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more could be done to tap the experi-
ence and knowledge of U.S. police offi-
cers and prosecutors who have devel-
oped procedures for dealing with do-
mestic violence here. We have re-
quested the State Department, in con-
sultation with the Justice Department,
to submit a report on future plans in
this area and I strongly encourage
them to pursue training programs that
bring U.S. and Russian police officers
together, preferably in Russia, to ad-
dress these issues.

Finally, the conference report re-
quires the Department of Defense, in
consultation with the Department of
State, to submit a report to the Appro-
priations Committees describing poten-
tial alternative technologies and tac-
tics, and a plan for the development of
such alternatives, to protect antitank
landmines from tampering in a manner
consistent with the Ottawa Treaty,
which bans antipersonnel mines. This
is very important because if we are
ever going to join that treaty, as I be-
lieve we must, we need to solve this
problem. I am convinced it can be
solved. Informed people in the Penta-
gon say it boils down to preventing
tampering with antitank mines that
are aerially delivered at remote dis-
tances, and then only for a period of 30
minutes which is the difference in time
it takes an enemy soldier to disarm or
remove an anti-tank mine alone, and
one that is protected with anti-
personnel mines. Unfortunately, there
is an institutional inertia at the Penta-
gon that stands in the way of solving
it. There is little inclination to do so
absent an order from above. This re-
port, which we expect to be objective
and thorough, is intended to set the
stage for such an effort.

Mr. President, I believe this is among
the better foreign operations bills to
have passed the Congress in several
years. I am disappointed that the U.S.
contribution to the IMF’s New Ar-
rangements to Borrow fell victim to
the Mexico City issue, but I am con-
fident that it will be passed on a sup-
plemental appropriations bill next
year. It does not score against the
budget, and in fact would reduce the
burden on the U.S. Treasury in the
event the U.S. is needed to help pre-
vent harm to the U.S. economy from
an international financial crisis. Why
the House did not want that is beyond
me.
f

THE WORLD BANK
Mr. President, the fiscal year 1998

foreign operations conference report
contains full funding for the Inter-
national Development Association
[IDA], the concessional lending window
of the World Bank. It also fully funds
our past commitments to IDA. With
this appropriation we will be current,
for the first time in several years, in
our payments to IDA. This is an impor-
tant milestone, and I appreciate the
support of the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, Senator STE-

VENS, the chairman of the Foreign Op-
erations Subcommittee, Senator
MCCONNELL, the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee, Senator DOMENCICI, and
others, who also supported this fund-
ing, because it reaffirms U.S. leader-
ship at the World Bank and our inten-
tion to exert that leadership to pro-
mote significant reforms in the institu-
tion. As one who played a role in ob-
taining this funding, I can say with
confidence that the Congress is sending
two important messages by approving
the conference report.

First, we recognize that in order to
exert leadership in the multilateral de-
velopment banks we need to meet our
financial commitments. We have been
in the ludicrous position of having an
American, Jim Wolfensohn, at the
helm of the World Bank, but our rep-
resentative on the Board of Directors
has been at the sidelines, unable to
even vote on some loans. Why? The
U.S. sank so far into arrears to IDA—
nearly $1 billion at one point—that
some of our voting privileges were re-
voked. Now, with the passage of this
legislation we are paying off the last
bit of arrearages, $235 million, plus our
current obligations.

Second, we are sending the message
that we expect this investment to yield
results. We are fortunate that World
Bank President Wolfensohn is a dy-
namic and reform-minded leader who is
taking steps to shake up the bureauc-
racy, get rid of dead wood and demand
high standards of performance. His re-
form plan, the strategic compact,
promises development results in 2
years. Frankly, I am concerned that
despite his best intentions, the Bank
bureaucracy continues to put up fierce
resistance and may in the end succeed
in thwarting many of his reforms. That
is why this reaffirmation of U.S. lead-
ership is so important.

Reform at the World Bank is moving
forward, but there is a long way to go.
Not all member countries have the
same vision for change that we have. I
want to take this opportunity to brief-
ly discuss what I believe the Congress
needs to see, at a minimum, from the
Bank’s reform efforts in order to con-
tinue to support the institution. We ex-
pect the Treasury Department and the
U.S. Executive Director to work close-
ly with the Congress to achieve these
reforms.

One of the issues that has received
increased attention in recent years is
the Bank’s role in fostering good gov-
ernance. I think this is critical. While
the Bank needs to avoid becoming em-
broiled in the domestic politics of bor-
rowing countries, when systems are
corrupt and on the take the Bank can-
not look the other way. When govern-
ments are undemocratic, when they
abuse human rights, the World Bank as
a public institution must not collude.
The Bank has made strides in attack-
ing corruption, but stronger action is
needed. In addition, the Bank needs to
ensure that it is not the handmaiden of
borrowing governments that trample

on the needs and rights of people in the
pursuit of economic prosperity.

A related issue, because of its impor-
tance to the quality of Bank lending
and borrowing governments’ respon-
sibility to their people, is consultation
with local people. The Foreign Oper-
ations Conference Report calls on the
Bank to systematically consult with
local communities on the potential im-
pact of loans as part of the normal
lending process, and to expand the par-
ticipation of affected peoples and non-
governmental organizations in deci-
sions on the selection, design and im-
plementation of projects and economic
reform programs. This is common
sense. It is also vitally important. Pri-
vate corporations do not launch prod-
ucts or services without market sur-
veys and the knowledge that there is a
demand for what they have to offer.
Public institutions, like the World
Bank, also need to know about the peo-
ple they are serving. This does not
mean just interacting more with af-
fected communities, it means letting
them wield influence and responding to
their concerns.

The Bank has taken steps in this di-
rection. It is decentralizing and hiring
staff for its Resident Missions that are
concerned with the well-being of af-
fected communities. We want to know
whether the intended beneficiaries of
Bank-financed projects want these
projects and whether they have a say
in designing them. Too often, local
people are not involved in a project
until the implementation stage, when
it is too late to have a real influence.
Efforts at headquarters and in the re-
gions need considerably more resources
to work with borrowers to reach out to
affected communities.

The Bank’s loan portfolio has a low
level of sustainable projects. Studies
show that in recent years, only two-
thirds have succeeded during imple-
mentation. Only 44 percent have been
sustained after completion. Social as-
sessments are now performed on less
than ten percent of projects, despite
the fact that every project has a social
impact. We want the Bank to deliver
on the promise of its strategic compact
to substantially increase this percent-
age in 2 years. Over and over again, the
Bank’s own studies show that projects
with good social assessment seldom
fail. And we do not want social assess-
ments limited to projects in the social
sectors. They are just as essential for
lending for structural adjustment, fi-
nancial sector reform, energy, and in-
dustry as they are for education and
health loans. In addition, we want
these assessments to address the needs
of the most vulnerable people. As we
all know, powerful interest groups can
represent themselves.

It is not enough to do environmental
impact assessments [EIA’s] and social
assessments. They need to be acted on.
EIA’s are often shelved and do not in-
fluence project design. That is a waste
of money, it does environmental dam-
age and betrays the people involved.
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We would not want the Army Corps of
Engineers to ignore these kinds of as-
sessments, and the World Bank should
not either.

The World Bank is a bank as well as
a development institution. We under-
stand the pressure to keep loan vol-
umes at certain levels. We also under-
stand that to be competitive, the Bank
needs to serve its client governments
in a timely and efficient way. However,
some of the reform efforts are going
overboard in this direction. Careful
project preparation with quality
checks should not be sacrificed on the
altar of speed and efficiency. I know
Mr. Wolfensohn shares our concerns
about this. The Bank needs to provide
management with much stronger in-
centives to maintain quality in the
face of pressures for volume and speed.

For participation in Bank-supported
lending operations to be meaningful,
people need information. In 1992, the
Bank adopted an information disclo-
sure policy, largely in response to pres-
sure from Congress. It has made grad-
ual progress in implementing that pol-
icy. Much more needs to be done in
terms of making the information avail-
able in borrowing countries in local
languages, and providing information
in a timely way at early stages of lend-
ing operations. The Project Informa-
tion Document, which describes plans
for operations, is often provided late,
incomplete, and only in English.

We want to see progress in providing
the full text of Project Concept Docu-
ments as well as draft copies of tech-
nical papers that assess feasibility, and
information from Country Assistance
Strategies.

A Country Assistance Strategy is the
Bank’s master plan for lending to each
borrower country, and it describes the
Bank’s framework for all operations
and priority investments. More needs
to be done to include social develop-
ment analyses in the these documents.
In addition, the bulk of their contents
should be available to the public. Par-
liaments and citizens have a right to
information about the Bank’s lending
plans. I recognize that some of the
Country Assistance Strategy contents
are confidential, but the essentials cer-
tainly should not be. Nonetheless,
Bank management has opposed propos-
als to release these and other docu-
ments containing their projected lend-
ing plans. That is unacceptable.

We also need to see greater openness
between the World Bank management
and the Board of Directors. During late
1996 and 1997, the Bank conducted a
substantial review of its portfolio. It
reviewed 150 projects in 14 sectors at a
cost of $800,000. For reasons that I find
inexplicable, some Board members
have been unable to obtain these stud-
ies.

We do not want our dollars contrib-
uting to bloated state bureaucracies
and systems in which the private sec-
tor is crowded out by state controls. On
the other hand, there is obviously a
role for governments, as the Bank’s

most recent World Development Report
describes, and for public-private part-
nerships. The Bank is doing more
today to promote such partnerships
than it ever has. I welcome that.

But promoting the private sector
must not come at the expense of nor-
mal precautions about financial, tech-
nical, social and environmental risks.
Public inducements to investment,
such as guarantees against political
risks, must not distort the feasibility
analyses of project viability. To insure
that this does not happen, Mr.
Wolfensohn has said he wants to har-
monize the World Bank Group’s activi-
ties under one set of social and envi-
ronmental policies. At the present
time, there are different standards in
the World Bank Group. For instance,
the International Finance Corp., the
Bank’s affiliate that deals with the pri-
vate sector, has lower standards with
respect to information disclosure, pro-
tection of the environment and of the
rights of indigenous peoples.

The answer is not to abolish or weak-
en sound policies and standards. It is
essential that harmonization not result
in a retreat from current policies to a
lowest common denominator. I am con-
cerned that Bank management is under
pressure to do that. Congress helped to
create some of these global standards.
They need to be respected and built
upon by the Bank Group, including the
IFC and Multilateral Investment Guar-
antee Agency. There is language on the
IFC in the Foreign Operations Con-
ference Report which aims to make
progress in this area.

Currently, the World Bank stresses
lending to countries which adopt sound
macroeconomic policies. That makes
sense, but the Bank should also give
priority in lending to governments
which listen to their people, involve
them in development activities, and
demonstrate a commitment to reduc-
ing poverty.

The World Bank says its primary
purpose is to reduce poverty, but it is
falling short in building the political
will among member governments to
achieve this goal. The rift between
rhetoric and reality remains wide. IDA
resources must do more than reach
poor countries. They must reach and
benefit poor and marginalized people in
those countries. In 1995, an evaluation
showed that just 10 percent of World
Bank projects launched in the mid-
1980’s contained poverty reduction
components, and many of those fell
short of thier goals.

Surveys of borrower country officials
reveal a high level of dissatisfaction
with the Bank’s lack of focus on pov-
erty and equity issues. Some are even
unaware that the Bank’s purpose is
poverty reduction. The World Bank
needs a far more systematic approach
to these issues.

Each IDA loan or transaction should
describe how it will reduce poverty. As
I have consistently urged for years,
World Bank investments in nutrition,
health, education, and family planning

should increase, as should programs
which increase poor people’s access to
productive assets, such as land, water
and credit. But according to informa-
tion I have received, World Bank fig-
ures for fiscal year 1997 show that lend-
ing for education and health, including
nutrition, and AIDS prevention has
fallen from roughly $4 billion in 1996 to
$2.25 billion in 1997.

The Inspection Panel, which was es-
tablished in part in response to pres-
sure from Congress, must be main-
tained and supported. The Panel inves-
tigates whether the Bank has violated
its own policies. Its investigations have
helped the Bank restructure or halt
projects, such as dam construction,
when they were poorly conceived or
implemented. It is one of the few mech-
anisms that allows local people af-
fected by Bank-supported projects to
identify problems and seek redress. I
am concerned that there are people
among the Bank’s management and its
borrower governments who resent the
Panel looking over their shoulders.
Those individuals need to recognize
that they are entrusted with public
funds, and are responsible for adhering
to their own policies and guidelines.
The World Bank needs to be a broker of
many interests. Some borrower govern-
ments lack the mechanisms to insure
that the interests of indigenous people
affected by the construction of infra-
structure, such as large dams, are rep-
resented.

Mr. President, there is one other
issue I want to mention. It is the mis-
treatment of women employees at the
Bank. Women have been subjected to
gender discrimination, retaliation,
abuse of power, and sexual harassment.
It is a systemic problem. It has been
virtually ignored. In fact, complaints
brought by women who allege mis-
treatment by their managers have been
aggressively fought by the Bank’s law-
yers. That is bad enough. Even worse is
that the Bank, because it is an inter-
national organization, is immune from
lawsuit in U.S. courts. The only re-
course for a person who alleges abuse is
the Bank’s internal grievance process,
which, to put it bluntly, is a sham. The
deck is stacked against the claimant.
Investigations are cursory, at best. Re-
quests to call witnesses are denied.
Rulings are based on hearsay, double
hearsay, and innuendo. Even if a claim-
ant who has left her job because of the
abuse files a grievance and prevails,
the remedy is limited to monetary
compensation. The process is patently
unfair and the people who investigate
and adjudicate these cases have failed
in their responsibility. There is a cul-
ture at the Bank that discourages wit-
nesses to come forward for fear of ret-
ribution. It is nothing unusual. We
have seen the same thing in the Armed
Forces, in private industry, in any bu-
reaucracy, but that is no excuse.

I have tried to get Bank management
to deal aggressively with this problem.
I get assurances that they are aware of
the inadequacies in the grievance proc-
ess and are taking steps to remedy the
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situation. So far, I am not impressed.
They are not treating this situation
with the seriousness it demands. They
are too quick to shift the blame to the
victim for being ‘‘too aggressive,’’ ‘‘not
a good listener,’’ or ‘‘in over her head,’’
even when their own performarnce re-
view process is badly flawed. I intend
to monitor this closely because radical
change is urgently needed.

Mr. President, I have faith in Jim
Wolfensohn to promote these reforms. I
know he agrees that they are fun-
damental to the Bank’s future, and of
great importance to the Congress.
They are especially important because
the Bank is a pace setter for other
international institutions. Ultimately,
the success or failure of this effort will
determine whether or not these insti-
tutions play the key role we need them
to play in advancing political, eco-
nomic and social stability around the
world. Real stability depends on devel-
opment that gives everyone a chance
for prosperity. That is the central pur-
pose of these reforms, and I hope the
Bank’s management understands how
serious this is to the Congress, espe-
cially to those in Congress who have
fought the hardest to support these in-
stitutions.

Mr. President, I often say Senators
are merely constitutional impediments
to their staffs. But we wouldn’t be here
if it were not for the staff who worked
so very hard. We are privileged by the
quality of the men and women who
work with and for the U.S. Senate, on
both sides of the aisle, and in so many
of the other support positions that re-
flect neither party. So many times we
debate these issues until late in the
evening, agree on something, Members
go home—staff stay until 3, 4, 5
o’clock, or all night long, to get it
done.

Robin Cleveland, Senator MCCON-
NELL’s chief of staff for foreign policy,
has done a superb job. I am delighted
to see her on the floor today. I appre-
ciate the way she has worked so coop-
eratively with my own staff on this
committee, and Will Smith and Billy
Piper who have so ably assisted her.

On this side, I have Tim Rieser, who
is my chief of staff for foreign policy
matters. He has done an extraordinary
job on the subcommittee and in work-
ing with Members on both sides of the
aisle to try to achieve the compromises
necessary. He has been ably assisted by
Cara Thanassi, who is also a Ver-
monter, as is Tim. She, too, even
though new to the subcommittee, has
already shown an excellent grasp of the
issues here and has proven very valu-
able. I also want to recognize Dick
D’Amato, of the committee staff, and
Jay Kimmitt, whom the chairman has
already mentioned. Both gave invalu-
able advice and support.
FISCAL YEAR 1998 DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-

PROPRIATIONS—FEDERALLY FUNDED RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President I would
like to enter into a colloquy with Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee Chair-

man TED STEVENS concerning Feder-
ally Funded Research and Development
Centers.

Is it the chairman’s understanding
that it was the intent of Congress to
exempt Federally Funded Research and
Development Centers [FFRDC’s] from
the provisions of section 8041 of the fis-
cal year 1998 Department of Defense
Appropriations Act which reduce fund-
ing for advisory and assistant services
by $300,000,000? This exemption is nec-
essary because FFRDC funding is spe-
cifically reduced by $71,800,000 in sec-
tion 8035 of the same act.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is correct. While the De-
partment of Defense chooses to group
selected FFRDC’s in the category of
advisory and assistance services, the
Congress has for several years dealt
with these issues separately. FFRDC’s
should be exempt from the reduction in
contractor advisory and assistance
services.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
compliment the Senior Senator from
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY, and the Senator
from Kentucky, Mr. MCCONNELL for the
excellent job they have done in shep-
herding the Foreign Operations appro-
priations bill along it’s difficult jour-
ney. While I would have written some
sections differently, I believe that on
balance this is a reasonable product of
compromise that advances the primary
goals of U.S. foreign policy.

I am, however, very disturbed to see
that the compromise on U.N. funding
that was contained in the State De-
partment authorization bill has now
been dropped. While I was not pleased
with some aspects of the Helms-Biden
compromise, at least it provided a way
to start meeting our obligations to the
United Nations.

I am disturbed, Mr. President, that
greater thought has not been given by
those who oppose this provision to the
timing of this move. We are teetering
on the brink of hostilities with Iraq
over Saddam Hussein’s refusal to allow
entry to American members of the U.N.
weapons inspection team. The United
Nations has insisted that the integrity
of its teams be respected and Saddam
Hussein must not be allowed to pick
and choose who he lets in. Last week,
Secretary General Kofi Annan sent a
three-member delegation to Iraq to im-
press upon Saddam Hussein the neces-
sity of complying with United Nations
requirements on access for inspectors.
Unfortunately, they came away empty
handed. But the United Nations Secu-
rity Council continues to meet daily in
an effort to counteract Iraq’s intran-
sigence.

I think most of my colleagues realize
that this would be a very inappropriate
time to suddenly be forced to go it on
our own. We may decide at some point
that unilateral action against Iraq is
the most appropriate, but that should
only come after careful consideration
of all policy options available to us.
And quite frankly, Mr. President, I be-
lieve that some of our best options in-

volve working closely with our allies
and our friends in the Arab world to
present a united front to Saddam Hus-
sein. With all its warts, the United Na-
tions is still the best mechanism for
consulting quickly with all the parties
involved and negotiating possible
courses of action. This is always a dif-
ficult task, but it would be made many
times more difficult if we were not able
to work through the United Nations.
While nothing in the legislation before
us today says we must pull out of the
United Nations, the refusal of a small
number of members to let a broadly
agreed-upon package of reforms and ar-
rearage payments move forward is a
de-facto renunciation of the United Na-
tions just as we are again turning to
that body for assistance in keeping one
of the world’s worst scofflaws in line.

Getting other nations to join us in
these efforts takes carrots and not just
sticks. Our diplomats need to bring
more to the table than the threat of
military retaliation. That should be
our last resort, and not before. If we
are not willing to put our money where
our mouth is at the United Nations,
how can we expect Saddam to take our
threats seriously?

I know that efforts are underway at
this very moment to reverse this unfor-
tunate decision by the House of Rep-
resentatives. And I hope they succeed.
Not just today, but increasingly in the
future, we are going to need more tools
of diplomacy at our disposal, not fewer.
I urge my colleagues in the House to
take this into account before it is too
late.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
want to make a couple final observa-
tions. Seeing the occupant of the chair,
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, I thought I would mention his
imprint on this bill. Senator ENZI had
an important provision requiring a re-
port from the administration on fund-
ing by all Federal agencies on the cli-
mate change program. He required its
submission by October 31, which is ob-
viously past. The conference included
the provision requiring a report by No-
vember 15. I would say, for cold State
Members, this is very important so we
can begin to understand how extensive
these programs are and what they are
costing the taxpayers.

My thanks to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming, the occupant of
the Chair, Senator ENZI, for his support
and contribution to this bill as well.

Finally, let me say I understand
Christian, the son of our staff director,
Robin Cleveland, may be watching be-
cause he is sick today. Christian, I
hope you get to feeling better. We are
all sorry that you were inconvenienced
by your mother’s long hours during the
course of the last few weeks.

Mr. President, I believe we are at a
point now where this bill should move
forward.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the
managers yield back the remaining
time on the conference report?
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, is the

Senator from Vermont correct in un-
derstanding when all time is yielded
back it is, indeed, passed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. LEAHY. I yield back time on this
side.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield whatever remaining time I may
have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In light
of yielding back the remaining time,
under the previous order the con-
ference report is agreed to and the mo-
tion to reconsider that vote is laid
upon the table.

The conference report was agreed to.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for morning business until 2
p.m., with each Senator permitted to
speak up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I see my
friend from New Mexico on the floor. I
would like to make a brief statement
and then yield the floor to him, if he
doesn’t mind.
f

REMARKS OF ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY SARA LISTER AND THE
MARINE CORPS

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my grave disappoint-
ment in the statement that Sara List-
er, the Army’s Assistant Secretary for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs, made in
reference to the U.S. Marine Corps. We
just finished Veterans Day, and No-
vember 10 is traditionally the Marine
Corps’ birthday. So I guess her sense of
timing is unbelievable. But, basically,
this is what the Assistant Secretary
said: ‘‘The Marines are extremists’’ and
‘‘wherever you have extremists, you’ve
got some risks of total disconnection
with society.’’

For whatever I have done with my
life personally, I attribute some of
what I learned in the U.S. Marine
Corps. I think the statement that she
made is grossly unjust, and is an af-
front to every person who has ever
worn the uniform of the U.S. Marine
Corps, or to any person who has worn
any uniform of the Armed Forces of
this country, and those who have died
for the very freedoms that we Ameri-
cans, even Ms. Lister, enjoy today and
every day.

Mr. President, back in 1955, we were
taught that the code of the corps is
honor, courage, and commitment—
honor in the defense of freedom, cour-
age in the face of adversity and com-
mitment to the members of your unit
but, more important, to those folks at
home.

I am very proud to say that these
principles have guided my life, and I
hope that these would be the principles
that our society could emulate, not

values that should be considered ‘‘dis-
connected’’ with the norm. I am won-
dering who is really disconnected here.

The corps has always presented to its
new members a challenge for higher
standards and higher achievements. In
its 222-year history, they are incom-
parable and, yes, they are the guiding
light of all services and something of
which every American can be proud.

I understand Ms. Lister has sent an
apology to the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, General Krulak. That
might be enough for him, but it is not
enough for me. She claims that she was
quoted out of context. I don’t accept
that either. No one service should be
placed over another. Nobody has a cor-
ner on bravery or valor or commitment
to this country. But you must remem-
ber that it was these men and women
who fought and died for the blessings of
liberty for our Nation, and no one
should forget that their words still re-
flect today.

So I am saying Secretary Lister
should resign her post, because I per-
sonally think that she is unfit to serve
in a leadership position in the military
of this Nation. I am very sad about this
day.
f

GALLATIN EXCHANGE
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, we just

introduced a placeholder in a bill on
the Gallatin exchange to preserve that
option. It expires December 31. It is a
land exchange in the Gallatin National
Forest. I support that land exchange. I
did not want to get into an adjourn-
ment situation and let the time run
out and not have a placeholder, be-
cause I am concerned about one area in
particular, as is everybody. I heard the
concerns of my constituents in the
Bridger Bang Tail area of the Gallatin
National Forest and in the Taylor
Creek area. This area has to be kept in
the condition that it is now because it
is probably the most important migra-
tion area for wildlife we have from Yel-
lowstone Park into Montana and out of
Montana. This is a migration corridor
that must be protected.

We have an obligation to complete
this land exchange. It is a good land ex-
change. It is the right thing to do for
that particular part of our country,
and I will support it. Of course, the del-
egation from Montana will get to-
gether and work out the details. But I
wanted to put that in there to make
sure that our options are left open
when Congress comes back into ses-
sion, because I feel very strongly about
this area, about the preservation of
this area in the management of forests,
especially in very fragile areas and in
areas that are very, very important to
the migration of wildlife, in particular
elk and deer. We have introduced that
placeholder for those reasons today.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

COATS). The Senator from New Mexico.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that I be allowed to

speak for up to 15 minutes as if in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that David
Schindel, who is a fellow in my office,
be granted the privilege of the floor for
the remainder of this period of morning
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY TO
IMPROVE EDUCATION

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, as we
prepare to complete this first session of
the 105th Congress, I want to take a
moment to look back at one of the
great bipartisan accomplishments that
we have made this year, and also to
look forward to some important work
that still lies ahead.

I am referring specifically to the
work we have been able to do in put-
ting advanced technology to work to
improve education in the country.

Technology and better use of tech-
nology is critical in my home State of
New Mexico. It is a big State. We have
only a few concentrations of popu-
lation and economic activity, and tech-
nology offers us a way to bring commu-
nities closer together and offers us a
way to eliminate the gaps that sepa-
rate the ‘‘haves’’ and the ‘‘have-nots’’
in our State and throughout the coun-
try.

In more than half of American house-
holds with incomes of over $50,000, the
children have access to a computer at
home. But in my State the average
family earns about $26,000, and in that
income range the estimate is that one
in four children in those homes will
have access to a computer.

We need to do better in the public
sector, Mr. President, in providing
technology in our schools so that we
can use technology to narrow the gap
between the haves and have-nots, rath-
er than to allow that gap to increase.

In the past year, several magazines
have published articles that have chal-
lenged the idea that technology in
schools can really improve education.
The Atlantic Monthly had a cover
story called ‘‘The Computer Delusion.’’
There have been articles that consider
computers in schools to be ‘‘snake oil’’
or ‘‘the filmstrip of the 1990’s,’’ just to
cite some of the phrases used.

Those articles are one reason I was
interested in several recent reports
that have reviewed the hundreds of re-
search studies on the effects of edu-
cational technology on student
achievement. The Educational Testing
Service [ETS] did a report. Also, there
has been a study commissioned by the
Software Publishers Association [SPA].
The research results are uneven, but
there are solid peer-reviewed studies
that show significant improvement in
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