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(which there is), it would still be morally wrong
to kill these human embryos for experimen-
tation.

From the Nuremberg Code to the Belmont
Commission, this utilitarian justification for
harmful or fatal research has been soundly re-
jected in order to protect patients and the
practice of medicine.

Civilized cultures have protections in place
to make sure we do not allow research on, or
use organs from, death row prisoners who are
“going to die anyway,” and we do not do re-
search on terminally ill patients unless such
research has a chance to help the patient.

We take a great risk if we dehumanize
human embryos and accept “they are going to
die anyway” as how we judge what is accept-
able treatment for our fellow human beings.

Examples of atrocities that would be justified
by the statement that the victims are going to
die anyway include: Harvesting organs from
and experimenting on death row inmates (like
China), harvesting organs from and experi-
menting on the terminally ill, and submerging
15 live human unborn children into salt solu-
tion to learn if they could absorb oxygen
through their skin. One fetus survived for 22
hours in an actual U.S. case.

The second major myth is that the stem
cells lines that could be derived from these
frozen embryos have the potential to cure nu-
merous diseases, but that such cures remain
just around the corner and just out of reach
because the administration refuses to fund re-
search in which these embryos would be de-
stroyed. This, too, is false.

Adult stem cells have treated over 58 dis-
eases in human patients in published clinical
studies. Embryonic stem cells have not treated
even one patient, and have mixed results—at
best—in animal trials.

Moreover, human embryonic stem cell re-
search is completely legal. The debate is sole-
ly about federally funding research that re-
quires the destruction of embryos, human
beings in their earliest stages of life.

President Bush is the first president to fed-
erally fund human embryonic stem cell re-
search. He determined that such research
could be funded so long as the cells had been
obtained from embryos destroyed on or before
August 9, 2001.

Since then NIH determined that there are 78
derivations of embryonic stem cells that are el-
igible for Federal funding, and 22 cell lines are
currently receiving Federal funds. According to
the director of the National Institutes of Health,
the Bush policy is sufficient for basic research.

There are 16 additional “eligible” embryonic
stem cell lines in existence that have not been
“contaminated” by mouse feeder cells.

NIH spent about $25 million on embryonic
stem cell research in 2003, funding 118 re-
search projects.

HHS reports that as of February 2004, em-
bryonic stem cell providers had shipped more
than 400 lines to researchers, and there are
3,500 vials of embryonic stem cells that are
waiting to be shipped to researchers.

The ultimate goal of researchers is free and
unfettered access to Federal dollars to create
and destroy embryos for research purposes,
and to employ human cloning as the method
of choice.

Embryonic stem cell research will not, no
matter what the claims of its proponents, be-
come the cure-all it is touted as.

Of the fewer than 275 potential viable stem
cell lines genetical diversity will still be lacking,
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since minorities are poorly represented among
IVF clients.

Stem cells from IVF embryos will cause se-
rious immune rejection problems if trans-
planted into patients. Researchers argue that
to avoid immune rejection, we need to clone
people to make stem cells that are genetically
identical to the patient receiving the stem cell
transplant.

Many of my colleagues, I'm sure, have been
visited by members of disease organizations,
desperate for cures for their loved ones. One
of the myths promoted by some of these orga-
nizations—and | believe that the families, most
of the time, do not know the falsity of their
statements—is that somatic cell nuclear trans-
fer is not cloning. This is absolutely false. So-
matic cell nuclear transfer, or SCNT, is the
process that created Dolly, the cloned Scottish
sheep. This makes me irate, that some in the
scientific community would mislead victims of
disease and illness and their loved ones into
fighting for research they would oppose were
they told the truth, and making them believe
that this sort of research will cure all that ails
them if they were just provided the money.

Here are the facts: All medical advances (at
least 58 therapies) from stem cells to date
have been from “adult” stem cell research,
which carries no ethical concerns. There have
been none from embryonic cells, not even in
animal studies.

The benefits of research that kills living
human embryos is purely speculative and has
been hyped by researchers who are after fed-
eral funding and by a media that doesn’t un-
derstand or report the distinction between
adult and embryonic stem cells.

Proponents continue to make the false claim
that embryonic stem cells will cure Alzheimer’s
Disease. It almost certainly will not.

The Juvenile Diabetes Research Foundation
has irresponsibly refused to promote or fund
ethical adult stem cell research, despite the
fact that is it shows far more promise in treat-
ing diabetes than does research on cells de-
rived from human embryos.

This debate is purely about federal funding.
Embryonic stem cell research is completely
legal.

Americans do not support destructive em-
bryonic stem cell research, especially when
they are provided with the facts.

When respondents in a poll at the beginning
of this month were told that scientists disagree
on whether embryonic or adult stem cells will
end up being most successful in treating dis-
eases, 60 percent favored funding only the re-
search avenues that raise no moral problem,
while only 22 percent favored funding all stem
cell research including the kind that involves
destroying embryos.

Killing human embryos is morally wrong. A
human embryo, a person in his or her earliest
stages, must be destroyed to obtain embry-
onic stem cells. Destroying early human life
shows a profound disrespect for human life.

The ends do not justify the means. Some
pro-life members of Congress support funding
of embryonic stem cell research on the basis
that this research could save the lives of peo-
ple with debilitating diseases. This obfuscation
of the term “pro-life” is based on a utilitarian
ethic. It is unethical to destroy some human
lives for the betterment of the lives of others.

Even President Clinton’s National Bioethics
Advisory Commission concluded that embryos
“deserve respect as a form of human life.”
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The Commission recommended funding of
embryonic stem cell research, only if there
were no alternatives. Adult stem cells are cur-
rently being used to successfully treat humans
suffering from many diseases.

Taxpayers shouldn't spend their hard
earned money on embryo destruction. Federal
funding of the destruction of human embryos
for research is unethical. The debate is over
the use of taxpayers money, not whether it is
legal. American taxpayers should not be
forced to fund unethical research.

The fact is that patients and their loved
ones need real hope, not hype. That hope re-
sides in non-controversial, tried-and-true adult
stem cell research. When this issue comes to
the floor next week, please join me in return-
ing our focus from destructive embryonic stem
cell research to adult stem cell research,
which has been proven to work, is not morally
controversial, and holds true promise for dis-
ease victims.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

———

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take the
Special Order time of the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

—————

CAFTA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
last year President Bush signed the
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment, a one-sided plan to benefit the
largest corporations in the world at the
expense of American workers and farm-
ers, and the expense of Central Amer-
ican workers, farmers, and small busi-
nesses.

Every trade agreement negotiated by
this administration has been ratified
by Congress within 65 days of the
President’s signing it. CAFTA has lan-
guished in Congress for nearly 1 year
without a vote because this wrong-
headed trade agreement offends both
Republicans and Democrats.

Just look at what has happened with
our trade policy in the last decade. In
1992, the year I was elected to Con-
gress, we in this country had a $38 bil-
lion trade deficit. Today, 12 years later,
our trade deficit is $618 billion. From
$38 billion, a dozen years later to $618
billion. It is clear our trade policy sim-
ply is not working.

Opponents to CAFTA know that sim-
ply it is an extension of the North
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