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DOLLY’S BODY: GENDER, GENETICS AND THE 
NEW GENETIC CAPITAL

Sa rah  F ranklin

T h e b irth  o f Dolly, the  now-fam ous cloned Scottish sheep, was first repo rted  
on  February  23rd, 1997 in  th e  British Sunday paper The Observerhy its science 
ed ito r, Robin McKie. L ater th a t week the m eans o f h e r creation were offi
cially d o cu m en ted  in the  British science jo u rn a l Nature, in an  article by Ian 
W ilm ut and  his colleagues en titled  “Viable offspring derived from  fetal and 
ad u lt m am m alian  cells.”1 Like th a t o th e r fam ous British b irth , o f the w orld’s 
first test-tube baby, Louise Brown, in Ju n e  o f 1978, Dolly’s viability instantly 
becam e the  subject o f world-wide m edia a tten tion  and public debate. H er 
b irth  was seen to  a lte r th e  landscape o f fu tu re reproductive possibility, and 
once again to  raise questions ab o u t the ethics o f m an-m ade life.

In  the  first full-length acco u n t o f the m aking o f Dolly the  sheep, Clone: the 
road to Dolly and the path ahead, New York Times science jo u rn a lis t, G ina Kolata 
describes the  clon ing  o f Dolly from  an adu lt cell as one of th e  m ost im portan t 
scientific accom plishm ents fo r which the previous century will com e to be 
know n, com parab le to th e  sp litting  o f the atom , the discovery o f the double
helix, an d  the  elim ination  o f  sm allpox (Kolata, 1997). A ccording to the m ost 
com prehensive acco u n t o f Dolly’s b irth , w ritten by the Roslin scientists who 
crea ted  her, Dolly inaugura tes an  new era, “the age of biological con tro l” 
(Cam pbell, W ilm ut and  T udge, 2001). P rom inen t ethicists, philosophers, and 
scientists have spoken  o u t ab o u t cloning, testified before Congress, and  pub
lished th e ir views in  ed itorials an d  anthologies. N um erous advisory and  legis
lative bodies world-wide have provided reports andrecom m endations.2 Con
troversy continues to su rro u n d  the  question o f w hether or n o t hum ans should

1 In fact, Dolly was already m ore than six m onths old at the time o f her birth announce
ment: she had com e into the world in a shed in a small Scottish village on the fifth o fjune  
1996.

2 A list o f several o f these reports and anthologies about cloning is provided in the 
references to this paper, which is part o f a larger project on kinship and cloning sup
ported  by a fellowship from  the Leverhulm e Foundation.
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be cloned, and  has now been  ex ten d ed  to include w ide-ranging debates abou t 
cloning hum an tissue via stem  cells an d  the  em erg en t science o f w hat has 
becom e known as tissue eng ineering . A d iffe ren t set o f  questions ab o u t the 
cloning o f Dolly arises from  the perspective o f an th ropo logy  an d  fem inist 
theory in relation  to kinship, g en d e r a n d  biology. In this article I exp lo re the 
no tion  o f “viable offspring” from  th e  perspective o f  the  rela tionsh ips betw een 
kinship, genealogy, and  p roperty  w hich shape ours an d  Dolly’s fu tu res in  the 
“Age o f Biological C ontro l.” Using Dolly as a k ind  o f sh ep h erd , I w ant to 
follow the  im plications o f h e r creation  in  term s o f how  scientific know ledge 
comes to be  embodied, how biology is seen to be au th o red , an d  how in tu rn  
such acts o f  creation  are p ro tec ted  as form s o f p roperty . Dolly’s com ing  in to  
being  disrupts the trad itional tem plate  o f  genealogy: she was b o rn  from  a 
new k ind  o f cellular assemblage, in  w hich d o n o r cytoplasm  effectively “re p ro 
g ram m ed” her nuclear DNA to “go back in  tim e” an d  becom e newly em bry
onic. Dolly’s biology is as cultural as h e r  on tology is historical, an d  she is p art 
o f a n u m b er o f new anim al kinds, o r b reeds, w hich in stan tia te  la rger changes 
in w hat Foucault d enom inated  “the  o rd e r  o f th in g s” co n n ectin g  life, lab o u r 
and  language. If  Dolly were a sen tence, we w ould n eed  a new  syntax to parse 
her, because h e r  counterfactual ex istence troub les existing g ram m ars o f spe
cies, b reed , property, an d  sex.

T hese troubles are  n o t new -  in d eed  m any o f them  are  quite ancien t: like 
o th er anim al form s o f live-stock, Dolly em bodies a com m ercial p u rp o se  writ
ten in to  h e r  flesh. W ith Dolly, however, genealogy is reconstitu ted  as a u n iq u e  
and  u n p reced en ted  condu it fo r the  p ro d u c tio n  o f  biow ealth, and  she thus 
requires som e altered  tem plates o f  th eo re tica l exp lana tion  to address the  sig
nificance o f h er making, h e r m arking, an d  h e r  m arketing  as a successful p ro d 
uct.3 Like older breeds, Dolly was crea ted  to exp lo re  new possibilities o f m ak
ing anim al rep roduction  m ore efficient. In  the  process, she has a lte red  the 
landscape of anim al rep ro d u ctio n  far m ore  th an  anyone im agined  possible.

“V iable” is an  im portan t w ord to describe  Dolly in several senses. She is 
viable in the  biological sense o f b e in g  capable o f life ou tside the  wom b, as in 
a viable new-born. She is also viable in  the  w ider sense o f b e in g  capable o f 
success, o r  continuing  effectiveness: she is viable in  the co rp o ra te  sense o f a 
viable p lan  o r strategy. H er existence confirm s th e  viability o f a p a rticu la r

3 A lthough Dolly clearly continues a long tradition  of anim al breed ing  for hum an pu r
poses, and thus is hardly unique for em bodying hum an technical and discursive markers, 
this paper is less focussed on such continuities, instead seeking to articulate the ways in 
which cloning comprises a distinctive m om ent in anim al m anufacture. A nother chapter 
could be written in which this distinctiveness is n o t the central focus, and  a reverse set of 
claims about Dolly’s links to historical traditions of anim al breed ing  are em phasised
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scientific tech n iq u e , th e  tech n iq u e  o f cloning by nuclear transfer using fully 
d iffe ren tia ted  ad u lt cells, w hich was n o t believed to be biologically possible 
until she was born . As a viable offspring, Dolly confirms the viability of a m erger 
betw een co rpo rate  sponsorsh ip  a n d  research science. It is the  successful m erg
in g  o f  all o f  th ese  m ean in g s  o f  “viab le” th a t Dolly b o th  em bodies and  
symbolises: she rep resen ts  the  viability o f a scientific technique, and o f a cor
p o ra te  strategy, th ro u g h  h e r  existence as a viable offspring. H er ability to 
survive, to fu n c tio n  norm ally, an d  to rep ro d u ce  naturally guarantees o th er 
kinds o f viability: the  viability o f m an-m ade life, fo r exam ple, and  the viability 
o f th e  stock op tions o f h e r  p a re n t com pany, PPL therapeutics, who financed 
h e r  creation . Dolly is live-stock in  a very overdeterm ined  sense: she is n o t only 
viable as a single an im al, b u t as a kind o f anim al, a new com m odity species of 
w hat m igh t be described  as b reedw ealth .4 Above all, she is a newly-viable form  
o f genetic  capital, in sh e e p ’s c lo th ing .5

In an  era  d efin ed  by the  em ergence o f biowealth as the  ultim ate futures 
m arket, Dolly’s b irth  is yet fu r th e r  confirm ation o f the m eans by which bio
logical rep ro d u c tio n  can becom e an engine o f wealth generation  and  capital 
accum ulation . C lon ing  an d  cell fusion have becom e increasingly significant 
m eans o f rep ro d u c tio n  in  an  e ra  o f polym erise chain  reaction, im m ortal cell 
line banking , an d  genom ic libraries. Dolly is owned as an individual anim al, 
m uch  as any fa rm er owns livestock. But she is m uch m ore valuable as an  ani
m al m odel fo r a tech n iq u e  th a t is ow ned as in tellectual property , by m eans of 
a p a te n t which covers the  tech n iq u e  o f nuclear transfer.6 In  addition , owner
ship  o f Dolly involves th e  p ro d u c tio n  o f what m ight be th o u g h t o f as new 
form s o f  biological enc losure, th a t is by the re fin em en t of specific b io techno

4 T he ability to contro l anim al breed ing  is one of the main definitions of domestica
tion as applied  to livestock such as sheep, cattle, goats and pigs. H um an control over 
animals, often expressed as dom inion, has been linked to wealth generation since the 
em ergence o f what are now called breeds, o r breadlines. Breedwealth is a term which 
emphasises both  the com m ercial motivations of “the b reeder’s hand ,” and the intensifi
cation o f com m ercial in terest in cellular and m olecular biology applied to animal repro
duction.

5 Part of Dolly’s p a ren t com pany was purchased in 1999 by the com pany Geron, who 
specialise in  m edical applications o f cloning and have developed techniques for stem
cell am plification aim ed to provide replacem ent organ tissue. This application of clon
ing by nuclear transfer, and its potential use as a form  of assisted conception, are the 
most likely means by which “hum an cloning” will be inaugurated.

6 Dolly’s creation is covered by two paten t applications filed by Roslin Institute, PC T/ 
GB96/02099, entitled  “Q uiescent cell populations for nuclear transfer” and PC T/G B 96/ 
02098 en titled  “U nactivated oocytes as cytoplast recipients for nuclear transfer.” These 
applications are filed in m ost countries in the world and cover all anim al species, includ
ing hum ans. Roslin Institu te’s policy is to license its patents by field of use.
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logical pathways which reliably deliver ce rta in  kinds o f functionality . For ex
am ple the  m eans o f reactivating the  reco m b in ed  cells o u t o f  w hich Dolly was 
m ade involved identifying the significance o f particu lar stages in the cell cycle, 
and learn ing  how to m anipulate these stages using  electricity. T h e  ability to 
“enclose” distinct com ponents o f the  em erg en t b io technolog ical too lk it as 
private p roperty  thus involves a com b in atio n  o f skill, ingenuity , secrecy, and  
legal instrum ents such as patents, in  o rd e r  to  c reate  new form s o f  biow ealth. 
Anthropologically, such alterations in  the  fungibility o f  anim al genealogy pose 
questions n o t only abou t the p ro d u c tio n  o f new  form s o f genetic  capital, b u t 
abou t the  very basis fo r d istinguishing am o n g  an im al kinds -  a question  tha t 
in tu rn  leads back into fam iliar questions ab o u t th e  connections betw een so- 
called “biological d ifferences” the  form al categorisations based on  sex, gen 
der, k inship  an d  descent.

Genetic Capital

In the past, as today, the p ro fitab le  rep ro d u c tio n  o f anim als as live-stock 
has d ep en d ed  u p o n  specific technological innovations an d  m ark e t re fine
m ents. W riting o f the eigh teen th -cen tu ry  livestock b re ed e r R obert Bakewell, 
h istorian H arriet Ritvo describes an  im p o rtan t shift th ro u g h  w hich this “m as
ter b re e d e r” altered  the ways in w hich p rized  anim als cam e to  be valued as 
individual repositories o f genetic capital. It was th e  deve lopm en t o f careful 
pedigree record ing  by Bakewell w hich en ab led  h im  to transform  the  livestock

Cotswold
sheep
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m arket, so th a t h e  cou ld  effectively re n t o u t his anim als fo r stud duty. To 
b rin g  ab o u t this shift in  how  anim al reproductive capacity could  be bought 
an d  sold, Ritvo argues Bakewell n eed ed  to transform  the en tire  conceptual 
basis o f  livestock b reed in g . She claims th a t Bakewell accom plished this trans
fo rm atio n  th ro u g h  a shift in  the  defin ition  o f the genetic capital from  the 
b reed  as a w hole to the  reproductive power o f a single anim al. She writes that,

Bakewell c laim ed th a t w hen he  sold one o f his carefully b red  animals, or, 
as in  the  case o f stud  fees, w hen h e  sold the procreative powers o f these ani
mals, he  was selling som eth ing  m ore  specific, m ore predictable, and  m ore 
efficacious th an  m ere  rep ro d u c tio n . In effect, he was selling a tem plate for 
the  co n tin u ed  p ro d u c tio n  o f anim als o f a special type: that is, the distinction 
o f his ram s consisted  n o t only in  th e ir constellation o f personal virtues, b u t in 
th e ir ability to pass this constellation  down their family tree  (1995, p. 416).

T h e  shift h e re  involves a p a r t being  enab led  to stand fo r a larger whole. It 
cou ld  be described  as m etonym ic in the sense th a t the individual comes to be 
so closely associated with the  b re ed  as a whole it can stand in its stead. M ore 
specifically, the  shift is synechdochic, in  the sense tha t the substance from which 
it is made can stand  fo r an  ob ject itself, as in steel fo r sword. T he accom plish
m en t o f this change in  k ind  described  by Ritvo, whereby a single anim al could 
becom e a tem plate  fo r an  en tire  type o r b reed , was accom plished th rough  
careful w ritten records -  th a t is, th ro u g h  the establishm ent o f the studbook 
as a m arke ting  device. T h e  m ain tenance  o f such records enab led  a d ifferen
tia tion  to be draw n betw een m ale anim als th a t were “good sires” and  those 
who were no t. In  tu rn  this d ifferen tiation  enab led  a reduction , o f  the m ale 
an im al to a tem plate  o f his kind. It also d ep en d ed  upon the redefin ition  of 
the  b reed , o r  b reed in g  g roup , as a lineage. And it was these conceptual changes 
th a t en ab led  an  exchange -  o f  the  stud fee for generations o f careful b reed  
selection .7

T h e p o in t o f all o f  this was its profitability. T he successful enterprising- 
u p  o f new p roperty  values in  anim als, and  the establishm ent o f a m arket in 
w hich to sell them , en ab led  Bakewell to increase by four-hundredfo ld  within 
thirty  years the value o f his b reed in g  livestock. It is no  exaggeration to claim, 
as Ritvo does, th a t his ap p ro ach  changed  forever how livestock b reed ing  is 
b o th  practised  an d  concep tualised : “So com plete was the conceptual trans
fo rm ation  w rough t by this redefin ition  o f an an im al’s w orth, th a t at a remove 
o f  two cen tu ries it may be difficult to recover its novelty” (1995, p. 417). It is 
also n o t irre levan t th a t these eigh teen th -cen tury  b reed ing  innovations estab

7 By definition this is a very b rief summary of Ritvo’s argum ent, whose work is o f great 
im portance in understand ing  n o t only the em ergence of animal pedigrees, but of the 
im portance o f  many dom esticated species to Darwin’s models of evolution.
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lished Britain as “the  stud stock farm  o f th e  w orld ,”8 a legacy still m anifest in 
anim als such as Dolly.9

As Ritvo observes, it is entirely  com m onsensical today th a t b reeds are the 
result o f  careful selection, in-and-in b reed in g  to  im prove the  “lin e”, an d  the 
applica tion  o f b reed ing  principles to the  im provem en t o f  stock by th e ir own
ers. It is equally taken for g ran ted  th a t som e anim als are b e tte r  b reed ers  th an  
others, an d  that this is a co m p o n en t o f th e ir m onetary  value. W hat h e r  analy
sis reveals m ost com pellingly is how m uch  con cep tu a l appara tus m ust exist in 
re la tion  to the anim al for its biology to  em erge  as “obvious” in  this way, o r 
indeed  fo r the biology o f a prized ram  to em erge  at all. A b reed  is thus a 
b io technological assemblage, its very con stitu tio n  a discursive fo rm ation , its 
genom e a m anifestation o f the b re e d e r’s art.

Dolly extends the uses o f b reed in g  in  som e im p o rtan t new directions. 
T he definitive technology th ro u g h  w hich Dolly em erges as yet an o th e r kind 
o f tem plate for the  breadline as a w hole is th e  tech n iq u e  o f n u clea r transfer D 
the form  o f cell fusion th rough  w hich Dolly was c lo n ed .10 Dolly’s viability as 
an  offspring has now au then tica ted  this tech n iq u e , an d  its profitability, m uch 
as the perform ance o f Bakewell’s Dishley ram s secu red  the  viability o f an  ea r
lier form  o f  breedw ealth in livestock husbandry , an d  Louise B row n’s viability 
confirm ed  the success o f IVF (In-V itro-Fecundation). Like the  studbook , 
nuclear transfer also effects a red u ctio n , o f  th e  an im al to its DNA. B ut this 
time, th e re  are several im p o rtan t d ifferences. First, it is the  fem ale anim al, 
and  n o t th e  male, whose DNA serves as a tem plate . A nd second, it is n o t the 
anim al herself, b u t a laboratory tech n iq u e  w hich provides the  m eans o f re 
p roduction . Let us pause to consider w hat these shifts en tail in m ore  detail, 
for they are, like those described by Ritvo, b o th  technological an d  co n cep 
tual. In  the  industrial version o f b reedw ealth  established by Bakewell, the 
individual anim al provided both the  tem plate  and  th e  m eans o f rep ro d u ctio n : 
its genes and its own generative pow er were th e  package being  sold. In the 
case o f Dolly, neither h e r own genes nor h e r  own generative capacity a re  valu

8 As C ooper claims in his mid-century evaluation o f Bakewell, “there are in fact only 
two breeds today no t of British origin, nam ely Friesian cattle and M erino sheep, which 
have a truly international status” (1957, p. 90).

9 The Roslin Institute in Scotland, is itself he ir to this same lineage, as a d irect descen
den t o f the Imperial Bureau of Animal Breeding and Genetics,-created in 1929.

10 Dolly is not properly described as a clone, and the term  “clone” does no t appear 
anywhere in the Nature article by Wilmut, e t al, announcing  her birth. She is the result of 
a m erger between the cells of two animals, n o t a “clone” in  the strict botanical sense of an 
entity grown from a single cell of its p rogen ito r (“c loning” comes from  Greek for “twig” 
and is perhaps most accurately used to describe the way a gardener grows a new hydran
gea from  a single twig of a paren t p lant).
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able. T h e  only value she em bodies is as an anim al m odel fo r a p a ten t applica
tion , p roviding living (an d  extensively DNA tested) p ro o f th a t Ian W ilm ut’s 
tech n iq u e  can b e  successful. It is th e  viability of the  m eans of rep roduction  
used  to m ake h er, n u c lea r tran sfer technology, w hich is the  source o f new 
g enetic  capital -  w hich is why it is nuc lea r transfer technology, and  n o t Dolly 
herself, fo r w hich in tellectual p roperty  rights were s o u g h t. In  this sense, clon
ing  by n u clea r transfer enables genetic capital to be removed from the animal 
herself- a n d  doubly  so. This has significant consequences fo r how bo th  rep ro 
duction  an d  genealogy can be ow ned, m arketed  and  sold, and  also for what 
they m ean, an d  how  they are  (d is)em bodied.

These shifts have im plications for bo th  genealogy and gender. Very m uch 
in  con trast to Bakewell’s Dishley rams, Dolly is a t a remove from  the source of 
h e r  reproductive value, w hich has, in a sense, been  seconded to do service for 
(to establish the  viability of) a tech n iq u e  o f reproductive biology. H er own 
ability to re p ro d u ce  is n o t an  im p o rtan t con d u it for the p ro d u c tio n  o f o th er 
anim als, an d  in fact Dolly’s own ability to p roduce lambs is m erely a subordi
n a ted  sign o f h e r  individual viability as a natural-technical p ro d u c t o f corpo
ra te  bioscience. Dolly was a successful trial run.

In sum , she is the  cookie, n o t the cutter. PPL therapeutics is the world 
lead e r in  transposing  h u m an  genes in to  anim als, in  o rd e r to harvest peptides 
from  th e ir m ilk, in o rd e r to m ake new drugs. T he aim  o f p ro d u c in g  Dolly was 
to dem onstra te  th e  viability o f  a techn ique th a t bypasses h e r own reproductive 
capacity, w hich is too  inexact. C loning by nuclear transfer is useful because, 
un like conventional b reed in g , it enables exact rep roduction  o f an  an im al’s 
com plete  n u c lea r genetic  b lu ep rin t. In a sense, nuclear transfer decontam i
nates m am m alian  rep roduction : we m ight say it elim inates nuclear waste. This 
innovation  is valuable because it enables a new form  o f pure rep ro d u ctio n  in 
h ig h e r m am m als, rem oved from  the  genetic “noise” o f  the rut. T he problem  
with conventional b reed in g , o f  course, is tha t it is very unreliab le , inefficient, 
an d  thus costly. Every tim e a b re e d e r m ates a prized anim al, the recom bina
tion  o f genes th a t is an  unavoidable co m p o n en t o f sexual rep ro d u ctio n  in tro 
duces the equivalen t o f a genetic  lottery: you never know w hat k ind o f m atch, 
o r  m ism atch, is go ing  to result.

N uclear transfer rem oves this genetic gam ble: it elim inates the genetic 
risk o f sex, p ro d u c in g  an exact rep lica o f the desired genetic traits.11 T hrough

11 The exact genetic traits sought by PPL therapeutics are transgenic. The first cloned 
transgenic sheep was announced  in July 1997, nam ed Polly. Polly was created by “a ver
sion” of the technique used to create Dolly, namely the technique used to produce Megan 
and Morag, the sheep born  at Roslin in 1996, using fetal rather than adult cells. The 
im portan t po in t about Polly is n o t only tha t she carries the targeted hum an gene, but the
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this m eans, it is argued by the Roslin team  w ho p ro d u c ed  Dolly, the  precise 
genetic com position o f prized individual anim als be  bo th  preserved  in  p e rp e 
tuity, an d  m ore efficiently rep ro d u ce d  in  o th e r  anim als. T he possibilities 
o p en ed  u p  by nuclear transfer a re  in d eed  fo r any anim al, m ale o r fem ale, 
wild o r dom esticated, o r even ex tinct, to  becom e a p erp e tu a l germ line  re 
pository, a pure gene bank, because it is n o  lo n g er only the  gam etes, the  eggs 
and  the  sperm , which are necessary fo r rep ro d u c tio n  to  be viable. A single 
anim al can be cloned to p roduce an  en tire  h e rd  o f identical anim als, w hich 
would otherw ise take years to establish. T hese anim als can also be im proved 
with the  addition o f precise genetic traits, includ ing  those from  o th e r species. 
In  sum, the  value of nuclear transfer is so obvious it h ad  to be invented . W hile 
com pressing genealogical time, it also offers to tal n u c lea r genetic  purity, in 
perpetuity , and u n d er p a ten t.12

N u c lear tran s fe r  tech n o lo g y  th u s  o ffe rs  a spec ific  re d e f in it io n  o f 
breedw ealth, o r  live-stock, by in tro d u c in g  new  reco m b in an t m odels o f  g en e
alogy, species and  rep roduction . T h e  p rinc ip le  o f n u clea r transfer is the  ex
act reverse of Bakewell’s con tribu tion , an d  inverts w hat we m igh t describe as 
the m o d ern  industrial m odel o f b reedw ealth  in to  its fragm ented , post-m od
ern  successor project. If the studbook  was a way to  transfo rm  an an im al’s 
genealogy into a source o f individual value, n u c lea r transfer is a way to  d ep a rt 
from  conventional genealogical spatiality an d  tem porality  a ltogether. Dolly’s 
ped ig ree  is rem oved from  natu ra l tim e, o r  the  tim e o f genealogical descent. 
H er m o th er is genetically h e r sister, as are h e r  offsp ring .13 She was p ro d u ced  
from  the nucleus o f a m am m ary cell, am plified  from  a frozen tissue sam ple 
taken from  a p reg n an t Finn D orset ewe who h ad  b een  dead  fo r six years. This 
nucleus was inserted  in to  an  en u c lea ted  “d o n o r” egg cell from  a Scottish 
Blackface sheep. T he resulting  em bryo was gestated  by two m ore sheep , the

m arker for it. The Roslin web pages explain th a t “earlier techniques have been hit-or- 
miss for m ixing animal DNA but cloning should m ake that process m ore precise.” Clearly 
there is little efficiency gain until cloning by nuclear transfer is significantly improved.

121 exaggerate deliberately, only to make the po in t tha t the prom ise o f nuclear trans
fer corresponds with a com mercial logic tha t is, by definition, hyperbolic. It is im portan t 
to qualify many of the claims made about cloning and stem cells n o t only in term s o f their 
low success rates and worryingly high levels o f pathology, bu t also because it is likely to 
take many decades before any widely available therapeutic  benefits are derived from  this 
highly publicised area of scientific research.

13 A lthough it is tem pting to use traditional kinship categories to play with Dolly’s fam
ily tree, it is misleading insofar as these term s assume certain  kinds o f genetic relationality, 
at the same time they often depart from  them  entirely (such is the adm irable flexibility of 
kinship categories in general). Dolly has both  “h e r  own” DNA, and is a genetically-dis- 
tinct individual, a t the same time that the “b luep rin t” from  h er genom e was inherited  
from  only one “paren t.”
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sec o n d  o f w h ich  gave b ir th  to  Dolly. Dolly in s tan tia te s  a new fo rm  of 
com m odifying genealogy, because she establishes a new form o f genealogy altogether.

So w hat are  th e  im plications o f this enterprised-up  genealogy fo r o ther 
natu ra lised  categories, such as gen d er, sex, o r species -  all o f which have de
p e n d e d  u p o n  the  o rderly  b rach ia tions o f the unilinear, bilateral, and unified 
genealogical descen t system Darwin envisaged as the real tree  o f life’s? If Dolly 
is the  p ro d u c t o f  a fertile  u n io n  am ong  several females -  if she is the offspring 
o f a k ind  o f  same-sex tissue m erg e r — does this m ean biological sex difference 
has becom e obsolete in  term s o f reproduction? Have we seen the transcen
dence  o f n o t only sexual d ifference, b u t reproductive difference as well? O ne 
read in g  o f the  Dolly ep isode m ig h t lead to the suggestion th a t m aternity has 
triu m p h ed  over patern ity , in  a k ind  o f recapitu lation  o f th e  ancien t m atriar
chy theories so influential in early fem inism .14 And how appropriate  that sheep

Dolly View

14 Philip Kitcher (1998), for exam ple, supports cloning-for-families on behalf o f stable 
lesbian couples who would like to have a child, and who could, if one partner donates the 
egg and the o ther the nucleus, m ore closely em ulate the heterosexual ideal of conjugal 
and procreative unity (arguably n o t the most widely shared aspiration am ong lesbian 
couples). This exam ple is only one o f many in which we see how readily a technique 
often described as bringing abou t “the end of sex” is perfectly easily resituated within 
very normative family values.
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are a very m atrilineal species, each  flock with its wise and  woolly h ead  ewe -  
ju s t like in  the film “B abe.” But the  trium ph-of-the-genetrix  read in g  o f  clon
ing, w hich m ight be celebrated  as th e  u ltim ate  fem ale-defined rep ro d u c tio n , 
is in tension with an o th e r possibility: th a t p a tern ity  has n o t so m uch  been  
displaced as d ispersed, in to  acts o f  scientific c rea tio n  and  princip les o f legal 
ow nership. It may be the stud has vanished, b u t th e re  are o th e r fa th e r figures.

Dolly’s conception raises paradoxical im plications fo r th e  m eanings o f 
m aternity, gender and  sex. For a lth o u g h  the  n u c lea r transfer tech n iq u e  is 
designed to  p roduce fem ale sheep  from  o th e r fem ale sheep , this occurs u n 
d er the  sign o f fam iliar form s o f paternity . T h e  best transgenic ewes can be 
used to create the equivalent o f  stud lines fo r en tire  flocks. Because all, o r 
many, o f th e ir adult cells can be used  fo r re p ro d u c tio n , they surpass even the 
m uch-celebrated  heights o f m ale sperm  p ro d u c tio n , with every cell in th e ir 
body potentially  a new ewe. But these ewes are  n o t analogous to super-studs 
because their embodiment o f a unique genetic template has been separated from their 
ability to pass it on. T he whole p o in t o f  a s tud line derives from  the  idea o f the 
un ique genetic capital o f a prized  ind ividual co m b in ed  with th a t an im al’s 
capacity to  pass these traits on dow n the  family tre e .15 This was Bakewell’s 
con tribu tion , as ou tlined  by Ritvo, w hereby the  reproductive  pow er o f a spe
cific an im al cou ld  be sold  as a tem p la te . N u c le a r tra n s fe r  tech n o lo g y  
anachronises this connection  in the  sam e stroke with which it e lim inates con
ventional genealogical tim e, o rd e r, a n d  verticality a lto g e th er.16

Such observations inevitably lead  to  questions ab o u t patern ity  and  p ro p 
erty, to Dolly’s “p aren t” com pany, an d  to  h e r  “scientific” fa ther. N uclear trans
fer is a device for seeding a co rpo ra te  p lan  fo r the  p ro d u c tio n  o f biow ealth in 
the form  o f what Roslin describes as “b io reac to rs.” T hese b ioreactors are the 
sheep th a t will function  as living p h arm aceu tica l p roducers, by p ro d u c in g  
valuable proteins in th e ir milk. Dolly’s own now-proven reproductive  capac

15 As Ritvo explains, Bakewell used progeny tests to chart the perform ance o f his studs 
to discover their “h idden” qualities. In addition  to seeking purity o f descent (preserved 
through in-and-in b reed ing), he sought what is technically known as “prepotency,” which 
Ritvo defines as “a heritage sufficiently concen tra ted  and  powerful to dom inate the heri
tage of potential m ates” (1995, p. 419). This is only one exam ple o f some o f the many 
rather curious ideas about inheritance which continue to influence the b ree d er’s art. For 
example, even though Bakewell’s celebrated  Dishley sheep did no t prove to have m uch 
staying power as a breed, their best-known descendants, the Blue-faced Leicesters, are 
still primarily used to produce “tups,” young rams which are sold to  be used for cross
breeding with o ther sheep.

16 It is tem pting to note that the transgenic possibilities opened  up  th rough sheep- 
hum an com binations create a new kind of ewe-man genom e initiative, bu t to suggest 
such a m erger is to overlook the technical com plexities tha t continue to beset this field of 
endeavour.

128



ity, in  the  form  o f h e r  own viable offspring, becom es a kind o f publicity stunt 
fo r the  m o re  im p o rtan t viable offspring known as nuclear transfer. Dolly’s 
lam bs provide fu r th e r  “p ro o f ’ th a t c loning is a perfectly natural, sound and 
h ea lthy  m eans o f rep ro d u c tio n  (and  what an attractive advertisem ent they 
are, tim ed  perfectly  to arrive each  year at E aster). Ironically, Dolly’s lambs do 
service fo r the  scientific pa tern ity  o f  h e r own creation , which lies with W ilm ut 
an d  his colleagues, who designed  the b lu ep rin t o f the techn ique tha t m ade 
h e r  a viable offspring to  begin  with. Dolly’s own m aternity  is as inconsequen
tial in  itself as are h e r  healthy  ea ting  habits: ju s t one m ore sign she is a p er
fectly so u n d  anim al. It m igh t be  said h e r m aternity  is a paradoxical stam p of 
approval fo r h e r  tho rough ly  m an-m ade viability.17

T h e m ean in g  o f patern ity  in the contex t o f Dolly’s creation  is also evi
d e n t in re la tion  to the  p a te n t application  that covers specific uses o f nuclear 
transfer technology. T h e  p a ten t, after all, is a form  o f in tellectual property  
p ro tec tio n  w hich derives from  th e  institu tion of copyright, first established by 
the  S tatu te o f A nne in  1710 in  E ngland, no t far from  Bakewell’s farm  e ither 
geographically o r historically. As M ark Rose (1993) has suggestively chronicled, 
the  estab lishm ent o f copyright was explicitly argued  by analogy to paternity. 
An a u th o r’s orig inal works were an  inviolable possession o f th e ir creator, ju s t 
as his ch ild ren  belo n g ed  to  him  because he was th e ir procreator. Offspring of 
the  b ra in  an d  o f the  loin, a rg u ed  p ro m in en t literary figures such as Daniel 
Defoe, derive from  individual acts o f  creation, and  m ust be p ro tec ted  as such. 
“Plagiarism ” derives from  the  L atin  w ord for kidnapping.

T h e  invisibility o f th e  m atern a l in such an argum ent directly anticipates 
the situation  with Dolly. D efoe’s arg u m en t th a t authors are essentially the 
fa thers o f  th e ir texts com prises a fantasy o f m ale-birthing from  which the 
m atern a l is excluded . It is an  exclusion that recalls a phrase in Zora Neale 
H u rs to n ’s ethnography , Tell My Horse. H urston describes the  use of the ex
pression “the  ro o s te r’s egg” to describe ch ildren  o f white fathers and black 
m others who were d efin ed  as “w hite” by virtue o f their patern ity .18 The subor
d in a tio n  o f m atern ity  in  the  a ttem p t to secure racial privilege is m ocked by 
the  figure o f “the ro o s te r’s egg”, m ark ing  this denial o f m aternity  as an absur
dity, a fantasy, an d  a lie. T h e  invisible, o r subord inated , m aternal in the con
tex t o f  copyright was directly  paralleled  on  Bakewell’s farm, w here the female 
anim al was irrelevant, an d  only th e  m ale line “co u n ted ” fo r stud fees. Dolly’s

17 Dolly is herself b e tte r known for stamps of disapproval, the standard threat gesture 
of the ewe. From the beginning treated  with special care, Dolly is reported  to be well 
aware o f h e r stature, and to respond  with an irritated stamp of the hoo f to transgressions 
such as inadequate d inner.

18 This is also the title o f a collection o f essays by Patricia Williams (1995).
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subord inated  m aternity  thus repeats  this lo n gstand ing  p a tte rn  o f m aternal 
erasure, only in h e r  case co m p o u n d ed  by th e  explicit display o f h e r  re cu p er
ated m aternity  to confirm  the skill o f  h e r  c reato r. It is this orig inal c re a to r’s 
skill, as an  innovator, which is p ro tec ted  u n d e r  th e  p a te n t fo r n u clea r transfer 
tha t Dolly au thenticates as the viable offspring o f p a te r  W ilm ut, also h e r  geni- 
to r by technological proxy. To be p a ten tab le , an  inven tion  m ust be original, 
o f utility, and non-obvious -  and  n u clea r tran sfe r is all o f  these, a lthough , like 
m uch contem porary  pa ten ted  biow ealth, it relies closely o n  designs th a t are 
“found  in n a tu re ,” m ost notably the  cell cycle. This form  o f  ow nership  does 
n o t explicitly accrue to Dolly herself, who is b u t its m eans o f realisation , o r its 
proof. Dolly is herse lf owned u n d e r  m uch  m o re  conven tional a rrangem en ts, 
as personal property, in the m an n er th a t any fa rm er owns his o r h e r  sheep. 
T he difference the  p a ten t p ro tec tion  secures in  Dolly’s case, however, is th a t 
the capacity for h e r m aternity  to be d is trib u ted  has b een  en h an ced . H e r re 
p ro d u c tio n  becom es partible: she is newly p ro fitab le  because she is m ultiply 
divisible, and  it is h e r divisibility w hich m akes h e r  newly fungib le . In the  sam e 
sense H ortense Spillers famously described  th e  d istribu ted  m atern ity  o f fe
m ale slaves, whose reproductive capacities th e ir  n in e teen th -cen tu ry  m asters 
could e ither sell o r use themselves. T h e  p ro d u c tio n  o f Dolly similarly con
jo ins com m ercial and  biological enc losure, by isolating p articu la r rep ro d u c 
tive pathways, and  creating a m arke t in access to them . W hat is req u ired  in 
both  cases is the  separation  o f rep ro d u c tio n  from  genealogy -  a feat particu 
larly evident in cloned  anim als th a t are  transgenics .

T he popu lar association o f clon ing  with slavery shares this recogn ition  of 
the sham e and  d isem pow erm ent th a t occasions the  loss o f  rep ro d u ctiv e  
pow er.19 It m ight be argued  tha t anim als have long  been  ow ned in this way, 
their reproductive pow er p art an d  parcel o f  th e ir  value. But, as Ritvo shows, 
this is n o t quite so simply and  self-evidently th e  case. T he capacity to own, to 
m arket, and  to sell the reproductive powers o f  anim als has ch an g ed  qu ite  
dram atically over tim e, and  has d o n e  so in close association with red efin i
tions o f  o th e r form s o f property, such as in te llec tual property . M oreover, the 
reconceptualisation  o f p roperty  is itself technologically-assisted, th ro u g h  in 
ventions such as studbooks, pedigrees, an d  paten ts. Today, frozen cell lines, 
m olecular biology and  nuclear transfer are p a r t o f a w ider set o f  concep tual

19 Interestingly, the use of the term  “clone” to deno te  loss of reproductive propriety is 
also evident in the m arketplace, where a clone is used to denote an illegitimately copied 
product, as in a “Gucci clone,” or the risk o f illegitim ate p roduct use to markets, as in 
mobile phone fraud. Genetic m arkers are used by com panies such as M onsanto to pre
vent “cloning” of their agricultural products in bo th  the scientific and com m ercial sense 
as a means of protecting their reproductive rights.
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an d  technological transfo rm ations in  the capacity to own, to m anipulate, and 
to p ro fit from  the  rep roductive  pow er o f animals, plants and  micro-organ- 
isms. T h ere  is no  o th e r  way to describe this than  as an  intensification o f the 
politics o f  re p ro d u c tio n , an d  an  en terprising-up  o f genealogy. A nd in the 
sam e way th a t capital is chang ing , so the new biology does n o t guarantee the 
sam e syntax it used  to fo r o th e r  dom ains as well: what does it m ean when 
genealogy can be rem ad e  as technique? W hat happens w hen the m eans of 
rep ro d u c tio n  them selves can be owned u n d e r a patent? W hat is Dolly’s p roper 
gender, o r  sex, if instead  o f being  b o rn  she was made?

Using the p a ten te d  transgen ic oncom ouse as o n e  o f h e r guides, or fig
ures, in  Modest Witness at Second Millennium, D onna Haraway describes what 
she calls a “shift from  k in d  to  b ra n d ” (1997, pp. 65-6). Borrowing from , and  
m utating , M arilyn S tra th e rn ’s work on kinship in After Nature, Haraway de
scribes k inship  as “a techno logy  fo r p roducing  the m aterial and  semiotic ef
fect o f na tu ra l re la tionsh ip , o f shared  k in d ” (1997, p. 53). She describes kin
ship “in sh o rt” as “the  question  o f taxonom y, category and the natural status 
o f artificial en tities” ad d in g  th a t “establishing identities is kinship work in 
ac tio n ” (1997, p. 67). In  th e  co n tex t o f such denaturalised  anim ate entities as 
oncom ouse, Haraway argues th a t “type has becom e brand ,” and  tha t the brand  
has becom e a k ind  o f  gen d er. T h e  b ran d  becom es for Haraway a kind o f 
hyper-m ark establish ing k ind  an d  type in an semantics o f propriety that is explic
itly post-natural.

Haraway’s shift from  kind  to b ran d  thus describes the way in which the 
p ro d u c tio n  o f a ce rta in  type o f anim al, such as oncom ouse, occurs out from  
u n d e r  the  sign o f n a tu ra l history and  instead b en eath  its b ran d  nam e. This 
in terp re ta tion  thus literalizes the  b ran d  slogan o f D upont, “w here better things 
fo r b e tte r  living com e to life,” w hich Haraway first b ro u g h t to h e r re ad e r’s 
a tten tio n  in 1992, in th e  artic le “W hen ManTM is on  the M enu” in which she 
claim ed th a t the new cyborg anim als o f co rporate  biotechnology “will be lit
e ra te  in  quite  a d iffe ren t g ram m ar o f g en d e r” (1992, p. 42).

Haraway’s 1992 artic le ap p eared  in the same Zone anthology, entitled  
Incorporations, in  w hich Paul Rabinow  argued  that the new genetics represen t 
the  apotheosis o f  m o d ern  rationality, in  that “the  object to be known -  the 
h u m an  genom e -  will be  know n in such a way th a t it can be changed .” It was 
also in  this article th a t R abinow  m ade the often-requoted pred ic tion  that,

In the  fu tu re , th e  new  genetics will cease to be a biological m etaphor for 
m odern  society and  will becom e instead a circulation network o f identity terms 
an d  restric tion  loci, a ro u n d  w hich an d  th rough  which a truly new type of 
au to p ro d u c tio n  will em erge, w hich I call “biosociality.” .... In biosociality, 
n a tu re  will be rem o d e lled  on  cu ltu re  understood  as practice. N ature will be
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known an d  rem ade th ro u g h  tech n iq u e  an d  will finally becom e artificial ju s t 
as cu lture becom es natural. (1992, pp. 241-2)

For Rabinow, the  natu re-cu ltu re  split will d isap p ear in a pen u ltim a te  col
lapse o f the  very distinction o u t o f w hich m odern ity  em erged  as a discursive 
condition  in  the first place.20 For Haraway, n a tu re  is n o t so m uch  d isp laced  as 
rean im ated , acquiring  a new capacity to m ark  a d iffe ren t set o f  re la tions in 
the con tex t of corporate  technoscience, in w hich u n n a tu ra l re la tions such as 
transgenics reap p ear as natura lised  kinds th ro u g h  brands. T h ere  is n o  d o u b t 
Dolly is th e  fo u n d e r anim al for a new species o f p roduc t, in w hich family 
resem blance is a t a prem ium . She is n o t b ra n d ed  as such, b u t she secures a 
p a ten t application th rough  w hat m igh t as well be h e r  b ran d  slogans: “M ade 
in Scotland, D esigned by Roslin, an d  B rough t to You by PPL th erap eu tics .” As 
the technology fo r m aking cloned  transgenics im proves, so will em erge suc
cessor generations o f products in  a com m odity  lineage o f designer sheep. 
Global m arketing strategies, such as those used  by Intel, N okia an d  BMW, 
borrow from  fam iliar kinship idiom s to  provide analogies fo r the  ways in  which 
p roducts are “re la ted ,” bu t w hat is m o re  revealing is how  these analogies can 
also travel back. In  o th e r words, the  b ran d s an d  tradem arks co n n ectin g  p ro d 
ucts to their “p a ren t com pany” stand  in  fo r shared  substance, fo rm ing  the 
basis o f kin-relatedness as a fam iliar form  o f propriety-by-descent. T hese com 
m odity descent lines are there fo re  in stan tia tions o f  a d iffe ren t k ind  o f sub
stantial connection, which is established th ro u g h  tradem ark  o r b ran d  as its 
m ark. W hat is in teresting  is that, as S tra th ern  argues, such analogies can be 
reversed: the traffic can m ake a U -turn. H ence, w hereas gen ito rsh ip  has his
torically been  the m odel for the natu ra lised  p rop rie ty  o f  copyright, we m igh t 
argue th a t com m ercial proprie ty  can  now  e n g e n d e r  an d  naturalise  paternity . 
Possession itself can figure technoscien tific fa th erh o o d .

W hat this suggests is th a t it is n o t only n a tu re , b u t patern ity  w hich is 
“know n and  rem ade as te c h n iq u e ,” to  re d ire c t R abinow ’s ap t ph rasing . 
Haraway’s “shift from  kind to b ra n d ” also po in ts  to  this collapse, o f  the  com 
m ercial and  th e  paternal. Only now, as d istinct from  earlier episodes, it is the 
means of reproduction itself, and  n o t m erely its offspring, w hich patern ity  d e
fines as its own. This m ade-in-the lab pa tern ity  may in  fact perfectly  in stan ti
ate w hat Rabinow describes as “th e  truly new  form  o f  au to p ro d u c tio n ” which 
is “the apotheosis o f m odern  rationality .” Like m aternity , n a tu re  does n o t so 
m uch d isappear as becom e a k ind  o f  tro p e  in  th e  co n tex t o f  late-tw entieth 
century  biotechnology (see fu r th e r in  F ranklin , Lury an d  Stacey 2000). T he

20 In contrast, Latour argues this division was only an enabling fiction for m odernity  to 
begin with, hence his title claim that We Have Never Been Modem.
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Sheep Money

sam e can be said fo r k insh ip  an d  gender, which becom e m uch m ore like 
b ran d  in  th e ir capacity to  signify d ifference -  th rough  relations of en terprise 
an d  p rop rie ty  ra th e r  th an  th ro u g h  relations such as genealogical descent. 
Now tha t anim als such as Dolly are  bo th  b o rn  and  m ade, they n o t only em 
body “n a tu re  rem ade  as tech n iq u e” b u t also “the shift from  kind to b ran d ” in 
th e ir  co rporately  ow ned an d  redesigned  corporeality. In sum, I have argued 
h e re  th a t the  g en d e r o f the  new  genetic capital is very familiarly paternal, b u t 
th a t this rep ea t o f  an  an c ien t trad ition  has taken a few new turns. For one, the 
m eans o f re p ro d u c tio n  have b ee n  rem oved from  the anim al, and  placed u n 
d e r th e  sign o f pa ten t. For an o th e r , Dolly’s own m aternity does service to the 
value o f n u clea r tran sfer as a m eans o f bo th  producing  and  p ro tecting  ge
netic  capital. A nd all o f this is possible, I suggest, because rep roduction  has 
been  rem oved from  genealogical tim e and  space, becom ing no longer e ither 
vertical o r  b ilatera l th ro u g h  new technologies. Life after Dolly is, in sum, bo th  
d ifferently  viable an d  newly profitable . I also suggest th a t Dolly shows us 
som e im p o rtan t d im ensions o f w hat happens to gender w hen it is m ade no t 
bo rn . She helps us to ask w hat hap p en s to what M onique W ittig calls “the 
m ark  o f g en d e r” w hen th a t m ark ing  occurs th rough  brand ing , as a p rop ri
etary re la tion . In asking how  b rands are naturalised  as w hat Haraway calls 
“genders,” th ere  are  im p o rtan t questions to be asked about how nature comes 
to signify in  a post-natural cu lture . Does this m odel of gender simply give us 
m ore o f them ? If  g en d e r becom es a com m ercial equation  is it easier to buy 
o u t altogether? Is c lon ing  a fo rm  o f g en d e r trouble?

In term s o f genealogy, th e  tech n iq u e  o f nuclear transfer effects a 90-de- 
gree tu rn , w hereby “descen t” is no  longer the equivalent o f  genealogical grav
ity. Instead, en terp rised -up  genealogy is newly flexible, so th a t it is m ore sub
je c t  to redesign, an d  freed  from  the  narrow  tram m els of species-specific re
p ro d u c tiv e  iso la tio n  to  b e c o m e  newly p ro m iscu o u s: a m ix  ‘n ’ m atch  
recob inato ria , wistfully like alchem y.
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Conclusion

Exam ining Dolly in this way suggests she belongs to w hat Foucau lt m igh t 
have described as a new o rd e r o f  th ings, in  w hich life, lab o u r an d  language 
have b een  transform ed in their constitu tive relations. N ever co n ce rn ed  with 
n a tu re  a n d  cu ltu re  p e r se, F o u cau lt took  from  his p red ecesso r G eorges 
C anguilhem  a historical and  ph ilosoph ical question  ab o u t the re la tion  o f 
know ledge p roduction  to life form s, an d  in d eed  o f  epistem ology to life itself. 
Always attentive to the  constitutive pow er o f know ledge in its m any form s 
(disciplinarity, governm entality, classification, surveillance), an d  its m yriad 
corresponding  objects (prisons, clinics, m useum s, bodies, sexualities), a m ain 
them e o f Foucault’s writing co n cern ed  th e  transfo rm ation  o f consanguinity  
into popu lation , and  sovereignty in to  regim es o f public  hea lth . Dolly p e r
fectly instantiates this same constellation, and simultaneously inaugurates its trans
formation: she is, after all, p a rt o f  a co rp o ra te  p lan  to p u t h u m an  genes in to  
anim als in o rder to be able to derive pharm aceu tica l p roducts  from  h e r  milk, 
for profit. H er com ing in to  being  is as a new life form  b elong ing  to  the  fu tu re  
o f m edical trea tm ent, wired to th e  h u m an  genom e on  the  in te rn e t, in which 
the genetic specificity o f the individual will replace the form erly generic m odel 
o f the h um an  used to develop new drugs in the  past. Known an d  rem ade  as 
tech n iq u e , Dolly em bodies changes in  b o th  know ledge p ro d u c tio n  an d  
governm entality. She is the viable offspring o f th e  epistem ological coord i
nates o f th e  new biology in  w hich it is less im p o rtan t to know w hat she is th an  
what she does. T hough  it is now proven  feasible, c lon ing  by n u clea r transfer is 
still poorly understood  scientifically. T h e  effects o f  im prin ting  in  particu lar 
rem ain  dim ly recognised, despite b e in g  o f  u tm ost im p o rtan ce  to  genetic  ex
pression. An enorm ous discrepancy separates the  Lego-like logic o f m olecu
lar biology, its daun ting  technical language full o f  noun-verb hybrids fo r com 
ponen ts that allow pieces to be p u t to g e th e r an d  pu lled  apart, from  the self- 
evident com plexity o f the re la tionalities o u t o f  w hich “genetic  expression” 
emerges. T he very term  “genetic in fo rm ation” is a fiction, like “num eric  value”: 
it m akes sense only if you take fo r g ran ted  everything n eed ed  to explain  it.

W hat holds Dolly together is consequen tly  n o t F oucau lt’s o rd e r o f things 
connected  to the “life itse lf’ he claim s is the  fou n d a tio n a l co n cep t o f  m o d ern  
biology , b u t LifeitselfTM, as in the  D u p o n t slogan “w here b e tte r  th ings for 
living com e to life.”21 T he new o rd e r o f th ings instan tia ted  th ro u g h  b io tech 

211 am borrowing back and rem utating  the term  life itself from  Haraway’s description 
of it as “a thing-in-itself where no trope can be adm itted ,” o r as “a congeries of entities 
that are themselves self-referential and autotelic,” like Dawkins’ selfish gene, in sum, a 
kind of fetish (1997, pp. 134-5). I would like to argue it is no t only the fetishism of life
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nology has b een  vastly en ab led  by a loosening o f paten t law, which, from  the 
early 1980s onw ards have increasingly liberally allowed life form s to be pat
en ted  n o t only w hen they are non-obvious inventions, but, increasingly in the 
age o f genom ics, sim ply w hen they are useful techniques. This m echanism  of 
the  nation-state to  p ro m o te  industry, the p a ten t and  its officers, and  to con
n ec t lab o u r an d  life in to  a productive force, is precisely aim ed to fuel m arket 
speculation  and  en co u rag e  ven tu re  capital in a m arket dom inated  by m ulti
na tio n al pharm aceu tica l giants, to  create a situation one jo u rn a lis t has com 
p ared  to the  six teen th  cen tu ry  com petition  betw een France, England and 
Spain to  claim  th e  New W orld .22

T o say such changes have cu ltura l im plications seems a self-evident ob
servation T h e  density  a n d  pow er o f the capital resource, LifeitselfTM, asks 
th a t it be u n d ers to o d  as p a r t  o f  a historical transform ation o f a very distinc
tive kind. T h e  splicing to g e th e r o f  hum an genes with those o f o th er species 
in to  a new ars recombinatoria o f  life form s which no longer belong  to natural 
history o r genealogy as we have known it m eans tha t no n e  o f the naturalised 
categories ho ld  still in  re la tion  to w hat used to be seen as their given attributes. 
Is c lon ing  by n u clea r tran sfer sexual rep roduction  o r not? How m any parents 
does Dolly have? K inship an d  gender, those serviceable an thropological dig
ging tools, offer one way o f th in k in g  abou t what happens to these categories 
as kinds o f kinds, o r as the  gram m atical categories o f a sociality understood  to 
be g lued  to g e th e r in  som e way by relationships established th rough rep ro 
ductio n  an d  sex. In  seeking to u n d ers tan d  the recalibration o f life itself in the 
co n tex t o f b io technology , th e  question  has to  be asked w hat happens when 
we u n d ers tan d  genes as them selves the vehicle for cultural expression?
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