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SENATE—Monday, July 17, 2006 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Honorable ROB-
ERT F. BENNETT, a Senator from the 
State of Utah. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Eternal Lord God, our hope for years 
to come, make us today a channel 
through which Your love and grace 
may flow. Empower us to live exem-
plary lives that will compel others to 
glorify You. When we confront adver-
saries, give us love and forbearance. 
Strengthen us to go beyond the min-
imum in service to others. 

Inspire our Senators with Your pres-
ence. Teach them to press their weak-
nesses close to Your strength, that 
they may find light in darkness, cour-
age for life’s battles, and endurance for 
life’s pains. 

We pray in Your holy Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable ROBERT F. BENNETT 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, July 17, 2006. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable ROBERT F. BENNETT, a 
Senator from the State of Utah, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

TED STEVENS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. BENNETT thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 

will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business until 12:30 p.m., 
with the time equally divided. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will conduct a period of morn-
ing business with the time equally di-
vided until 12:30. At 12:30, we will begin 
the debate on the three bills related to 
stem cell research, and we will have de-
bate throughout the day and tomorrow, 
with the time alternating between the 
majority and minority in 30-minute in-
crements, and then proceed to stacked 
votes tomorrow afternoon at 3:45. Each 
of these votes will require 60 votes for 
passage. The votes on Tuesday will be 
the first votes of the week. 

On Friday, we were able to reach an 
agreement on the Water Resources De-
velopment Act, and Chairman INHOFE 
will be managing the floor consider-
ation of that bill on Tuesday and 
Wednesday. 

f 

STEM CELL RESEARCH 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, over the 
next 2 days we will be discussing the 
issues surrounding stem cell research 
and discussing a total of three bills 
over the course of 48 hours. Our discus-
sion over the next 2 days will focus on 
science and on ethics and how science 
and ethics interplay. 

Science: We are in a remarkable era 
of exciting and rapidly accelerating ad-
vances in developmental biology. New 
doors of exploration have been thrown 
wide open by the Human Genome 
Project and by our new knowledge and 
our new understanding of molecular 
and cellular mechanisms. Some have 
called this 21st century the century of 
cells—a century that will explode with 
regenerative medicine so that heart 
surgeon BILL FRIST will no longer have 
to cut out a diseased heart and replace 
that diseased heart with a healthy 
heart but would rather treat a patient 
with cells requiring no surgery. 

We are going to be discussing ethics. 
Although not easy, we do have to con-
front head-on the difficult issues 
around life’s beginnings, all of which 
have large scientific, moral, and reli-
gious implications. The rapidly ad-
vancing science has taken us to today’s 
debate. 

As we will see in our discussions on 
the floor of the Senate, it is safe to say 
that no scientific issue is more divisive 
today than this discussion surrounding 
stem cells. As others have said, you 
can’t do an end run around all of these 
ethical challenges. They are before us, 
and they are going to come with in-
creasing frequency with advancing 
science. Our responsibility as policy-
makers is, through deliberation and 
through dialog and through debate, to 
frame those moral principles which 
protect and defend human dignity and 
promote scientific advances and med-
ical applications that will lead to heal-
ing. 

In the last century, we faced ethical 
controversies over organ transplan-
tation, my field: Who would receive a 
scarce organ? What are the criteria to 
determine brain death? We had ethical 
discussions and ethical controversies 
over blood transfusions: Who receives 
blood transfusions? What are the indi-
cations? We also faced ethical dilem-
mas over genetic therapy. 

Well, the 21st century, the current 
century, brings even more profound 
ethical questions, and they are going 
to come with increasing frequency. 
How we and humanity handle our gath-
ering control over these mysteries of 
cell development and embryo develop-
ment will reflect who we are as a peo-
ple and where we are going. 

Today, the Senate will begin debate 
on these three important pieces of leg-
islation: the Alternative Pluripotent 
Stem Cell Therapies Enhancement Act, 
from Senators SANTORUM and SPECTER; 
the Fetus Farming Prohibition Act of 
2006, Senators SANTORUM and BROWN-
BACK; and the Stem Cell Research En-
hancement Act, the so-called—in the 
House—Castle-DeGette bill, and in the 
Senate, the Specter-Hatch bill. 

Many of my colleagues have, like me, 
spent hours grappling with these 
issues: the future of stem cell research, 
how we balance pro-life positions with 
the potential for new life and health of-
fered by stem cell research. There is, 
perhaps, an inclination to avoid such 
difficult issues, to ignore them and to 
let others debate, but I have come to 
realize we must participate in defining 
research surrounding the culture of 
life. If not, it will define us. 

Five years ago, on July 18, 2001, I 
came to the Chamber and laid out a 
comprehensive proposal to promote 
stem cell research within an ethical 
framework. I proposed 10 specific inter-
dependent principles. I also said that 
policymakers and the public must reas-
sess on an ongoing basis the research 
and the circumstances under which it 
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is conducted because science will con-
tinue to advance. As the 21st century 
progresses and as science—develop-
mental biology—advances, we will con-
tinually face moral and ethical chal-
lenges. It is our responsibility, as indi-
viduals and as a body politic, to reas-
sess the constructs governing bio-
medical research. It will define us. 
That is why I brought cord legislation 
to the floor earlier in the year, and it 
was passed. 

As I said then and as I believe now, 
we must also do all we can to pursue 
other alternative strategies that will 
hold potential for developing pluri-
potent stem cell lines without dam-
aging or destroying nascent human 
life. That is why, in the package before 
us today, I have asked the Senate to 
consider legislation to enhance support 
for alternatives to embryonic stem cell 
research. I am extremely pleased that 
Senator SANTORUM and Senator SPEC-
TER worked together to craft the Alter-
native Pluripotent Stem Cell Therapies 
Enhancement Act. Their bill is similar 
to legislation I worked on with Senator 
ISAKSON and others of our colleagues 
last year, and I encourage every Sen-
ator to support it. 

This bill would fund alternative 
methods of potentially deriving 
pluripotent stem cells, including ex-
tracting from embryos that are no 
longer living, nonlethal and nonharm-
ful extraction from embryos; extrac-
tion from artificially created orga-
nisms that are not embryos but are 
embryo-like; and reprogramming adult 
cells to a pluripotent state through fu-
sion with embryonic cell lines. There is 
no reason this legislation shouldn’t 
gather the support of every Member of 
this body. It should unify us. 

The second bill we will consider is 
the Fetus Farming Prohibition Act of 
2006. Specifically, the bill prohibits the 
implantation and gestation of an em-
bryo in a human or animal for the pur-
pose of aborting for research—the man-
ufacture of human life for experi-
mental purposes. Senators BROWNBACK 
and SANTORUM have proposed legisla-
tion that would draw a clear line which 
should not be crossed. This is a for-
ward-leaning pro-life bill, a moral 
guardrail in place before any induce-
ment exists to promote it. 

Shortly after I originally outlined 
my principles 5 years ago, President 
Bush announced his policy on embry-
onic stem cell research. It federally 
funded embryonic stem cell research 
for the first time. It did so within an 
ethical framework, and it showed re-
spect for human life. 

President Bush and I do not differ 
about the need for strong guidelines 
governing stem cell research. His pol-
icy was generally consistent with the 
principles I set forth a month before 
his announcement back in 2001. How-
ever, as science has progressed over the 
last 5 years, we have learned that fewer 

than the anticipated number of cell 
lines have proved suitable for research, 
and I think the limit on cell lines 
available for federally funded research 
is too restrictive. 

H.R. 810, the Stem Cell Research En-
hancement Act, addresses this restric-
tion in our current policy. It has many 
shortcomings, but it is clearly con-
sistent with my fifth principle on stem 
cell research: ‘‘Provide funding for em-
bryonic stem cell research only from 
blastocysts that would otherwise be 
discarded.’’ In fact, the bill applies 
what I proposed in 2001 verbatim. It al-
lows Federal funding for research using 
only those embryonic stem cells de-
rived from blastocysts that are left 
over after in vitro fertilization and 
would otherwise be discarded. 

Mr. President, in closing, all three of 
the bills the Senate will address begin-
ning at 12:30 today will raise profound 
ethical questions that are challenging. 
They merit serious dialogue, and they 
merit serious debate. That is why I am 
pleased that on an issue of this mag-
nitude, Senators will have the oppor-
tunity over the next 2 days to have 
their ideas considered and voted on 
separately and cleanly. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KYL. Mr. President, am I correct 

that we are now in a period of morning 
business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to speak for 3 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ISRAEL 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I rise again 
today to discuss the situation in the 
Middle East where our Israeli allies are 
fighting unprovoked aggression by a 
terrorist army on their border. To 
date, over 1,000 rockets and missiles 
have been fired into Israel, killing 
more than a dozen civilians. It was es-
pecially disturbing to hear that the 
missile which collapsed a three-story 
building in Haifa earlier today was a 
Syrian model, loaded with ball bear-
ings to cause maximum civilian casual-
ties. 

At a time when one of our closest al-
lies is threatened by indiscriminate at-
tacks on its population centers and our 
President and Secretary of State are 
overseas, it is incumbent on this body 
to remain united in standing behind 
Israel. I am pleased that the leadership 
is drafting a resolution expressing bi-
partisan condemnation of Hezbollah’s 
attacks and in support of Israel’s right 
to respond in the name of self-defense. 

I am pleased that our allies, too, un-
derstand the grave nature of this crisis 
and its origins. The joint statement re-
leased over the weekend by the G8 
states unequivocally that this violence: 

Results from efforts by extremist forces to 
destabilize the region and to frustrate the 
aspirations of the Palestinian, Israeli, and 
Lebanese people for democracy and peace. 
These extremist elements and those that 
support them cannot be allowed to plunge 
the Middle East into chaos, and a wider con-
flict. 

Even some Arab governments, in-
cluding Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Jor-
dan, took the commendable step of 
chastising Hezbollah for its ‘‘unex-
pected, inappropriate, and irrespon-
sible acts.’’ 

In light of the chaos being precip-
itated by Hezbollah’s rocket and mis-
sile capability—a capability being pro-
vided directly to Hezbollah by the gov-
ernments of Syria and Iran—I thought 
it would be appropriate to take a mo-
ment today to talk about how that 
threat can be addressed. The estimated 
13,000 missiles currently in Hezbollah’s 
arsenal are hidden throughout South-
ern Lebanon, in private homes, caves, 
and factories. At present, the only way 
to destroy these systems is to search 
them out on foot—a risky and poten-
tially provocative solution. Alter-
natively, Israeli forces can strike at 
missile launchers after they have fired, 
meaning that at least one salvo will al-
ready be en route. It would be a vast 
improvement if Israel had the option of 
neutralizing the Hezbollah threat 
through defensive, rather than offen-
sive means. 

Israel currently has access to Patriot 
and Arrow missile defense tech-
nologies, great systems which are crit-
ical for defending against longer-range 
missiles, but poorly suited to defend 
Israeli territory from the types of 
rockets and missiles currently being 
fired by Hezbollah. 

It is for this reason that I support the 
U.S. Missile Defense Agency efforts—in 
cooperation with the Israeli Missile 
Defense Organization—to develop a 
system for short-range missile defense. 
Aimed at projectiles with a range of 
less than 200 kilometers, this system 
would provide Israel with another way 
to defend itself, rather than having to 
rely exclusively on offensive action. It 
is propitious that the Defense Appro-
priations Committee is marking up its 
bill this week. For more than a year, I 
have worked with Senators STEVENS 
and INOUYE to support the short-range 
missile defense program. Under their 
leadership, I believe that the com-
mittee will provide the investment 
necessary to accelerate fielding of the 
system. Unfortunately, the need for a 
redoubled effort is now clearer than 
ever. 

We still do not know how the current 
crisis is going to end. What we can and 
should say, however, is that Israel has 
the full support of this body in its on-
going efforts to fight terrorists, protect 
its citizens, and create the cir-
cumstances for peaceful coexistence 
with Lebanon, and all of its neighbors. 
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