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Clones: It's What's For Dinner

On July 5, 1996, Dolly the Sheep became the first mammal clone. This amazing
performance of genetic engineering sent shockwaves throughout the medical and agricultural
world. People began to view the process of cloning in new, exciting, but also questionable ways.
Could cloning be our long lost prayer, the sought after answer to global hunger and animal
endangerment; or could this be the start of a long and painful road towards loss of genetic
variation and complications? Although, many would argue that the use of animal cloning for
human consumption would be beneficial, nevertheless, the cloning of animals would only do
greater harm to the population because the practice has yet to be perfected.

On December 28, 2006 the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) issued a draft risk
assessment on cloned animals and their offspring in Americans’ food supply (Temple). The
leaders of agricultural and medical fields have long awaited this decision. In the assessment, the
FDA ruled that foods from healthy cloned animals and their offspring are as safe as those from
ordinary animals, so long as they were from cloned cattle, pigs. or goats. However, the FDA said
there was insufficient information on sheep clones to make a determination of food consumption
risks (Temple). This would lead consumers to doubt whether or not the clones that the FDA
deems safe, actually are. Furthermore, the FDA ruled that labels do not have to reveal if the food
comes from cloned cows, pigs or goats, or the clones’ offspring (Calamai). Many consumers find
it odd that while requiring labels on other foods, the FDA will allow cloned food, made from a
relatively new technology, to slip through the cracks. Despite this ruling, in November 2003, the
FDA held a consultation on cloning that found problems such as developmental abnormalities;
deaths before, during, and after birth; and major leg problems (Pacelle 207). The FDA’s decision

does not come without apprehension however. Jaydee Hanson of the Center for Food Safety in
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Washington. D.C. said, “FDA dismissed studies that raised questions about safety” (qtd. in
Clarren). This infers that the FDA has not actually ruled out all of the negative things that could
go on during cloning. In a survey in 2007 performed by the International Food Information
Council, found that 22% of U.S. consumers favor animal cloning while 50% opposed. With the
FDA’s support, favor grew to 46% (Kaplan). It is quite obvious that although scientists are
thrilled with this new technology and the possibilities it could bring thereafter, consumers are
still wary.

Many supporters of cloned animals recognize the benefits of the process because they
view the animals as a way to increase profits. With the demand for beef, dairy, and general
livestock growing everyday, though countries other than our own ask for most of these
necessities, more supporters are pushing for cloned food. Moreover, genetic companies ViaGen
and TransOva Genetics have devised a system to track every cloned animal with a unique
electronic identification tag on the animal’s ear (Kaplan). This would severely weaken the fear
that citizens have of going to a grocery store and not knowing how many and which food
products they purchase have been cloned. This does not, however, excuse the use of cloning for
food by any means.

The cloning of animals should not be used to replenish or swell our food supply because
the process of cloning itself is extremely expensive and has not been proven to occur without
complications. Scientists clone animals by placing the genetic material of an animal into an egg
that has had its DNA removed (Shmaefsky 58). Although this would seem to be a miracle, many
eggs must be tried in order to produce a live offspring. In fact, only 1% to 3% of nucleated egg
cells actually develop into live offspring (Van Eenennaam). This proves that not only is the use

of animal cloning for food not able to be perfected. it is not practical either. Take Dolly the






