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their willingness to provide true altru-
ism.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. KAPTUR addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. DELAY addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. OWENS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. EHLERS] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. EHLERS addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

FRENCH NUCLEAR TESTING—NO. 3

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from American Samoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in strongest opposition to
France’s announced resumption of ex-
ploding nuclear bombs in the South Pa-
cific.

After decades of work, and through
the efforts of peoples of divergent
countries throughout the world, we
are, or at least we were, moving toward
a common goal of removing nuclear
weapons from the face of this planet.
Last month, the United States, France,
and the major nuclear powers promised
over 170 non-nuclear nations that the
nuclear powers would exercise ‘‘utmost
restraint’’ with regard to nuclear test-
ing and work toward a comprehensive
test ban treaty. Despite reservations,
these commitments were accepted at
face value by the non-nuclear nations,
which are the vast majority of the
countries of the world, and it was only
with their support that permanent ex-
tension of the Nuclear Non-Prolifera-
tion Treaty [NPT] was gained.

Following in the footsteps of China’s
nuclear detonation right after the
NPT’s renewal, a testing resumption
by France would confirm the ugliest
fears of the non-nuclear nations. The
implications are quite obvious, and
what the French Government is now
saying to the international community

and especially countries like India,
Pakistan, North Korea, Iraq, and Iran
is—the nuclear powers in the name of
national interest are more than willing
to undermine the NPT, and their com-
mitment to nuclear nonproliferation
and disarmament is suspect. The
French Government is also sending the
message that it does not care about the
concerns of some 27 million people who
live in the South Pacific region—and
we should also add some 1.5 million
Americans who live in the State of Ha-
waii, Guam, the Northern Marianas,
and American Samoa.

Mr. Speaker, what the French Gov-
ernment is saying is we’re going to ex-
plode eight nuclear bombs in the mid-
dle of the South Pacific Ocean—and
there is nothing you can do about it.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot believe for a
minute that the citizens and the good
people of France want its government
to explode nuclear bombs that will
have tremendous negative impact upon
the marine environment of the Pacific
Ocean. I cannot believe the good people
of France will permit their government
to exercise poor judgment on such an
important and critical international
issue as nonproliferation of nuclear
weapons. Mr. Speaker, what a rep-
rehensible display of arrogance of
power by a major European country
that loves to expound upon moral prin-
ciples of human rights, protection of
the environment, and due fairness and
equity to all of humanity.

Instead of complying with the spirit
of the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty,
France has said, in effect, we still want
to ban nuclear testing, we really do,
but not just yet. We want to get every
possible advantage we can from our
testing program before we stop our
tests. So please just ignore these eight
nuclear bomb explosions, then next
year we will sign a treaty to stop fur-
ther testing.

Mr. Speaker, I suspect that the mili-
tary establishment of every nuclear
power wants to perform more tests of
weapons from their nuclear arsenals to
ensure the reliability of their systems.
But the fact is all of the nuclear pow-
ers, except China, have given up this
benefit and stopped testing programs
in the interest of making the world a
safer place to live. The United States
has stopped its testing program be-
cause it could derive no more benefit
from further tests; it stopped testing to
encourage other countries to cease
their testing. It is only through leader-
ship such as this that we can hope to
rid our planet of the most dangerous
weapon mankind has devised—the only
weapon we have created that can de-
stroy every form of life as we know it.

Mr. Speaker, I want to comment
President Clinton and his administra-
tion for standing by its commitment to
continue this country’s ban on nuclear
bomb testing, and I also want to com-
mend the United Kingdom for its state-
ment committing to maintain its ban
also. Other governments which have al-
ready spoken in opposition to France’s

resumption of testing include Russia,
Australia, New Zealand, Japan, Fiji,
Austria, and Norway.

The 15 island nations which comprise
the South Pacific Forum have also
stated their objection to resumed test-
ing, noting that it would be a major
setback to relations between France
and the region. These South Pacific na-
tions are members of the South Pacific
Nuclear Free Zone Treaty [SPNFZ] and
have consistently supported all inter-
national efforts to prevent and termi-
nate nuclear proliferation.

The people of the South Pacific want
nothing to do with nuclear weapons.
They know firsthand of the horrors of
nuclear testing and have agreed
amongst themselves to keep their part
of the planet nuclear-free. Isn’t it iron-
ic that the region is about to become
not nuclear-free, but a nuclear hazard.
This is not happening by the choice of
the 27 million people of the South Pa-
cific, but through the arrogance of a
European world power, again playing
the role of a colonial master to the det-
riment of peaceful citizens on the other
side of the world.

In announcing France’s intent to re-
sume nuclear bomb testing, President
Chirac has asserted that exploding the
series of nuclear bombs is environ-
mentally safe. Mr. Speaker, we have all
seen the results of the nuclear explo-
sions during World War II and the dev-
astation they wreaked. Today’s bombs
are many times more powerful.
France’s testing program is to involve
the detonation of eight nuclear bombs,
almost one a month, all under one
small, coral atoll. How many tons of
dead fish and countless other marine
life are going to be sacrificed this
time? What about the safety and
health conditions of the Polynesians
living in the surrounding islands?

My question to President Chirac is, if
the testing is so safe, why are the
bombs being exploded in the South Pa-
cific—so far away from France? Why
were France’s early nuclear bomb ex-
plosions conducted in Algeria? Why not
detonate these bombs under French
soil? If they are so safe, why not ex-
plode these bombs under Paris?

Mr. Speaker, the explosions of ther-
monuclear bombs are not safe. It is not
safe for people, it’s not safe for animals
or plants, and it’s not safe for the envi-
ronment. Nuclear bombs have only one
purpose, they were created to slaughter
people, but the result is to annihilate
everything. We all know they are ex-
tremely hazardous. We all know the
reason France explodes its bombs in
French Polynesia and not in France.
It’s the same reason the United States
early on conducted its tests in the Pa-
cific—the bombs are extremely dan-
gerous, and no one wants to subject
their homeland to this danger, if they
have a choice.

Mr. Speaker, I want to appeal to the
people of France to tell their govern-
ment and their President to stop this
insanity, stop this renewal of the
threat of global destruction. President
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Chirac does not have to prove France is
a world military power. Everyone ac-
knowledges that. France already has
the third largest nuclear weapons
stockpile and the fourth largest Navy
in the world. In the post-cold-war era,
who does France fear or seek to deter
by further testing and additions to its
nuclear arsenal? Now is the time for
France to use its strength to show real
world leadership, not national insecu-
rity.

The true leaders of the world are
leading the way toward peace and sta-
bility by not testing or using nuclear
bombs. China, North Korea, Iran, and
Iraq are leading the way also. Their di-
rection is toward a more unstable, vio-
lent, and dangerous world. I do not
want to include France in the list with
these countries, but if it resumes its
testing, I am afraid I must.

Mr. Speaker, our future lies not in
thermonuclear bombs; our future lies
in peace. I urge President Chirac and
the people of France—do not renew
your nuclear testing program—do not
explode any more thermonuclear
bombs—join with the rest of the world
by putting pressure on China to stop
its testing and putting pressure on
North Korea, India, Pakistan, Iraq,
Iran and Israel to stop development of
these horrible weapons.

Mr. Speaker, the welfare of the South
Pacific’s 27 million people and its frag-
ile marine environment should not be
the sacrifice paid in the name of
France’s paranoia about nuclear deter-
rence.
[From the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,

May/June 1995]
KNOWN NUCLEAR TESTS WORLDWIDE, 1945–1994

China was the only nation that tested nu-
clear devices during 1994. China conducted
its first test on June 10, and another on Oc-
tober 7. The United States last tested on
September 23, 1992; the Soviet Union on Oc-
tober 24, 1990; Britain on November 26, 1991;
and France on July 15, 1991. During the 34-
month November 1958–September 1961 mora-
torium, the United States, Britain, and the
Soviet Union did not test, but the French
conducted their first four tests during this
period. As of April 1, 1995, the current mora-
torium has lasted 30 months (except for four
Chinese tests).

Since last year’s update (May/June 1994
Bulletin), the release of more information
about the nuclear testing programs of the
United States and Russia continues to re-

categorize and refine the global testing
record. On December 7, 1993, U.S. Energy
Secretary Hazel O’Leary divulged that there
had been 204 ‘‘secret’’ (unannounced) tests
from 1968 to 1990. On June 27, 1994, O’Leary
released further information, adding three
more to the list and bringing the total num-
ber of tests to 1,054. (The two combat uses at
Hiroshima and Nagasaki are not included,
but 24 joint tests with Britain are.)

The reason for the additions had to do with
the definition of a nuclear ‘‘test.’’ The Unit-
ed States defines a test—for purposes of the
above count—as either a single explosion, or
two or more explosions fired within 0.1 sec-
ond of each other within a circular area 2
kilometers in diameter. On further analysis
of the record, the Energy Department found
that three explosions had been detonated
more than 0.1 second apart from a nearly si-
multaneous explosion, and therefore should
be counted as separate tests.

More light was shed on the practice of si-
multaneous explosions as well. Sixty-three
tests involved more than one explosive de-
vice, and were fired within 0.1 second or less
of each other. These 63 tests involved 158 det-
onations resulting in 95 additional explosions
that are not counted as tests. One test used
six nuclear explosive devices, two used five,
four used four, 14 used three, and 42 used two
devices.

Those conducted in a single vertical shaft
are sometimes referred to as the ‘‘string of
pearls.’’ In other tests there were two or
more drilled shafts separated by a consider-
able distance with one device in each hole.
The new official total of 1,054 ‘‘tests’’ thus
involved the detonation of 1,149 discrete nu-
clear explosive devices.

Another refinement of the data was a clari-
fication of the number of safety experiments.
For many years the number had been listed
as 34. After review, 54 tests that had pre-
viously been described as weapons-related
were added to the safety category, bringing
the new total to 88.

An additional number of hydronuclear
tests were conducted during the 1958–1961
testing moratorium. Los Alamos acknowl-
edges that they conducted 35 such tests at
Los Alamos beginning in January 1960.
Livermore conducted a smaller number of
hydronuclear tests (we estimate about 15) at
the Nevada Test Site.

This data is more than merely a historical
curiosity. The question of safety experi-
ments and hydronuclear tests are a conten-
tious issue at the comprehensive test ban ne-
gotiations in Geneva. Some would prefer a
ban on all types of nuclear experimental ac-
tivity, while others want some kinds to be
permitted—and they differ as to what size
yield to allow.

The U.S. position is to limit the experi-
ments to four pounds of nuclear yield. Brit-
ain—for reasons not altogether clear—favors

100 pounds. The Russians want to test at
yields of at least 10 tons, the French to lev-
els of 100–200 tons, and the Chinese report-
edly up to 1 kiloton. There is general consen-
sus among scientists that tests with yields of
a few tons or more would be of substantial
value to proliferators, and would begin to be
of value to nuclear weapon states in develop-
ing new weapons.

Russia has yet to publish a definitive list
of all of its tests, but some new information
has been supplied to the authors about as-
pects of their test program. According to
this private information, the Soviet Union/
Russia has conducted approximately 1,100
discrete device detonations.

Of these, nearly 1,000 produced yields
greater than one ton. In line with the thresh-
old definition used by the United States,
Russia counts these 1,000 as 718 ‘‘tests.’’ Most
of the other 100 or so—those below one ton—
were hydronuclear experiments with yields
under 100 kilograms. Until we have a fuller
accounting of these, and an agreed-upon defi-
nition of a test, the accompanying table re-
mains incomplete.

TEST LOCATIONS

The five declared nuclear powers have ac-
knowledged conducting a total of 2,036 nu-
clear tests since 1945; 942 of these have taken
place within the continental United States,
making it by far the most common testing
location. The tests in Kazakhstan include
those at the Semipelatrek test site and 26
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions (PNE’s). The
tests in Russia include 132 at Novaya
Zemlya, 81 PNE’s, and one at Totak. Islands
and atolls in the Pacific were the location of
306 tests conducted by the United States,
Britain, and France.

Nevada ............................................... 935
Kazakhstan ........................................ 496
Russia ................................................ 214
Mururoa Atoll .................................... 1 175
Enewetak ........................................... 43
China (Lop Nur) ................................. 41
Christmas Island ................................ 30
Bikini ................................................ 23
Algeria ............................................... 17
Johnston Island ................................. 12
Australia ........................................... 12
Fangataufa Atoll ............................... 12
Pacific Ocean ..................................... 4
Malden Island .................................... 3
South Atlantic Ocean ........................ 3
Alaska ............................................... 3
New Mexico ........................................ 3
Mississippi ......................................... 2
Colorado ............................................ 2
Ukraine .............................................. 2
Uzbekistan ......................................... 2
Turkmenistan .................................... 1
India .................................................. 1

1 Assumes the 12 French safety tests were con-
ducted at Mururoa.

Year
United States Soviet Union Britain France China

Total
A U A U A U A U A U

1945 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
1946 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
1947 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1948 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1949 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
1950 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1951 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 15 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18
1952 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 10 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 11
1953 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 11 0 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 18
1954 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 6 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
1955 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 17 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24
1956 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 18 0 8 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 32
1957 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 27 5 18 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 57
1958 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 62 15 35 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 117
1959 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1960 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
1961 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 19/1 52 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 65
1962 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 39 55/2 71 1 1 12 0 1 0 0 171
1963 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 4 41/2 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 50
1964 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 39/6 0 10 0 2 0 3 1 0 61
1965 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 37/1 0 2 10/4 0 1 0 4 1 0 58
1966 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 44/4 0 16/2 0 0 5 0 3 0 75
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Year
United States Soviet Union Britain France China

Total
A U A U A U A U A U

1967 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 39/3 0 16/1 0 0 3 0 2 0 64
1968 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 52/4 0 14/4 0 0 5 0 1 0 80
1969 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 45/1 0 14/4 0 0 0 0 1 1 66
1970 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 38/1 0 11/3 0 0 8 0 1 0 62
1971 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 23/1 0 16/7 0 0 5 0 1 0 53
1972 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 27 0 17/8 0 0 3 0 2 0 57
1973 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 23/1 0 12/5 0 0 5 0 1 0 47
1974 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 22 0 17/4 0 1 7 0 1 0 4 53
1975 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 22 0 17/2 0 0 0 2 0 1 44
1976 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 20 0 18/3 0 1 0 4 3 1 50
1977 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 20 0 18/5 0 0 0 8 1 0 52
1978 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 19 0 22/7 0 2 0 8 2 1 61
1979 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 15 0 24/8 0 1 0 9 1 0 58
1980 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 14 0 20/5 0 3 0 13 1 0 56
1981 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 16 0 16/5 0 1 0 12 0 0 50
1982 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 18 0 12/9 0 1 0 9 0 1 50
1983 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 18 0 19/9 0 1 0 9 0 2 58
1984 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 18 0 18/11 0 2 0 8 0 2 59
1985 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 17 0 10/2 0 1 0 8 0 0 38
1986 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 14 0 0 0 1 0 8 0 0 23
1987 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 14 0 20/6 0 1 0 8 0 1 50
1988 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 15 0 14/2 0 0 0 8 0 1 40
1989 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 11 0 8 0 1 0 8 0 0 28
1990 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 8 0 1 0 1 0 6 0 2 18
1991 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 7 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 0 14
1992 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 8
1993 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
1994 .................................................................................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

Total ..................................................................................................................................................................... 215 815 207 508 21 24 45 3 147 23 18 42,036

1 All British underground tests were conducted in the United States.
2 Numbers after ‘‘/’’ represent Soviet or U.S. peaceful nuclear explosions.
3 12 French safety tests not identified by date are not included here; however, they have been added to the grand total.
4 Includes one underground explosion by India on May 17, 1974.
Note.—A=atmospheric; U=underground.

b 1600

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT-
GOMERY] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. MONTGOMERY addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]

f

BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. POSHARD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
support and encourage the President
for coming forward with his budget
proposal. I have heard the comments
flying around here the past couple of
days, comments which are critical of
his decision. Some from the Republican
Party insist that he came into the de-
bate late and, therefore, must be dis-
ingenuous in his motives. Some from
the Democrat Party feel they have
been betrayed because his budget em-
braces a slowdown in the growth of
Medicare and other entitlements.

Mr. Speaker, I think the President
did exactly the right thing. Let me re-
mind everyone in this House, this is
not the first step the President has
taken to balance the budget. He took
the first step 2 years ago when he sub-
mitted a budget that was filled with
tough choices, a budget which has cut
over $200 billion from the deficit in 2
years and has contributed to outstand-
ing economic growth in this country.

About one-half of the Members of
this body did not even come to the
table on that budget, and now they
want to criticize the President for com-
ing to the table late on this budget.

I am not worried about the President
coming to the table late. There is not
a Member of this House that could not
be challenged on that point at some

time or another. The point is, he did
the right thing.

There is not a Member of this House
that in their heart of hearts believes
that we can balance the budget and
continue to let entitlements rise as
rapidly as we have in the past.

Entitlements are nearly 48 percent of
this budget, and interest on the debt is
another 20 percent. We are running this
entire country, defense, transpor-
tation, environment, energy, edu-
cation, justice and law enforcement,
housing, commerce, agriculture,
science, space and technology, the op-
eration of government itself on barely
30 cents of every tax dollar that is sent
to this Congress.

I may not agree with the President’s
budget entirely. I do not agree with
any budget entirely. I voted for the
moderate Democrat budget which I
think is still a reasonable alternative.
It deals fairly with reducing the
growth of entitlements and delays any
tax cut considerations in favor of cut-
ting spending first. This is the path I
would take, but the important thing
now is to encourage the President, to
encourage the Speaker and the minor-
ity and the majority leaders to sit
down and reason together.

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker, I plead
with you, do not let the Medicare de-
bate kill our attempts to get to a bal-
anced budget. Here is the truth. Demo-
crats say Republicans are cutting Med-
icare. Republicans say we are only
slowing down the rate of increase of
growth. What is the truth?

The truth is they are both right, but
neither will tell the whole story. Under
the Republican budget, Government
spending on Medicare will increase
from about $4,500 per individual to
$6,400 per individual. That is an in-
crease in real dollars. But right now
that $4,500 represents, let us say, 75
percent of the health care cost of the
individual, and the individual pays

through premiums, deductibles,
medigap insurance and other things
about 25 percent of the cost.

At the end of the Republican budget,
we will have raised Government spend-
ing nearly $2,000 per individual, but at
the present rate of increase of health
care costs, that will only be enough to
cover, let us say, 70 percent of the
costs.

So the percentage of costs, the per-
centage of costs to the individual will
have risen from the present 25 percent
to 30 percent of the cost.

Are we going to spend more? Yes. But
are seniors going to have to pay a larg-
er percentage of the total cost? Yes.

But is a slight increase in the per-
centage of cost accruing to the Medi-
care recipient reasonable to ask if it
saves the Medicare system? I say yes.
Do the seniors and others who depend
upon Medicare have a right to ask us
to keep these percentage increases as
low as possible? Of course they do. If
keeping those percentage cost in-
creases as low as possible means fore-
going some or all of the proposed tax
breaks, should we not be willing, as
both Democrats and Republicans, to do
that? I think we should.

But the important thing is this: Un-
less we want this country to wallow
perpetually in debt and slowly watch
that debt erode and then steal our chil-
dren’s future, we must do the right
thing here in passing a balanced budg-
et.

I encourage the President and Speak-
er GINGRICH to sit down with the ma-
jority leader and minority leader to de-
velop a budget this country and this
Congress can be proud of, a budget that
reconciles our differences, a budget
that allows us to go home and look our
children in the eye and say that we did
the right thing in the worst of times.
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