while only three out of 10 respondents thought this might indeed be true.
An even larger proportioit 80% i disagreed thaanimal cloning for food production would be
necessary for the European food industry to be competitiveand a minority of 16% recognised that
animal cloning would be necessary for the competitiveness of the European food industry.

Concerns about animal cloning for food production

Agree m Disagree DK/NA

We don't have enough experience about the long
term health and safety effects of using cloned
animals for food

Cloning animals for human consumption isn't just
a technical issue, as it could be seen as
unacceptable on ethical grounds

Using cloning for food production isn't
acceptable, as it would treat animals as
commodities rather then as creatures with feelings

Using cloning for food production would be much
more efficient in the long run and lower the cost of
food products for consumers

Animal cloning for food production is necessary for
the European food industry to be competitive

Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?
Base: all respondents
%EU27

Little variation was observed between Member States in the level of agreemethetetwas
insufficient knowledge about the longterm health and safety effects of using cloned animals for
food. More than nine out of 10 respadents in Finland (93%), Greece (92%) and Austria (91%) agreed
with this proposition Romania was found at the opposite side of the distribution; nonetheless, three
guarters of Romaniari4%)agreed, and only 15% disagreed, that we did not know enough thieo
longterm health and safety effects of breeding cloned animals for food production.
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We don't have enough experience about the long -term health and safety

effects of using cloned animals for food :
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

b) Don't have enough experience yet about the longterm health and safety effects of using cloned animals for food
Base: all respondents

% by country

A majority of interviewees in all Member States agreed tblanhing animals for human
consumption could not be seen just as a techmicissue since there could be ethical grounds for
rejecting such cloning. Similar numbers agreed tisahg cloning for food production purposes
would be unacceptable because it would mean that animals were treated as commoditather

than creatures witfeelings. The level of agreement for the former ranged from 63% in Malta to 88%
in Finland, and for the latter from 62% in the UK to 84% in Austria.

Similar to the results obtained for the EU27 overafl, most Member States, there were more
responderst who agreed that animal cloning was not just a technical issue than those who agreed that
animal cloning would risk treating animals as commodities rather dreatures with feelingsThe

most notable exception was Malta, where tigearters (78%) of spondents agreed that animal
cloning would be unacceptable because it would mean that animals were treated as commaodities and
only 63% agreed that animal cloning could be rejected on ethical grounds.

Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Spain wetfer both statement$ ranked at the lower end of the
distribution (with no more than twihirds of interviewees who agreed with either of the statements).
Respondents in these countries appeared to be the least concerned about the ethical grounds for
rejecting aninal cloning for food production purposes.

Cloning animals for human consumption isn't just a technical issue, as it

could be seen as unacceptable on ethical grounds )
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

e) Cloning animals for human consumptionisn't just a technical issue, as it could be seen as unacceptable on ethical grounds
Base: all respondents
% by country
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Using cloning for food production isn't acceptable, as it would treat animals as

commodities rather then as creatures with feelings
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

¢) Using cloning for food productionisn't acceptable, as it would treat animals as commodities rather then as creatures with feelings
Base: all respondents

% by country

Bulgarian, Czech and Spanish respondents not only appeared to be the least concerned about the
ethical grounds for rejecting animal cloning for foawgluction purposes, they were also more liable

to agree thatusing cloning for food production would lower the cost of food products for
consumers (40%, 39% and 36%, respectively, compared to the EU27 average of 30%), and that
animal cloning for food production would be necessary for the European food industry to be
competitive (24%, 2% and 2%, respectively, compared to the EU27 average of 16%).

The Danish (49%), Maltese (43%) and Portuguese (42%pondentshowever, were the ones who

most often thoughthat cloning for food production would lower the costs of food products for
consumers, while the Belgians (28%), Portuguese and Slovaks (both 26%) most frequently agreed that
breeding cloned animals for food production would be unavoidable if the Eurfgmhindustry were

to remain competitive.

Although Danish respondents were the most prone to expect lower costs of food products that were
linked to cloned animals, they were among the most likely to disagree that animal cloning would also
be necessarfor the European food industry to be competitive (87%). More than nine out of 10
Austriansand Germanshared this opinion (93% and 92%, respectively). The latter, together with the
French, were also the most liable to disagree that breeding cloned afininfalsd production would

be more efficient in the long run (73%, 72% and 71%, respectively).

Using cloning for food production would be much more efficient in the long

run and lower the cost of food products for consumers
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA
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Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

d) Using cloning for food production would be much more efficient in the long run and lower the cost of food products for cons umers
Base all respondents

% by country
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Animal cloning for food production is necessary for the European food

industry to be competitive .
Agree mDisagree = DK/NA

100 ~
= [
75 A
50 -
25 4

28
26 26 24 24 22 22 20 20 18 17 |16 16 16 16 15 24 14 13 2 %1 1 {0 10

0 T T T T T T T T T T
0

BEG QD

N — L e

DE\I
ATCD

9 8
_I>-Q: —LIJ
B a ok % > X =) oo 2

[E027],

Q3. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?

a) For the European food industry to be competitive, animal cloning for food production must be applied
Base: all respondents

% by country

Sociedemographic considerations
Gender

Men appeared to be less concerned about the ethicahdgdor rejecting animal cloning for food
production purposes: 71% of men agreed that animal cloning was not just a technical issue and 63%
agreed that cloning would be unacceptable as it would treat animals as commodities compared to 78%
and 75%, respeetkly, of women. Men also more frequbnagreed that breeding cloned animkzis

food production would be much more efficient in the long (36% vs. 24% of women) and thiat

would be necessary for the European food industry to remain competitive £19%%).

Age

The oldest respondents (55 and ovemre the least liabléo agree that there was insufficient
knowledge about the loAgrm health and safety effects of using cloned animals for @b% vs.
87% of 2554 yearolds)and that cloning animalwas not just a technical iss(fd% vs. 76% of 25
54 yearolds).

The younger the respondents, the more likely they were to agresnih@tlcloning would lower the
costs of food products for consumevghile 24% of respondents aged 55 and over agnétidthis
statementthis proportion increased to 44% of-28 yearolds. Furthermore,he youngest respondents
most frequentlyexpectedhat animal cloning would be necessary for the European food industry to
remain competitive (20% vs4% of 25-54 yearolds).

Level of education

Interviewees with the lowest level of education were the least lialdaytthat Europe did not have
enough experiencabout the longerm health and safety effects of using cloned animals for food
production(74% vs. 88% of rgondents with the highest levels of educatidijey also less often
thoughtthat cloning animals for human consumption couldrbgcted onethical ground$67% vs.
77%), butthey more frequentlansweredhat such cloning could be rejectédcause it wald treat
animals as commoditi€g1% vs. 65%)

Although the more highkeducated respondents moftien expeced lower costs of food products that
were linked to cloned animal8@% vs. 25% of leshighly educated respondentsf)ey were the most
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likely to doubt ifthe European food industry would need animal cloning to be compdgd9e vs.
74%).

Occupational status

The selfemployed and employees were the ones who more often thought that Europe did not have
enough experience about the leilegm heah and safety effects of using cloned animals for food
production (87% and 89%, respectively, compared to 82% of manual workers and 81% of those not
working).

Sel-employed respondents, however, tended to be the least concerned about rejecting anirgal clo
because it would treat animals as commodities (66% compared to e.g. 71% of manual workers), and
they were also less likely than employees to accept that animal cloning could be rejected based on
ethical grounds (73% vs. 78%).

Finally, manual workerslightly more oftenthoughtthat the European food industry would need
animal cloning to be competitive, while employees were the least liable to agree with this proposition
(18% vs. 13%).

Place of residence

Rural residents were not only more liablethank that animal cloning would risk treating animals as
commodities rather thaworeatures with feelingg72% vs. 67%68% of metropolitan and urban
residents), they were also ldéeely to accepthat using cloning for food production would lower the
cog of food products for consumers (27% vs. 33280).

Acceptance of animal cloning

The more the respondents were opposed to animal cloning, the more concerned they were about the
ethical problems that might arise when animals were cloned and the legsHikelwere to recognise

that breeding cloned animals for food production would be much more efficient in the long run and
that animal cloning would be necessary for the European food industry to remain competitive. For

example,while more than half(56%) of r es pondent s i n t hdbasBdaonctchept anc ¢
attitudebased segmentation introduced in sectidh &reed that using cloning for food production
would | ower the cost of food products for cons

oppoedd0 segment shared this opinion.

Respondets who accepted animal clonintghose fundamentally opposedo it and thosewho
responded in a momaixed way did not differ in their response tioe statementhat not enough was
known about the lonterm healtrand safety effects of ugircloned animals for food.

For more details, see Annex tablé&b through 6b.

% see page 15; the segmentstaase fundamentally opposed to clonf@§% of all dtizens), those offering a
mixed responsgb9%), and those who generadlgceptcloning (17%) 4% of the population could not be
classifieds into these segments based on their answers.
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4. Benefits of breeding cloned animals for food production

4.1 Who would benefit from animal cloning for food production?

The food industry emeged as the sector that would ultimately benefit if animal cloning for food
production purposes was allowed: 86% of respondents answered that the food industry would benefit
and only 8% took an opposite view.

Respondents were more in doubt about the faat farmers and consumers would benefit from
breeding cloned animals for food production. Equal proportions of respondents safdriers
would benefit (45%) or rather not benefit (44%). Eonsumers a slim majority (54%) thought that
this group woudl not benefit, while 36% answered that consumers would ultimately benefit if animal
cloning for food production was allowed. Otenth of respondents did not know if these groups
would benefit, or did not have an opinion on this matter.

Who would ultimately benefit from animal cloning ?
Consumers Farmers Food industry
10 11 6

36
45
86
Would benefit
= Would not benefit ) L
Q11A-C. Who would benefit and who would not benefit if cloning for food
DK/NA production was allowed?

Base: all respondents
%EU27

Respondents in all of the Member States were most apt to say that the food industry would benefit
from breeding cloned animals for food production. The proportions who thought that the farmers and
consumers would benefit from this developmemtre significantly lower in every single Member
State.

The proportion of respondents who thought thatftwoal industry would benefit in the event that
animal cloning for food production purposes was allowed ranged from 74% in Bulgaria to 93% in
Greeceln only five Member States, less than eight out of 10 respondents recognised the benefits of
animal cloning for the food industry: 74% in Bulgaria, 75% in Portugal, 76% in Latvia and 79% in
both Romania and the Czech Republic.
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The f ood industry would benefit if animal cloning was allowed
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Q11Who would benefit and who would not benefit if cloning for food production was allowed?
c) Food companies / food industry

Base: all respondents

% "would benefit" shown by country , DK/NA not shown

The proportion of respondents who thought tlaamers would benefit from breeding cloned animals

for food production was the largest in Denmark (76%), followed by Slovakia (64%) and Romania
(62%). Respondents in Austria, on the other hand, were vdilelynto see any benefits of animal
cloning for farmerg only 19% said that they would benefit. Other countries where respondents were
less likely to accept that animal cloning might bring benefits to farmers were Hungary, Italy (both
30%) and Slovenia3R%).

Farmers would benefit if animal cloning was allowed
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Q11Who would benefit and who would not benefit if cloning for food production was allowed?
b) Farmers

Base: all respondents

% "would benefit" shown by country , DK/NA not shown

Austrian respondents were also the least liable to say that animal cloning for food production would be
to the benefit otonsumers(17%), followed by respondents in Latvia (23%) and Hungary (24%). At
the other end othe scale, a slim majority of British and Maltese respondents (53% and 50%,
respectively) said that consumers would ultimately benefit if animal cloning for food production was
allowed.
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Consumers would benefit if animal cloning was allowed
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Q11Who would benefit and who would not benefit if cloning for food production was allowed?
a) Consumers

Base: all respondents

% "would benefit" shown by country , DK/NA not shown

Sociedemographic considerations

Men, younger respondents, the more higajucated ones, the selinployed and employees, and the

city dwellers tended to more frequently recognise the potential benefiteeding cloned animals for

food productiorfor each of the three groups: the foodustty, farmers and consumers. For example,

90% of the highlyeducated respondents said that the food industry would benefit, 48% saw
advantages for farmers and 38% for consumers; the corresponding percentages for respondents with
the lowest level of edudan were 79%, 39% and 26%.

The more the respondents were opposed to animal cloning, tHialiésthey were to say that animal

cloning for food production would be to the benefit of the food industry, farmers or consumers. For
example, whilemorethars i x out of 10 (63%) of the respondent
that consumers would benefit the event that animal cloning for food production purposes was

alowmed only 16% of those in the Afundamentally opr¢g

For more details, see Annex tablé¥ through Bb.

4.2 Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production

EU citizens responding to the survey were presented with a liegiotential benefits of breeding
cloned animals for food product and asked to choose the benefits they considered to Ineosie
importantand thesecond most importaktd justify animal cloning for food production purposes.

Almost four out of 10 respondents (38%), however, answered that none of the listed lfeaalih or
economic) would justifipreeding cloned animals for food producfio8lightly more than ontenth

of respondents (12%) selected one benefit from the listramd or less half of the respondents (45%)
selected two benefits that justified aaiheloning. A small number of respondents (4%) did not know
which benefit to selecbr had no opinion on this issue

* Please note that in the following analysis, we also provide informaticthe combined most and

second most importaiitfigure for the various benefitin those instances where only one benefit was
mentioned, anchoneor d o n 6 t redponsew were given for the second most important benefit

(which should be interpreted &sn ot hi ng el seo and fAnot sure what |
combined with thenxoneord o n & t respangesweceived in the first place, as these are different (see
Annex Tables 20 and 21).
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Benefits that would justify animal
cloning for food production

There are rrmltiple
benefits

Crlvone of the listed
45 benefits is importarnt

u MNore of the listed
benefits wionld justifir
anirnal cloning
DK/HA

. What benei b wonbd jostify, e oo o s oo, the bresding, of d oned soimosds
Forfond prodnesion: What s the mnst importent beoeitio jostify? Ao hesemol
m?:n‘mpm
® For
The propositiorthat animal cloning might help to solve the worldwide food problems most often
selecedas the most important benefit to justify such clonstdt, less than a third, 34 selected this
benefit. Only half as many respondenig%) chose nutrition and health benefits &% selected
price and economic benefittin almost negligibleminority (4%) thought thatin the first place,
improved quality, taste and variety of the food would justify selling food products from cloned
animals.

The p otential benefits ~ for consumers  of breeding clon ed animals for food

production
Most important Second most important Total
None 38
priml o co nop v e |Gy 2% s
Nutrition/health benefits 14 22 36
Price/economic benefits | 9 23 32
Improved quality/taste/variety | 4 12 15
DK/NA | 4

Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food production: What is the most impo rtant benefit to
justify? And the second most important?

Base: all respondents

% EU27

Adding up the percentages of tfiest andsecondselections, the above rang of benefits remained

the same at the EU leveh majority 63%) said that breeding cloned animals for food production
would be justified if it could help solve the worldwide food problems. This benefit was followed by
the potential nutrition and healbienefits 86% of respondents selected this asrttestor second most
important benefit) and price and economic bened®84). Finally, only15% of respondents accepted
improved quality, taste and variety as an important benefit that would justify fgifapd products of
cloned animals on the market.

page28



Flash EB Ne 238 1 Animal Cloning Analytical report

Views on the benefits that could justify animal cloning for food productibeountry variations

Consistent with the finding that it was Austrian citizens who most frequently thought that animal
cloning could never be justified, they were also the ones most likely to saydhatof the listed
benefits (health or economic) could justifyeeding cloned animals for food production (63%). More
than half of the Hungarians (53%) shared this opinion,enbily slightly more than a fifth (22%) of
British and Danish respondents did so.

Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production
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m None of the listed benefits would justify animal cloning
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Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food production: What is the most impo rtant
benefit to justify? And the second most important?
Base: all respondents
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In the rest of this section, we look at variations by Member State, based totaihgercentagesf
respondents who offerednaost importanbr second most importatenefit that could justify animal
cloning for food production purposes.

Thepropositionthatanimal cloning might help to solve the worldwide food problemsvas selected

as being an important benefit to justify such cloning year majority of the Daneg69%), British
(67%) and Irisi64%). Lithuanian respondents, on the other hand, were the least likely to identify this
fact as an important benefit that could justify animal cloning: 88%p of them selected this potential
bendit. Other countries where lower proportions of respondents saidhisging to solve the
worldwide food problemsvas among the two most important benefits that would justify animal
cloning werdtaly (40%) andAustria(43%).

Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production
Animal cloning can help solve the worldwide food problems
1009 Most important Second most important ~ Total
75169 g7 64 o1 5
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Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food production: What is the
most important benefit to justify? And the second most important?

Base: all respondents

% by country
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Slightly over half ofrespondents iDenmark(53%), Netherlandsireland andJK (all 51%) answered
that increases in thautritional value of food products linked to cloned animals compared to other
food products would be an important benefit that dquktify animal cloning. In comparisoonly
about one fifthof Latvia (21%), Romanian and Estonian (both 23%Qcepted nutrition and health
benefits to justify animal cloning for food production.

Respondents in the lastentioned countries were more dlif to mention abetter price and
economic benefitsas reasons to justify animal cloning for food production compared with nutrition
and health benefitstill, the survey found no member state where economic benefitsegeneled as
proper justificationthe most people sharing this opinion was found in Bulgaria (43%), Estonia and

France (both 41%)Such reasoning has least supporters in the Netherlands (19%), Finland (20%) and
Denmark (21%).

Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production
Nutrition/health benefits

1009 Most important Second most important ~ Total

75 1

53 51 51 51
50 46 46 44 44 43 42 41 38 34

35 32 32
33 34 31 35 45, 29 ,g 18 3029 29 27 26 25 24 24 24 23 23 21

26 26 9 19
o SERASD A EERE R EREEEs
20 18 20 16 15 17 16 ‘AaAitiriErrtrararrrrrraiaar

N = > — w x O - - w
Ogn-go_lm':u.mq:mu.lgi

25 4

¥ ¥ W o 7 W X b = W -4
s3YzE 30059208

EU27

Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food production: What is the
most important benefit to justify? And the second most important?

Base: all respondents

% by country

Price/economic benefits

1009 Most important Second most important ~ Total
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Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food production: What is the
most important benefit to justify? And the second most important?

Base: all respondents

% by country

The improved quality and taste of food products from cloned animals compared to other food products
was given the least importance as a benefit to justify animal cloning across the EU. Cgpfigts (
were the most likely to consider this benefit to berhost importanor the second most importand

justify animal cloning for food production purposednly 10% of Dutch, 11% of Austriansand

Slovenianaand12% of Italians thought that improved quality, taste and variety would justify breeding
cloned amnals for food production.
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Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production
Improved quality/taste/variety
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Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food production: What is the
most important benefit to justify? And the second most important?

Base: all respondents

% by country

Sociedemographic considerations

Women, the older ankss highly-educated respondentand those opposed tmimal cloning were
more likely to say thatnone of the listed benefits (health or ecmit) could justifybreeding cloned
animals for food production

The followingparagraphs descrilike variation of opinionby sociedemographic variables

1

Men were more likely to indicateelping to solve the worldwide food probleg% vs.50%
of women) andprice and economic benefif835% vs.2%% of womer) asimportant benefits to
justify cloning

Younger respondents (under 25) were more likely than the older orfexdtthe various
potential benefits as proper justification of cloning, except fagproved quality and taste,
where the ge of respondent did not have a significefituence on theyenerallyhigh level of
rejection, on EU level.

Besides those still in schoolsighly-educated respondentsore frequently saithat helping

to solve thevorldwide food problemwas among the two most important beneafitbreeding
cloned animals for food productiqb7% vs.the 53% average figuxeThis group was the
least likely to accept the claim that a potential improvement in taste and quality of food
products could justify animal cloning.

Manual workersnvere more likely to mention a better price and economic benefits as reasons
to justify animal cloning for food productiocompared with nutrition and health benefits
(38% vs.30%) i the opposite wasbserved for respondentsadther occupational groups

Rural residents were thHeast likely to identifyhelping to solve the worldwide food problems
as an important benefit that could justify animal clon{®i% vs. 56% of metropolitan
residents) Metropditan residents least frequently mentionimaproved quality and taste of
food products from cloned animgs5% vs. 20% of rural residenta$ a potential justification
for introducing such products

Looking at responses according to the attitude segnfeeés Section 2. for detailsgjroups

behave as one would expect: thasefifth of Europeansvho generally accept cloning were
more likely than others to agree that the various goals could sufficiently justify artificial
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replication of animalsDifference across the segments are the lowest with regard to potential

taste or quality improvement, which was rarely selected in each of the groups.

Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production

None of Animal cloning
the listed can help solve the
benefits worldwide food Nutrition/ health Price/economic Improved quality/
would_ justify problems benefits benefits taste/ variety
Sg;‘T”i; imgﬂo?tsetnt Vi) im:;/loortseint Vil imp';f)?tsatmt VaiEl imp'\J/tI)c;tS;nt Ve
EU27 38 31 58 14 36 9 32 4 15
7, SEX
e ) Male 34 35 57 13 36 10 35 4 17
Female 42 28 50 14 36 8 29 3 14
b:m“r;f‘ AGE
 ;15-24 21 39 65 18 40 15 40 4 17
25-39 33 34 57 16 38 11 33 4 15
40 -54 42 31 50 13 35 8 31 3 15
55 + 47 27 44 11 33 5 28 4 15
EDUCATION
(end of)
Until 15 years of age 46 24 42 11 30 7 27 4 17
16- 20 40 30 51 14 36 9 33 4 16
20 + 38 36 57 14 37 7 30 3 13
Still in education 22 38 65 17 39 16 39 4 16
;. URBANISATION
;EMenopmnan 37 34 56 13 36 8 32 3 13
Urban 36 32 54 14 35 10 33 16
Rural 40 29 51 14 36 9 31 4 17
% OCCUPATION
T.Sdﬁenuﬂoyed 39 32 54 14 37 9 30 4 15
Employee 37 35 57 15 38 8 32 3 15
Manual worker 36 29 52 13 30 12 38 5 16
Not working 39 29 51 13 35 9 31 4 16
ACCEPTANCE OF
CLONING
e Fund. opposed 73 11 30 5 23 5 25 1 15
Mixed response 33 35 57 15 38 9 31 4 14
Acceptance 10 48 70 19 42 13 41 22

Q6. What benefits would justify, for you as a consumer, the breeding of cloned animals for food product ion: What is the most important

benefit to justify? And the second most important?
% by socio-demographics, DK/NA not shown
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5. Trusted sources for information about the safety of cloned
animals meant for human consumption

EU citizens were presentedttvia list of the potential sources for informatiahout the safety of
cloned animals meant for human consumptaid asked to choose the source thiveguld trustthe
mostand the one they would truist second placeFourteen percent of respondents coudt select
any of the listed sources as the one they trusted the most or would trust none of the listed information
sourcesOnetenth of respondents gave their trust to only one information source (or, in other words,

they selected abfimodtdtnostedl soura®dsecond

Respondentsated information provided bgcientistsabout the safety of cloned animals meant for
human consumption as the most trustwor8#b of interviewees chose this information source as the
onethey would trust thenostfrom thedifferent information sources presented.

Fifteen percent selectedational and European agencies responsible fofood safety (e.g. the
European Food Safety Authorit@s the source they would trust the most to infdnent about the
safety of cloned animals for human consumption, and a similar proportion cooseimer

organisationsandanimal welfare organisations(both 13%). All other sources for information were

chosen by less than 10% of interviewees as the mogtdrssurce.

The mostt rusted sources for information about the safety of cloned

animals meant for human consumption

Most trusted

Scientists
Nat'l and EU food safety agenciei 15
Consumer organisation:ﬁ 13
Animal welfare organisationsi 13
European institutionsi 6
The national governmen( 5 7
Media | 34 7

The food industry 2 4 6

None

DK/NA | 4

14

25

11
12

Second most trusted Total

17
16 31
16 29
13 27
17

42

Q7. Which one you would trust the most to inform you about how safe cloned animals or their offspring were for human
consumption? And which one would be the second most trusted source for you?
Base: all respondents

% EU27

® Please note that in the following analysis, we alswipe information on the combinédmost and

second most importaiitfigure for the various sourcel those instances where only one source was
mentioned as trustworty, amibneor d o n 6 t redpansesvwere given for the second most trusted

(whichshoud be interpreted
combined with thenoneor d o n 6 t resdponsew received in the first place, as these are clearly
different. The detailed results are presented in Tables 22 and Z8Amtiex.
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EU citizens were very unlikely to trust information provided by nhedia and thefood industry

about the safety of cloned animals meant for food production. Adding up the percentagefrsif the
andsecondsekctions, it was noted that less than 10% of EU citizens selected the media or the food
industry as a trusted source for information.

Trusted sources for information about the safety of cloned féocbuntry variations

Hungariarrespondentsnost frequatly answeedthat they could not select any of the listed sources as
the one they trusted the mosttbat theywould trust none of the listed information sour¢@%%o)
Approximatelyonefifth of Italians(21%), Latvians, Portuguese and Polish (all thi®8s)shared this
opinion, while in all other countries less than egigth of respondents could not select any of the
listed sources as the one they trusted the most.

Mistrust regarding information  about the safety of cloned animals

meant for human consumption

100 - .
= None of the listed sources selected as trustworthy

75 -

50 -

31
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Q7. Which one you would trust the most to inform you about how safe cloned animals or their offspring were for human consumpt ion? And
which one would be the second most trusted source for you?
%EU27, i n o nXANA aobsthown

The following table shows the three most popular iméion sources that citizens said they would
trust the most to inform them about the safety of cloned animals meant for human consumption, per
country. The percentages of tim@sttrustedandsecond most trustesklections were summed, and the
focus is satly on respondents who selected at least one source they would trust.

A first glance shows that respondents in almost all of the Member States frequently selected the same
information sources, i.e. scientigia first position) followed by national andeuropean food safety
agencies, consumer organisations or animal welfare organisations.

In all Member Statesscientists appeared among the three most popular sources for trustworthy
information abouthe safety of cloned animals meant for human consmg&urthermorescientists

were the most frequently mentioned sourc&9iMember Statedn Greece for examplejnformation

provided by scientistslearly stood out as the mdstistworthy selected b¥0% of respondents. The

second and third meshenionedsourcest he A nati onal and d&dtkconsumerd s af e
organisationswere selected b29% and22%, respectively, ofsreekrespondentdn other countries,

the difference between the most frequesyected source for information and tleeend one was

smaller: for example, in Francé9% of respondents selected scientists (in first position) compared to

45% who mentioned consumer organisations (in second position).

National and European agencies responsible for food safefso appearednaong the three most
popular sources for information abdabd safetyin almost all of the Member States; it was the most
frequentlyselectedsourcein five countries. For examplglmost halfof Finnishrespondents4@%)
selected the 0matfiedrya (@ dsstpdsiiide)dfaldwedbyi4% whoopted for
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scientists (second position) an®4% who preferred information coming from animal welfare
organisationgthird position).

Quite interestinglyanimal welfare organisationsproved to beamong the most trusted information
sources in 17 Member Stat@sdconsumer organisationsan 12 Member Statesn Luxembourg, the
former were the most popular source for information about food safety risks associated withicloning
selectedoy 39% of Luxenbourgishi andthe latter weréghe most popular sourder informationin
Austria and GermanyAbout four in tenAustrians 42%) and Germans4(Q%) chose consumer
organisations, while smaller proportions mentioned animal welfare organisasg¥s and 36%,
respectively)andscientists 85% and34%, respectively)
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The most trusted sources for information about the safety of cloned animals meant for

human consumption

(three most popular choices-s um o f trdsted®ds ta n d

fi s eteusteddi base: st r espondents)

BE % BG % cz %
Scientists 48 Scientists 43 Scientists 56
Animal welfare 26 Nat 61 and EU 33 Nat 6l and EU 28
organisations agencies agencies
Nat 61 and EU AT . S
agencies 26 European institutions 29 Animal welfare organisations 24
DK % DE % EE %
Scientists 42 Consumer organisations 40 Scientists 54
Consumer organisations 36 Animal welfare organisations 36 Animal welfare organisations 32
Animal welfare R Nat 6l and EU
organisations 31 Scientists 34 agencies 30
EL % ES % FR %
Scientists 60 Scientists 48 Scientists 49
Nat 61 and EU Nat 6l and EU S
agencies 29 agencies 30 Consumer organisations 45
Consumer organisations 22 Consumer organisations 28 Animal welfare organisations 29
IE % IT % CY %
Nat 6 | and EU 40 Scientists 38 Scientists 45
agencies
Scientists 36 Consumer organisations 24 Nat 9 I and EU 39
agencies
A”'m?' wglfare 30 Nat 0 I and EU 20 Consumer organisations 25
organisations agencies
Lv % LT % LU %
Scientists 43 Scientists 56 Animal welfare organisations 39
Anlmal W(_alfare 40 Animal welfare organisations 27 Scientists 34
organisations
Nat 9 : and EU 29 Nat 0 : and EU 26 Consumer organisations 34
agencies agencies
HU % MT % NL %
Nat 0 : and EU 40 Scientists 36 Scientists 44
agencies
Scientists 36 Nat 0 : and EU 31 Consumer organisations 36
agencies
Anlma_l ngfare 28 European institutions 29 Nat 9 I and EU 34
organisations agencies
AT % PL % PT %
Consumer organisations 42 Scientists 45 Nat 0 I and EU 37
agencies
Anlmal W(_elfare 39 Nat 0 | and EU 35 Scientists 35
organisations agencies
Scientists 35 Animal welfare organisations 30 Animal welfare organisations 27
RO % Sl % SK %
Scientists 39 Scientists 36 Scientists 46
Nat 0 I and EU 28 European institutions 29 Nat 9 | and EU 35
agercies agencies
European institutions 26 Consumer organisations 26 Animal welfare organisations 33
Fl % SE % UK %
Nat 0 I and EU 49 Scientists 46 Nat 0 | toddafeB/ U 42
agencies agencies
Scientists 44 Nat 0 : and EU 34 Scientists 40
agencies
Animal welfare 24 Consumer organisations 31 Animal welfare organisations 32

organisations

Q7. Which one you would trust the most to inform you about how safe cloned animals or their offspring were for human consumption? And which

one would be the second most trusted source for you?
Base: all respondents; % country
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In Bulgaria, Malta and Romania, scientists were also the most popular choice, followibé by

i niad n a | and EU f o élowevsraifi thesey couatgeRumopdare iastitutions were

placed in third positiori aboutthree out of 10 Bulgariar28%), Maltese 29%) anda quarter of
Romanian(26%) citizens chose European institutica®ong the two@urcesthey would trustmostto

inform them about the safety of cloned animals for human consumption. In Slovenia, European
institutions were placed in second positibr86% of Slovenes selected scientisf@% opted for
European institutions ar®b% choseconsumer organisations.

Sociedemographic considerations

Older respondents, thdesseducated onesand those fundamentally opposdo cloning more
frequentlyansweed that theycould not select any of the listed sourées information aboutfood
sakty as the one they trusted the most or would trust none of the listed information séiarces.
example,11% of the highlyeducated respondents s#iey could not select any of the listed sources
compared to 23% okspondents wlit the lowest level of edation.

In regard tobeing informedabout the safety of cloned animals meant for human consumption
(focusing solely on respondents who selected at least one source they wouldtheistnalysis by
socioedemographi@nd attitudinabroups showed that:

1 Women were more likely toselectanimal welfare organisations as a trusted source for
information (30% vs. 23% of men); men had a greater tendency to meriti@nnational
government(15% vs. 10%), European associationd vs. 14%) and thefinational and
European food safety agenadg82% vs.28%).

1 Younger respondents were especially prone to selestiegtists, thénational and European
food safety agenciésand European associatioastrusted sources for informatiqe.g.49%
of 1524 yearolds chosescientists vs38% of respondents aged 55 and oybit they were
less likely to choose consumer organisatidi®4 of 1524 yearolds selectedhis sourcers.
35% of 4054 yearolds).

1 Respondents with the highest levels of education were also llableto selectscientists,
national and Europearfood safety agencies, European associations and consumer
organisations (e.gl9% of the highlyeducatedespondent®pted for European associations
vs. 12% of theleasteducatell Respondents with the lowestuel of education, on the other
hand,would trustinformation receivedrom the national governmersightly more(14% vs.

10% of the highlyeducatedesponden)s

1 Regarding place of residence, there wekeer differencesegarding thanost trusted soues
for information about the safety of cloned animals meant for human consunmmieaver,
respondents living imirbanand metropolitan areas were slightly more apt to sede@ntists
(46% and44%, respectively, va3%% of rural residents)while respodents in rural areasore
often chose animal welfare organisatio(@0% vs. 24% of urban residents an26% of
metropolitan residents)

1 The largest difference by occupational status also relatethfeomation provided by
scientists 34% of manual workerselected tld source compared #l1%-44% of the self
employed,employeesand those without paid workThe nonworking respondentsvere, in
turn, less likely to trust informatiocoming fromconsumer organisation2@% vs. 30%-33%
of the selfemployedempdoyeesandmanual workers).
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1 Looking at the segments defined by their fundamental attitude towards chmnisg thosein

t he
food safety
would trust scientists vs.30% i n

t he

i a c c e pt manecfrequentfneegtionech stientists, tHmational and European
a g e n c i tersastrustaddsoutees fopipfarmaation @H% o c i a

Af undament.aRkespondentsp pos ec

fundamentally opposetd animal cloning, in turn, would more easily trust informatimming
from animal welfare organis@ns @3% vs.27%

of

t he

Afacceptanceo

of mxdieediponseodo 18% gment
segment ) .

The most trusted sources for information about the safety of cloned animals meant for
, by social segments

human consumption

(sum of fAmost trustedudstaenddd )isecond most t
The
national
None of and
the listed European Animal The
sources food Consumer welfare  European national
safety  organisa- organisa- associa  govern- The food
Scientists agencies tions tions tions ment Media industry
EU27 14 42 30 29 27 17 12 7 6
JE SEX
Gy Male 13 43 32 30 23 19 15 7 6
Female 15 41 28 28 30 14 10 7 7
@TZ?QAGE
Vs 7 49 35 19 28 22 14 7 8
25-39 11 43 33 29 26 18 12 8 7
40 - 54 14 42 31 35 26 15 9 6 5
55 + 18 38 25 30 27 14 15 6 6
EDUCATION
(end of)
Until 15 years of age 23 31 25 25 26 12 14 8 9
16- 20 14 39 30 30 30 15 13 7 7
20 + 11 49 32 34 22 19 10 6 4
Still in education 7 49 35 20 29 22 13 7 6
[, URBANISATION
'Metropolitan 13 46 31 30 26 17 12 6 5
Urban 14 44 31 28 24 17 12 8 6
Rural 14 39 28 30 30 16 13 6 7
% OCCUPATION
%'jSeWenuﬂoyed 14 44 31 30 23 18 10 7 6
Employee 11 44 33 33 27 17 11 6 5
Manual worker 16 34 29 31 26 15 13 10 9
Not working 15 41 28 26 27 16 14 7 7
ACCEPTANCE OF
CLONING
&Fund. opposed 27 30 22 30 33 12 11 8 4
Mixed response 11 44 32 29 27 17 13 6 6
Acceptance 6 51 35 30 18 22 13 7 8

Q7. Which one you would trust the most to inform you about how safe cloned animals or their offspring were for human consumpt ion? And which

one would be the second most trusted source for you*:
by socio-demographics, DK/NA not shown
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6. Consuming food products from cloned animals and their
offspring

6.1 Buying food products linked to cloned animals

A majority of EU citizens said that was unlikely that they would buy meat or milk from cloned
animals, eveiif a trusted source stated that such products were safe to eat: 20% saiddmeaghat
unlikely and 43% answered it wast at all likely. A quarter of interviewees would consideuying

meat and milk form cloned animalsaiftrusted source informed them this would be safe (24% selected
the Asomewhat | i k etenghoof responhdents dIr1%))consideredeity likety nhat

they would consume food products of clonedchais.

Respondents did not distinguish between buying food products of cloned animals or, alternatively, of
animals where one of the parents was a clone: a large majority of respondents (84%) repeated their
earlier answer. As a consequence, the disichubf answers for the likelihood of consuming food
products fromoffspring of cloned animals was almost identicathte question about cloned animals
themselves: 11% considered it very likely that they would buy meat or milk of the offspring of cloned
anmals, 24% thought it was somewhat likely, 21% answered it was somewhat unlikely and the largest
group of respondents (41%) said this was not at all likely to happen.

The likelihood of ¢ onsuming food products from cloned animals

Meat/milk from cloned Meat/milk from animals where
animals one of the parents was a clone

3 11 41
Very likely
24 Somewhat likely 24
Somewhat unlikely
= Not likely at all
20 DK/NA 21

Q8. If a source, that you trust, did state that meat and milk from cloned animals were safe to eat, how likely
would you be to buy such products?

Q9. And, if a source, that you trust, did state that meat and milk from animals where one of the parents was a
clone (offspring), were safe to eat, how likely would you be to buy them?

Base: all respondents

%EU27

Austrian citizens most frequently said that it wadikefy that they would buy meat or milk coming

from cloned animals, even if a trusted source stated that sodhqs were safe to eat: 61% answered

it was not at all likely and 25%aid it was somewhat unlikely. There were five more Member States
where & least half of the respondents said it was it watsat all likely that they would consume food
products from cloned animals: Greece (52%), Germany, Romania, Cyprus (all 51%) and Luxembourg
(50%).

In all Member States, less than esigth of respondentsonsidered itvery likely that they would
consume food products of cloned animals even if a trusted source informed them this would be safe.
Looking at the total number of respondents who would consider buying meat and milk that came from
cloned animalstfie sum oksomewhatndverylikely), it was noted that the Spanish respondents were
the most likely to buy such food products, followed by respondents in Portugal, the UK, Bulgaria, the
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Czech Republic and Belgiumin these countries between 43% &8 o respondents considered it
likely that they would buy meat and milk that came from cloned animals.

The country results about the likelihood of consuming food products that came from the offspring of
cloned animals showed the same variation across MeS8thges as the question that concerned the

likelihood of consuming food products from the cloned animals themselves.

Would you ¢ onsum e meatand milk from cloned animals ?

= Not likely at all Somewhat unlikely Somewhat likely Very likely DK/NA

ST T EET T 11T FVE FEE
12 9 8 8
g L 1212 8111114101213151215817912121217

17 22
18 21 24
75 16 24 22 19 26 22 24 26 24 29 25 25 27 25 30

Would you ¢ onsum e meatand milk from the offspring of
Somewhat likely Very likely DK/NA
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Q9. And, if a source, that you trust, did state that meat and milk from animals where one of the parents was a clone (offspring), were safe to
eat, how likely would you be to buy them?

Base all respondents
% by country

cloned animals ?

= Not likely at all Somewhat unlikely

31 28 1° 21 55 25

50 -

25 19 19 oo 14
19 10
28 19 28 11 22 13

25 4

w X = N 0
ED(/)%JD.OLIJ

- w xr > — O - W = 1 > w k- &4 ¥ J W - X
< po3JIxdk g - n Yoo % —- sogzwas

[EU27]

Q9. And, if a source, that you trust, did state that meat and milk from animals where one of the parents was a clone (offspring), were safe to
eat, how likely would you be to buy them?

Base: all respondents
% by country

Sociedemographic considerations

In regard to thdikelihood of consuming dod products that came from the offspring of cloned
animals the analysis by socidemographic groups showed that:

1 men were more likely to be potential consumers of meat andfroitk cloned animals and
from the offspring of cloned animals (41% of men evékely to buy meat or milk that came
from cloned animals or their offspring, compared to only 28% of women)

the older the respondents and the lower their level of education, the more likely it was that
they werenot at all likelyto buy food productsnked to cloned animals. For example, while
slightly less than three out of 10 of the-2% yearolds said it was not at all likely that they

page40



Flash EB Ne 238 1 Animal Cloning Analytical report

would consume meat or milk that came from cloned animals or their offspring; this proportion
increased to 52%f respondents aged 55 and over

1 the selfemployed and those not working were also more frequently saying that itovas
all likely that they would consume meat or milk that came from cloned animals or their
offspring: for example, 40% of employees and oarworkers considered it not at all likely
that they would buy food products linked to cloned animals, compared to 45% of the self
employed and 44% of nemorking respondents

9 city dwellers (both metropolitan and urban) would more easily buy food prothattsame
from cloned animals or their offspring than would rural residents (37% of city dwellers would
buy meat or milk that came from cloned animals and their offspring compared to 30% of rural
resicents)

1 while sevenoutof 106 es pondent st ainmc etdh esnsitpree inlkey that they
would buy meat and milk that came from cloned aninsaltheir offspring an equally large
proportion (75%) of responderitsn t he Af undament al | itwasp@gos ed?o
at all likely that they wold consumesuch products

For more details, see Annex tabBth and Bb.

6.2 Views on labelling of food products linked to cloned animals

Nine out of 10 EU citizens considered it important that, if food products from offspring of cloned
animals becam available, that these products should be clearly labelled: 83% said this should
certainly be the case and an additional 7% said this shauddablybe so. Only 3% of respondents
doubted if special l abell ing shoulodbakhd yr encpu ior eadh
5% said they would certainly not want such labelling.

Is the special labelling of food products from
cloned animals important?

7 3 Tes, certainly
Tes, probably
Mo, probablynot
= Mo, certainlynot
83 DE/HA

. If prodoets From offspri op of eion e snimsls s old be svsilsbie, saonkd yon smsidecite
10 be Emportent o e spevial Debelling, iofitiog thet the iood wes. ohisnesd fom the
offapriog, of m o ooed ool

Bermer wll reeepennedamie

% B

Citizens in all Member States shared the opinion that special labelling should be required if food
products from the offspring of cloned amilm beome available in the shops. The proportion of
interviewees who said ivas essential that food products obtained from the offspring of a cloned
animal were labelled accordingly ranged from 71% in Estonia to 94% in Greece. In almost all Member
Statesless than a quarter of respondents doubted about the importance of such labelling. The
exceptions were Estonia, Slovakia and Poland, where a quarter of respondents said that special
labelling would be less important or not important at all.
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Is the special | abel ling of food products from cloned animals important?

Yes, certainly  m All other responses

100 ~
75 4
50 -

94 92 91 91 88 88 87 86 86 86 85 84 84 83 83 83 83 81 81 81 78 78 76 76 75 73 72 71

25

— > 2] r w o w v = T X = — N W -4 X W
o550 3uEBEZa s x QEFEEBEDRSE S

[Eu27]

Q10.If products from offspring of cloned animals would be available, would you consider it to be important to have special labell ing
indicating that the food was obtained from the offspring of a cloned animal?

Base: all respondents

% by country , DK/NA not shown

Sociedemographic considerations

Women, the older and more highdglucated respondents were slightly more liable to say said that it
was essential thaif food products from the offspring of cloned animals became available, that these
products should be clearly labelleBor example, 78% of the lesslucated respondents said it was
certainlyimportant to have special labelling compared to 86% of the higthlicated ones. The aspect

of education was also apparent in the finding that ¢lfeesnployed (84%) and employees (86%) more
frequently said that special labelling should be required, compared to manual workers (82%) or those
without paid work (81%).

The more the respondents were opposed to animal cloning, theiatbeethey were tanswer that
special labelling should be required if food products from the offspring of cloned animalnédec
available in the shops: 87%f t he r e s pfandamematlysopposed « le estredsed the
importance of such labelling compared/@8o o t h o s &cceptanaet s e gfime n 't

For more details, see Annex tabkb2
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Table 1a. Awareness ofiltylceantry er m Aani mal
QUESTI ON: Q1. Are you aware of the term fiani mal
Total N % I've heard % I've heard % | have never % DK/NA
ofitand I of it but | do heard of it
know what it not know
means what it means
@ EU27 25607 81.4 11.4 6.9 0.3
" 4 COUNTRY
Bl Belgum 1006 81.5 11.7 6.5 0.3
mm Bulgaria 1005 65 20 13.4 1.7
Bw CzechRep. 1003 81.5 15 35 0
s Denmark 1003 95.5 3.7 0.8 0
Bm Germany 1000 86.8 7.9 5.1 0.2
B= Estonia 1019 75.2 20.3 4.3 0.3
== Greece 1003 84 11.1 4.9 0
Z= Spain 1003 76 13.5 10.1 0.3
BB France 1009 86.5 6.9 6.5
B0 reland 1000 75.6 9.9 14.5
Il taly 1008 78.8 14.2 6.7 0.3
Cyprus 503 68.5 224 8.5 0.6
== Latvia 1002 727 19.1 7.7 0.4
pa Lithuania 1003 62.7 24.8 12.1 0.3
== Luxembourg 503 91.5 5.2 3.3
== Hungary 1008 86.8 9.5 3.7
B Malta 502 68.5 7.9 23.2 0.4
== Netherlands 1000 91.2 7 1.8 0
== Austria 1000 88.9 8.8 2 0.3
= Poland 1006 77.8 15.8 5.4 1
El Portugal 1006 76.9 11.7 11.2 0.3
B Romania 1002 68.2 17.1 13.2 15
g== Slovenia 1004 93.4 4.6 2 0
mm Slovakia 1008 78.9 16.7 4.4 0
-+—  Finland 1001 83.4 14.5 2.1 0
2= Sweden 1000 86.1 8.6 5 0.2
B United Kingdom 1000 80.2 10.7 9 0
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Table 1b. Awareness ofibysegmenter m Aani mal <cl on
QUESTI ON: Q1. Are you aware of the term fiani mal cloningo?
Total N % l've % I've % | have % DK/NA
heard ofit  heard of it never
and | know but | do heard of it
what it not know
means what it
means
EU27 25607 81.4 11.4 6.9 0.3
)\ SEX
: Male 12323 83.4 10.4 5.9 0.2
Female 13284 79.6 12.3 7.7 04
@ W Ace
V0 15-24 4150 78.1 12.8 8.7 0.4
25-39 6127 83.8 10.3 5.6 0.3
40 - 54 7038 85.2 9.8 4.9 0
55 + 8030 78.3 12.9 8.3 0.5
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 3378 67.3 18.2 13.9 0.5
16- 20 10745 81.7 114 6.4 0.5
20 + 7393 90.4 6.3 3.2 0
Still in education 3283 80.3 12.8 6.8 0.1
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5306 84.4 9.8 5.6 0.2
Urban 10328 82.5 11 6.4 0.1
Rural 9766 79.1 12.4 7.9 0.6
~ % OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2340 87 9 3.7 0.3
Employee 8545 87.6 7.8 4.6 0
Manual worker 1964 79.9 13.1 6.7 0.3
Not working 12555 76.6 13.9 9 0.5
ACCEPTANCE OF CLONIN G
0 Fundamentally opposed 5073 83.3 10.2 6.2 0.3
Mixed response 15044 82.4 11.2 6.1 0.2
Acceptance 4338 82.3 10.7 6.9 0.1
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Annex

Table 2a. True or false? Cloning is making an identical copy of an existing animali
by country

QUESTION: Q2_a. Please tell me if the following statemes are true or false: - Cloned animals are an identical
replica or copy of the animal used as a source for such cloning

| sl

=a=R-R 0 M N RO AN

Eun TENFSELNI=UHUOEN

Total N % True % False % DK/NA
EUZ27 25607 80.2 12.6 7.2
COUNTRY
Belgium 1006 82.5 11.1 6.5
Bulgaria 1005 64.5 13.4 22.2
Czech Rep. 1003 79.1 13.2 7.7
Denmark 1003 91 6 3
Germany 1000 86.3 11.1 2.6
Estonia 1019 67.9 18.1 14
Greece 1003 87 10.5 2.5
Spain 1003 78.4 13 8.6
France 1009 83.6 12 4.4
Ireland 1000 815 12.3 6.3
Italy 1008 73.6 17.5 8.8
Cyprus 503 81.5 115 7
Latvia 1002 60.2 19 20.8
Lithuania 1003 67.2 13.6 19.1
Luxembourg 503 88.4 8 3.6
Hungary 1008 82.6 9.6 7.8
Malta 502 77.4 6.8 15.8
Netherlands 1000 82.6 12.9 4.6
Austria 1000 85.4 8.4 6.2
Poland 1006 70.1 16.6 13.4
Portugal 1006 80.5 8.8 10.7
Romania 1002 71.6 12.6 15.8
Slovenia 1004 81.3 13.2 55
Slovakia 1008 67.6 20.2 12.2
Finland 1001 80 12.4 7.6
Sweden 1000 85.7 10 4.4
United Kingdom 1000 85.6 9.7 47
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Table 2b. True or false? Cloning is making an identical copy of an existing animali
by segment

QUESTION: Q2_a. Please tell me if thefollowing statements are true or false:- Cloned animals are an identical
replica or copy of the animal used as a source for such cloning

Total N % True % False % DK/NA
EU27 25607 80.2 12.6 7.2
0 sEx
‘ ' Male 12323 80.5 13.4 6
Female 13284 79.9 11.9 8.2
i % AGE
" 15-24 4150 81.2 13.5 5.3

25-39 6127 82.8 11.8 53
40 - 54 7038 83.8 11.4 4.8
55+ 8030 4.7 13.9 114
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 3378 68.2 16.9 14.9
16- 20 10745 81.1 11.9 7.1
20 + 7393 85.3 113 34
Still in education 3283 81.8 13.1 5.1
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 5306 81.9 111 7
Urban 10328 79.9 13.2 6.9
Rural 9766 79.8 12.9 7.4
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2340 83.7 11.4 49
Employee 8545 85.9 10.5 3.6
Manual worker 1964 79.5 13.1 7.4
Not working 12555 75.9 14.2 10
ACCEPTANCE OF CLONIN G

o Fundamentally opposed 5073 76.6 16.8 6.7
Mixed response 15044 82.4 11.8 5.8
Acceptance 4338 84.2 10 5.8
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Table 3a. True or false? Animal cloning involves genetic modification T by country

QUESTION: Q2_b. Please tell me if the following statements are true or false: Animal cloning involves genetic
modification

Total N % True % False % DK/NA
L0 Eu27 25607 48.6 36.4 15
" 4 COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1006 59.7 26 14.3
mm Bulgaria 1005 53.7 17.1 29.2
hw CzechRep. 1003 59.1 21.1 19.7
E=  Denmark 1003 29.1 64 7
Bm  Germany 1000 38.2 52.5 9.3
E= Estonia 1019 51.1 25.5 23.4
= Greece 1003 58.2 27.3 14.5
Z= Spain 1003 50.8 31.6 17.7
B France 1009 36.2 49.7 14.1
B0 lreland 1000 64 26.1 9.9
Il taly 1008 49.5 31.3 19.2
Cyprus 503 50.8 27.5 21.7
= latvia 1002 50.2 15.2 345
g Lithuania 1003 48.8 26.3 25
== Luxembourg 503 39 50.9 10
== Hungary 1008 51.3 37.8 10.9
B Malta 502 54.6 18.6 26.8
= Netherlands 1000 58.5 27.9 13.7
m— Austria 1000 25.4 63.2 11.4
== Poland 1006 57 22.8 20.1
El Portugal 1006 54.4 24.9 20.7
B Romania 1002 53.2 27.6 19.2
gmm Slovenia 1004 34.4 56.3 9.3
mm Slovakia 1008 56.7 20.6 22.8
4~ Finland 1001 61.6 24.5 13.9
E= Sweden 1000 46.5 36.9 16.6
Bt United Kingdom 1000 58.3 31.6 10.1
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Table 3b. True or false? Animal cloning involves genetic modification i by segment

QUESTION: Q2_b. Please tell me if the following statements are true or false: Animal cloning involves genetic
modification

Total N % True % False % DK/NA
EU27 25607 48.6 36.4 15
"\ SEX
5 Male 12323 485 39.6 11.9
Female 13284 48.6 334 18
U0 AcE
" 15-24 4150 48.6 42.2 9.2
25-39 6127 504 374 12.3
40 -54 7038 47.1 39.2 13.7
55 + 8030 48.6 30.5 20.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 3378 51.1 225 26.4
16- 20 10745 50.5 33.8 15.8
20 + 7393 45 44.7 10.3
Still in education 3283 47.9 43 9.2
1 URBANISATION
— Metropolitan 5306 47.1 40.1 12.8
Urban 10328 51 33.7 15.2
Rural 9766 46.7 37.3 16
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2340 48.9 39.1 12
Employee 8545 47.9 41.3 10.8
Manual worker 1964 51 334 156
Not working 12555 48.4 33.3 18.3
ACCEPTANCE OF CLONIN G
o Fundamentally opposed 5073 53 311 15.9
Mixed response 15044 48.1 38.2 13.7
Acceptance 4338 47.9 41.4 10.7
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Table 4a. The ethics of animal cloning: Animal cloning is morally wrong i by country

QUESTION: Q3_A. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements?Animal cloning is morally
wrong

Total N % Agree % Disagree % DK/NA
S EU27 25607 61.4 315 7.1
" 4 COUNTRY
B8 Belgium 1006 61.2 30.5 8.3
mm Bulgaria 1005 59 26.6 14.4
hw CzechRep. 1003 54.7 36.2 9.1
= Denmark 1003 64.9 319 3.2
W Germany 1000 70.9 25.6 35
B= Estonia 1019 65.3 24 10.7
=  Greece 1003 67.8 28.7 3.6
Z= Spain 1003 47.4 44.7 7.9
BN France 1009 64.8 28.7 6.5
B reland 1000 54.6 37.8 7.6
Il taly 1008 63.2 27.9 8.9
Cyprus 503 62.3 32.3 5.4
= | atvia 1002 70.1 19.8 10
W Lithuania 1003 60.2 25.6 14.3
== Luxembourg 503 725 24.2 3.3
== Hungary 1008 64.5 29.9 5.6
B Malta 502 64.5 26.6 8.9
= Netherlands 1000 61 34.6 4.4
== Austria 1000 78.7 17 4.3
= Poland 1006 61.4 27.1 11.6
El Portugal 1006 56.6 30.8 12.6
B Romania 1002 62.4 27 10.6
gmm Slovenia 1004 76.4 20.1 35
mm Slovakia 1008 66.1 25.1 8.8
-+—  Finland 1001 713 21.9 6.8
E= Sweden 1000 72.8 21 6.2
Bt United Kingdom 1000 46.4 47.6 6.1
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Annex

Table 4b. The ethics of animal cloning: Animal cloning is morally wrong 1 by
segment

QUESTION: Q3_A. Do you tend to agree or disagree with the following statements? Animal cloning is morally

wrong

@0 SEX

Total N % Agree % Disagree % DK/NA

EU27 25607 61.4 315 7.1

" Male 12323 55.2 38 6.8
Female 13284 67.1 254 7.4

i % AGE

" 15.24 4150 60.2 34.8 5
25-39 6127 60.7 32 7.3
40 - 54 7038 61.9 315 6.6
55 + 8030 62.3 29.3 8.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 3378 65.1 25 9.9
16- 20 10745 64.7 28.6 6.7
20 + 7393 56.9 36.5 6.5
Still in education 3283 57.1 36.9 6
URBANI SATION
Metropolitan 5306 56.7 36 7.2
Urban 10328 59.9 32.8 7.3
Rural 9766 65.6 275 6.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2340 56.5 35.7 7.8
Employee 8545 60.7 32.7 6.7
Manual worker 1964 66.4 275 6.1
Not working 12555 62 30.6 7.4
ACCEPTANCE OF CLONING
Fundamentally opposed 5073 85.7 12.2 2.1
Mixed response 15044 60.8 32 7.2
Acceptance 4338 36.5 55.9 7.5
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