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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 clarifyattitides towards
animal cloning, and its perceived effects on a number of areas including food safety, ethical and
animal welfare concerns.

The surveyos fi el dwo Band7adys2008.&@ver 2,080randomly seleatel we e n
citizens aged 3 years and above were interviewed in theEXY Member States. 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 Finlarehd Austria were

carried out over mobile telephones. Due to the relatively low fixed telephone coverage in the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, HungaBpland and Slovakia, 300 individualseere sampled

and interviewedace to face as well.

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

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

e A large majority of EU citizens (81%) said thegnew the term animal cloning, andanswered
correctlythatic | oni ng i s making an i de@%%)anigT%ofthepy of
interviewees said they had never heard of animal cloning.

e Faced with several s&nents regarding thethics of animal cloning the vast majority of EU
citizens agreed that:

A the longterm effects of animal cloning on nature were unknown (84%)

A animal cloning might lead to human cloning (77%)

A animal cloning was morally wrong (61%)

A cloning might decrease the genetic diversity within livestock populations (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.

e A quarter of EU citizens (23%) answered that animal cloning to pressdangerednimak
would be justifiable without constraints, while 44% were willing to accept such cloning under
certain circumstanceSimilar proportions accepted animal cloningith or without constrainté
to improve robustness of animals against disefl®% and 41%respectively)

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

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

o 38%of the respondentansweed that none of the potential benefits presented to them (health or
economic) would justifypreeding cloned animals for food production

Respondents who agreed that such benefits exist, chose the faatithat cloning might help
to solve the worldwidefood problemsasthe singlemostimportant benefit to justify cloning
(31%). Only half as many respondentsi%) chose nutrition and health benefits £ selected
price and economic benefitsthe first place

e Thefood industry emerged as the sector it would ultimately benefit if 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 loned animals for food production.

Only three out of 10 respondents 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, ariddl@ffit

that animal cloning for foodrpduction would be necessary for the European food industry to be
competitive.

e EU citizens ratednformation provided by scientistsabout the safety of cloned animals meant
for human consmption as themost trustworthy: 25% of the intervieweeselected seintists as
the mostrusted source for information.

e A majority of EU citizens said that 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 waset at alllikely.

e Eight out of 10EU citizens(83%) saidthatspecial labelling should be requiredf food products
from the offspring of cloned animals become available in the shops
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1. What is animal cloning?

l.1Aware ness of the term Aani mal <c¢cl oningo

A large majority of EU citizens said they knew the meaning of the &imal cloning(81%). Only
one in 10 interviewees (119%hid they had heard of the term but did not know its meaning and 7%
claimed they had never heeof it".

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 dhartairm
cloningand knew what it meatit virtually no respondentwere unaware of the term. The concept of
animal cloningwas less known to Lithuanian citizens, but the awareness level was still relatively high;
63% of Lithuanians knew the meaning of the term compared to a quarter who had heard of the term
but did not kiow its meaning and 12% who had never heard of it.

Awareness of the t e r maninfial cloning ©

I've heard of it and | know what it means I've heard of it but | do not know what it means
= | have never heard of it DK/NA
100 1
tE R REARENECNTEEEEEEEgEE
ESEEEEEEEem
10 & 19 22
8

75 - 17 20 25

50
96 93
92 91 89 g7 87 87 86 84 83 82 82 81 80 79 79 78 77 EEE R 11
65 63

25 4

QlLAre you aware of the te
Base: all respondents
% by country

! Please note that percentages on graphs and tables do not always add up to the total, due to rounding.
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1.2 Animal cloning: replicating the genetic make -up Vvs. genetic
modification

A large majority of EU citizens not only

said they knew the terranimal cloning True or false?
but alsoanswered correctly thd@ c | o r
is making an identical copy of an existir
a ni m@aokoep Only 13% of respondent:
thought that this statement was wron 7

and 7% did not know if the statement wi 15
true or not or had no opinion on this issu

Cloning is making Cloning involves genetic
an identical copy modification

Many responddas, however, did not
distinguish cloning which replicates the

genetic makaip 1 from genetic 80

modification 1  which alters the

characteristics of animals by directl e = False - DKINA False = True  DKINA
changing the DNA sequence. Half of tf

interviewees (49%) thought, incorrectly _ ~ Q2.Please tellmeif the fllowing statements are true or fase:
that the satement iani mal o oo b
i nvol ves genewasrightm e

1.3 The ethics of animal cloning

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

A large majority (77%) also agreed tratimal cloning might lead to human cloniagd 61% agreed
that animal cloning wa morally wrong Onefifth (19%) and onehird (32%) of respondents,
respectively, disagreed with these statements.

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

genetic diversity within livestock pdptions, while 22% disagreed with them. Furthermore, a
significant number of respondents found it difficult to assess the impact of animal cloning on livestock
genetic diversity: 15% gave a fidonét knowo answe

Finally, EU citizens were split in their apons whetheranimal cloning would cause animals

unnecessary pain, suffering and distred4% agreed with the statement, while 42% 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

.

I

Animal cloning is morally wrong 7 61 -

Animal cloning will cause animgls 41 - 17
unnecessary pain, suffering and distress.

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

Animal cloning might lead to human

cloning 77

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

5

7

A large majority of respondenia all Member States agreed thhe longterm effects of animal
cloning on nature were unknowifihe level of agreement ranged from 68% in Bulgaria to 94% in
Finlandi Bulgaria was the only country were less than seven out of 10 respondents agreed with thi
proposition.The individual country results for the statement #r@itmal cloning might lead to human
cloning showed even less variation: the level of agreement ranged from 69% in Romania to 88% in
Luxembourg.

The individual country results for the statent thagenetic diversity within the livestock populations
may decrease because of animal clongigpwed that Finland somewhat stood out from all other
Member States. Almost nine out of 10 Finns (87%) agreed that livestock genetic diversity would
sufferfrom animal cloning, and only 6% disagreed. In the other countries, the level of agreement was
considerably lower (ranging from 48% in Romania to 77% in Slovenia).

Similar to the results obtained for the EU27 overa§pondents in almost all of the Mben States

were less inclined to agree with the statementdhanal cloning would cause animals unnecessary
pain, suffering and distreshan with the other statements about the ethics of animal cloning.
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2. Animal cloning for different purposes

A quarer of EU citizens (23%) answered that animal cloningteserve rare animal breedsould

be justified without constraints, while 44% were willing to accept such cloning under certain
circumstances. Although the proportion who said that animal cloningdsbe justified, without any
constraints, toimprove the robustness of animals against diseagas lower (16%), a similar
proportion (41%) were willing to accept such cloning under certain circumstances.

EU citizens were significantly less willing ta@ept animal cloning fofood production purposes
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, anchty one in 10 respondents (9%) said it should always be justified.

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
03 16
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

Based on their answers to the question about the willingness to accept animal cloning for certain
purposes (i.e. to preserve rare animals, to improve arimals obust ness agai nst d
production purposes), respondents were classified into three seditheses who did not provide

meani ngf ul answers to the above three questions
consisted only £% of the total population)

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

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

o thoseacceptingcloning: respondents who belonged to this group whesmost liable to
agree with the concept; they accepted at least one reason for animal cloning without
constraints and avoided saying any of the v
j ust iiftihaeblfieabc cept anceod segnmitizend. represented

2Respondents who gave two (or three) fidonodt Kknowo- answer s
responding units.
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The results for thendividual Member States showedh at t he Afundamentally of
the largest in Austria and Sweden (33% and 29%, respectively). In Slovenia, Italy, Luxembourg,
Finland, the Netherlands and Germany, at least atejuaf 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 should never be justified, independent of its purpose. In these
comtries, approximately three out of 10 respond
31% and 27%, respectively).

Final Imixedrtelsepomsed segment represented the | ar gt
Member States, ranging from 49% retCzech Republic to 66% in the UK, Greece and France.

The a cceptance of animal cloning

Segments acceptance mixed response = fundamentally opposed DK/NA

100*iiii 8 8 11 i | | = EE S
RLLLLLCRTTRL TR T T T

49 56 52

50 66 60 55 56
66 66 63 59 >* 63 g4 56 56 58 60 5g 57 g 50 57 52 59 52 56 ke
25

36 27 31

16
0 T T T T \10\9\

N O ¥ x 4 o ow >0 ¥ W = - W o ) W=
ouan Son Lt waOfladan Iaz nE 282kt 00k
LLI

17 20 /i3 g3 22 21 113 17 2 3 133 19 19 16 13 14 14 ;55 20 {13 17 g

FI

Segmentation based on Q4 A), B), C) , see explanatory note in the text
Base: all respondents
% by country
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3. Concerns about animal cloning for food production
purposes

EU citizens were most concerned tlatrope didnot know enough about the lotgym health and
safetyeffects of using cloned animals for fao84% agreed with thigropositionand 12% disagreed.

Threequarters of the interviewees agreed ttlahing for human consumption could not be seen just
as a technical issyeince there could be ethical grourfds rejecting such cloningand only ondifth

of respondents (19%) disagreed with thisposition Likewise, seven out of 10 respondents (69%)
agreed, and a quarter disagreed, thaing cloning for food production purposes would be
unacceptable becausiewould mean that animals were treated as commoditibger 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 respor{@6at§ disagreed thatsing

cloning for food production would be much more efficient in the longanghlower the cost of food
products for consumersvhile only three out of 10 respondents thought this might indeed be true. An
even larger proportioh 80%/1 disagreed thadanimal cloning for food production would be necessary

for the European food industry to be competjtisad 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 84 4
animals for food
Cloning animals for human consumption isn't just
a technical issue, as it could be seen as 75 6
unacceptable on ethical grounds
Using cloning for food production isn't
acceptable, as it would treat animals as 69 6
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 30 11
food products for consumers
Animal cloning for food production is necessary for 16 5
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 agreement that there was
insufficient knowledge about the leterm health and safety effects of using cloned animals for food
The level of agreement ranged fr@4% in Romania to 93% in Finland

A majority of interviewees in all Member Statelso agreedthatthere could be ethical grounds for
rejecting animal cloningandthatanimal cloning would risk treating animals as commodities rather
thancreatures withfeelings 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.

Bulgarian, Cech and Spanish respondemigpeared to be the least concerned about the ethical
grounds forrejecting animal clomig for food production purposesdthey were more liable to agree
thatusing cloning for food production would lower the cost of food products for consuanershat
animal cloning for food production would be necessary for theofean food industry to be
competitive

pagell



Flash EB N° 238 7 Animal Cloning Summary

The Danish (49%), Maltese (43%) and Portuguese (42%@ondentshowever, were the ones who
most often thought that cloning for food production would lower the costs of food products for
consumers, while the Belgia (28%), Portuguese and Slovaks (both 26%) most frequently agreed that
breeding cloned animals for food production would be unavoidable if the European food industry were
to remain competitive.

4. Benefits of breeding cloned animals for food production

4.1 Who would benefit from animal cloning for food production?

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

Respondents were more in doubt about the fact that farmers and consumers would benefit from
breeding cloned animals for food production. Equal proportions of respondents said that farmers
would benefit (45%) or radr not benefit (44%). For consumers, a slim majority (54%) thought that
this group would not benefit, while 36% answered that consumers would ultimately benefit if animal
cloning for food production was allowed.

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

36

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

Base: all respondents
%EU27

Respondenti 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 development were significantly lowerery Member State.
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4.2 Benefits that would justify animal cloning for food production

EU citizens responding to the survey were presented with a lthegiotential benefits of breeding
cloned animals for food production and asked to choosecthefils they considered to beportantto
justify animal cloning for food productiorAlmost four out of 10 respondents (38%), however,

answered that none of the listed benefits (health or economic) would justéging cloned animals
for food productio®.

The p otential benefits  for consumers  of breeding clon ed animals for food
production
Most important Second most important Total

None 38

Animal cloning can help solve the 31 22

worldwide food problems 53

Nutrition/health benefits 14 22 36
Price/economic benefits 9 23 32
Improved quality/taste/variety | 4 12 15

DKINA | 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

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 sagahatof the listed
benefits (health oranomic) could justifybreeding cloned animals for food production (63%). More
than half of the Hungarians (53%) shared this opinion, while only slightly more than a fifth (22%) of
British and Danish respondents did so.

Adding up the percentages of thenefits selected either digsst or secondmost importanta majority

(53%) 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 nutritiohealth benefits
(36% of respondents selected this as thestor second mostmportant benefit) and price and
economic benefits @6). Finally, only 5% of respondents accepted improved quality, taste and
variety as an important benefit that would justiyinging food products of cloned animals on the
market.

The propositionthatanimal cloning might help to solve the worldwide food problemsvas selected

as being an important benefit to justify such cloning lyear majority of the Daneg69%), British
(67%) and Irisi(64%). Lithuanian respondents, on the other hand, were the least likely to identify this
fact as an important benefit that could justify animal cloning: 88% of them selected this potential

% Pleasenote that we normally provide information on the combihedost and second most importéanfigure

for the various benefitdn those instances where only one benefit was mentionednamelor d o n 6 t know
responses were given for the second most impotaextn e f i t (whi ch should be interp
Ainot sure what el seo, r espec thongoed o/n O ttrédponsesvregevedein not C
the first place, as these are clearly differ@dtailed results are provided in Tabl20 and 21 in the Annex of the

full report.
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benefit. Other countries where lower propmms of respondents said thhelping to solve the

worldwide food problemsvas among the two most important benefits that would justify animal
cloning werdltaly (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 @7
64
6159 57 57 56 56 55 54 54 53 53 51

50 | 49 49 49 48 46 46 46 45 45 44 43 40 39

25
27 23 19 17 18
22 18 20 20 57 22 17 55
30 24 21 18 9y 30 20 23 23 21 15 19

39 38 39 39 37

0 T T T T T

%5 143 48

25 22 21 22 25 o
9] N X
R o0 o280 2kEN

Y ¥ W J T w =
o> =z s n A o

[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

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

Respondents in the lastentioned countries were more likely to mentiorbetter price and
economc benefits as reasons to justify animal cloning for food production compared with nutrition
and health benefitstill, the survey found no member state where economic benefits were regarded as
proper justification: the most people sharing this opinios feand in Bulgaria (43%), Estonia and

France (both 41%)Such reasoning has least supporters in the Netherlands (19%), Finland (20%) and
Denmark (21%).
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5. Trusted sources for information about the safety of cloned
animals meant for human consumption

EU citizens were presented with a list of the potential sources for informatiout the safety of
cloned animals meant for human consumpto asked to choose the sowsdbey would trust
Fourteen percent of respondents could not select any ofsted Bources as the one they trusted the
most or would trust none of the listed information souftces

Respondentsated information provided bgcientistsabout the safety of cloned animals meant for
human consumption as the most trustwor28%o of inteviewees chose this information source as the
one they would trust theostfrom the different information sources presented.

The mostt rusted sources for information about the safety of cloned
animals meant for human consumption

Most trusted Second most trusted Total

Scientists | 25 17 42
Nat'l and EU food safety agencitﬁ 15 16 31
Consumer organisation:ﬁ 13 16 29
Animal welfare organisationsﬁ 13 13 27

European institutions | 6 11 17

The national government| 5= 7 12

Media |3 4 7
The food industry 2 4 6

None 14
DKINA [ 4

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

Fifteen percent selectethtional and European agencies responsible for food safefg.g. the
European Food Safety Authority) as the source they would trust the most to inform them about the
safety of cloned animals for human consumption, and a similar proportion doosgimer
organisationsandanimal welfare organisations(both 13%). All other souces for information were
chosen by less than 10% of interviewees as the most trusted source.

EU citizens were very unlikely to trust information provided by mivedia and thefood industry

about the safety of cloned animals meant for food production.ngdal the percentages of tfiest
andsecondselections, it was noted that less than 10% of EU citizens selected the media or the food
industry as a trusted source for information.

* Please note that in the following analysis, we also provide information on the coritbimest and second

most important figure for the various sourcels those instances where only one source was meutias

trustworty, andnoneor d o n 6 t regpanses were given for the second most trusted (which should be
interpreted as finobody el sed and fAnot sur enomebro el sed
d o n 6t redpansesvreceived in thestiplace, as these are clearly differérite detailed results are presented

in Tables 22 and 23, annexed to the full report.
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In every Member Statescientistsappeared among the three most poputarees for trustworthy
information abouthe safety of cloned animals meant for human consumgarhermorescientists
were the most frequently mentioned source in 19 Member Statéseece for example, information
provided by scientists clearly st out as the most trustworthy, selectedsBy of respondents. The
second and third moestentioned sources, he fAnati onal and dndcorfisened
organisationswere selected b9% and 2%, respectively, oGreekrespondents.

6. Cons uming food products from cloned animals and their
offspring

6.1 Buying food products linked to cloned animals

A majority of EU citizens said that it was unlikely that they would buy meat or milk from cloned

animals, evelif a trusted source stated thach products were safe to eat: 20% said it saeewhat
unlikely and 43% answered it wast at alllikely. A quarter of interviewees would consider buying
meat and milk form cloned animalsaiftrusted source informed them this would be safe (24% selected
Asomewhat | i k etenghoof respohdendsdrl%))consideredeity likety nhat
they would consume food products of cloned aninkRéspondents did not distinguish betwéeging
food products of cloned animals or, alternatively, dfnats where pe of the parents was a clone

t he

100 4

Would you ¢ onsum e meatand milk from cloned animals *?

75 125

50

25

3 4 1 7 33k 7 3
T 510120351212% 8 1111141012131512151217

i B
18 21 24
16 24 22 19 26 22 24 26 24 22 25 25 27 25 30

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

8

18
23 59 25 13 18 53 20 50 16 1 11
21 26 19 14 19

d:)u)l—a

U.J

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

In all Member States, less than esigth of respondents consideredviry likely that they would
consume food products of cloned anim@lsheir offspringeven if a trustedource informed them this
would be safe. Looking at the total number of respondents who would consider buying meat and milk
that came from cloned animads their offspring(the sum ofsomewhatndvery likely), it was noted
that the Spanish respondentsresthe most likely to buy such food products, followed by respondents
in Portugal, the UK, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic and Belgiumthese countries between 43% and
50% of respondents considered it likely that they would buy meat and milk that cameclvned
animalsor their offspring
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