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sonnel officer in a major corporation to 
the effect that the code was used regu
larly in considering the job applications 
of veterans. 

Following our hearings the Defense 
Department conducted a study of the 
code system to determine whether iJt 
should be altered or eliminated. Finally, 
a few weeks ago the Department inform
ed me that it had decided not only to 
retain the system rbut to use additional 
numbers indicating new and more re
fined categorical reasons for discharge. 
Confidentiality is to be safeguarded by 
changing all the old numbers and keep
ing the new code away from the public. 

Mr. President, given the normal ties 
and the flow of information as personnel 
specialists move in and out of military 
service, I know of no way in which such 
a list could be kept from any civilian 
business or institution having an interest 
in it. During this past year I have heard 
from a number of men who were denied 
jobs or admission to college, or were 
otherwise hurt by the damaging SPN 
numbers. These incidents have occurred 
sometimes many years after the original 
condition has been corrected. 

I cannot agree with the Department 
of Defense that use of these numbers has 
any real utility that justifies the perma
nent injury they may cause. If such in
formation must be transmitted to the 
Veterans• Administration or to the Selec
tive Service System, it can be furnished 
by other means. This Government has 
no right or duty to affix to any veteran 
a label revealing information which in 
most civilian settings a citizen is free to 
withhold or disclose as he chooses. 

As a practical matter we know, from 
veterans' counselors and drug program 
administrators throughout the Nation, 
that the best hope_ for preventing drug 
abuse and for insuring the permanent 
recovery of those who have been treated 
is the opportunity for a decent job. They 
have pointed out again and again how 
the SPN number has become a barrier 
to this opportunity. I am convinced that 
the Department of Defense must end this 
punitive practice and face reality. 

Mr. President, the record will show 
that I voiced my concern about seri
ousness of the drug abuse problem in our 
Armed Forces long before the military 
acknowledged the problem or the public 
was aroused about it. 

When Mr. Nixon announced his drug 
counteroffensive, I praised him for this 
action and gave the effort my full sup
port. I applauded the President's choice 
of the person to head the Special Office 
of the White House as a wise appoint
ment, for Dr. Jaffe was known to me to be 
a man of high professional standards and 
competence. 

As the military moved to set up their 
drug programs, I commended their zeal 
and efficiency. At the same time, I 
warned about the possibility that a pro
gram so admirably begun might regress 
or miscarry in some respects. This, in my 
judgmentt, has happened; hence I have 
taken the floor to share my concem with 
my colleagues. 

I have thus far touched on only a few 
aspects of the drug abuse control pro
gram in the military. In the future, I 

hope to complete my appraisal of the 
status of the Drug Problem U.S.A. as it 
affects both civilian and military sectors 
of our society. 

DESIGNATION OF THE OLD SEN
ATE OFFICE BUILDING AS THE 
RICHARD BREVARD RUSSELL OF
FICE BUILDING 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1106. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLEN) . The resolution will be stated by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 296) to designate the 

Old Senate Office Building as the "Richard 
Brevard Russell Office Building." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration with 
an amendment to strike out all after the 
word "Resolved" and insert: 

That insofar as concerns the Senate--
( 1) the Senate Office Building referred to 

as the Old Senate Office Building and con
structed under authority of the Act of April 
28, 1904 (33 Stat. 452, 481), is designated, 
and shall be known as, the "Richard Brevard 
Russell Office Building"; and 

(2) the additional office building for the 
Senate referred to as the New Senate Office 
Building and constructed under the provi
sions of the Second Deficiency Appropriation 
Act of 1948 (62 Stat. 1028), including any 
extension to such building, is designated, 
and shall be known as, the "Everett McKinley 
Dirksen Office Building". 

SEc. 2. Any rule, regulation, document, or 
record of the Senate, in which reference is 
made to either building referred to in the 
first section of this resolution, shall be held 
and considered to be a reference to such 
building by the name designated for such 
building by the first section of this resolu
tion. 

SEc. 3. The Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration shall place appropriate markers 
or inscriptions at suitable locations within 
the buildings referred to in the first section 
of this resolution to commemorate and desig
nate such buildings as provided in this res
olution. Expenses incurred under this resolu
tion shall be paid from the contingent fnnd 
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HART addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. For 

what purpose does the Senator from 
Michigan rise? 

Mr. HART. To speak in opposition to 
the reS'olution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is recognized. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, this is not 
an easy comment to make, but I feel 
deeply that the Senate is making a mis
take in undertaking, so quickly after the 
death of two very brilliant former Mem
bers of this body, to name those two 
permanent buildings in their honor. 

This is not to suggest that I doubt that 

Richard Russell and Everett Dirksen 
were impressive and effective Senatorsr 
All of us know them to have been ex
actly that, and perhaps history's esti
mate will suggest that they were vastly 
more than that. But I thought we had 
learned that it is unwise to anticipate 
history's verdict. I thought we under
stood that no longer would we, very 
quickly after the tragic loss of friends,. 
undertake to memorialize them as 
against scores and scores of others who 
perhaps have departed longer and with 
respect to all of whom history's verdict 
has yet to be received. 

Is it not a little awesome or worse that 
we of the 1970's, the group here, should 
pick among our own? What about those 
who have preceded us? One of these two 
office buildings has been here for about 
60 years, both will be here for many gen
erations. 

Recall the preliminary study that was 
made in the 1950's, the thoughtful review 
made before the Rules Committee rec
ommended five Senators whose portraits 
were to be installed in the reception room 
of this Chamber. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President. 
I ask unanimous consent that we may 
proceed for 2 minutes before the hour of 
controlled debate begins, and that morn
ing business be extended similarly. 

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

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Senate 
created a special committee to make that 
study. Senator Russell honored that 
committee by being one of its five mem
bers, as did our majority leader. They 
canvassed some 150' historians and politi
cal scientists. The special committee 
evaluated their tabulation and the rec
ommendations of the scholars. The com
mittee reported that: 

3. Although no member of our panel of 
scholars recommended the identical 5 names, 
a majority suggested 4 of the same 5 (always 
omitting a d11Ierent one); and Clay, Webster, 
Calhoun, and La Follette were among the top 
5 receiving the most endorsements from this 
panel. The same 4 names were also among the 
top 5 receiving the most endorsements from 
those Senators who responded to our in
quiry; and the late Senator Taft, whose name 
completes the 5 recommended by our com
mittee, was the first choice of the Senators 
who l.'esponded and among the first 10 in the 
poll of scholars. 

4. The committee recognizes that objec
tions can be raised against each of the 5 se
lected, just as they can be raised against all 
of the more than 65 names suggested. 

Mr. President, study the record of that 
committee report--May 1, 1957, Mr. Ken
nedy as chairman-and you will under
stand why, with reluctance, I speak 
against and will vote against this reso
lution. 

As I conclude, I affirm again, that 
Senator Russell and Senator Dirksen 
were giant figures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Michigan has ex
pired. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that morning 
business be extended for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The Chair will explain to the Senator 
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from Michigan that the Chair was calling 
time under the unanimous-consent 
agreement that the unfinished business 
was to lbe laid before the Senate at 11 
o'clock. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
time for morning business be extended 
2 additional minutes and that I be rec
ognized. 

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

Mr. 'ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield that time to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I hope I have 
made plain that it is not a lack of re
spect for the two men whom we would 
honor by naming those two buildings. 
That is not so. But I do feel that we are 
acting unwisely. 

I cannot presume to suggest how the 
two mell whom we propose to honor 
would feel about this; but I think they 
would be perfectly comfortable in letting 
us first consult with students of history 
and then let history have a little time to 
make suggestions to us. 

I thank the assistant majority leader. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I thank the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan. I have a brief statement which 
I shall not make now because of the hour 
but which I shall make later today. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution, as 
amended-putting the question. 

Mr. HART. I vote "no." 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso

lution (S. Res. 296) is agreed to. 
The title was amended, so as to read: 

"Resolution to designate the Old Sen
ate Office Building and the New Senate 
Office Building as the 'Richard Brevard 
Russell Office Building' and the 'Everett 
McKinley Dirksen Office Building', 
respectively." 

EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNI
TIES ACT, 1972 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 13915) to fur
ther the achievement of equal education
al opportunities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 11 o'clock having arrived and the time 
for which morning business was extended 
having expired, the Chair, under the 
previous order, lays before the Senate the 
unfinished business, H.R. 13915, which 
the clerk will state by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 13915) to further the achieve

ment of equal educational opportur.ltles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe
riod of 1 hour from now until the man
datory quorum call prior to the vote on 
cloture is to be equ~lly divided between 
the Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) 

and the Senator from Michigan <Mr. 
GRIFFIN). 

Who yields time? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the time already 
used for the continuation of the morning 
hour be considered as within the hour 
for the discussion before the vote on the 

cloture proposal. The quorum call will 
occur at 12 o'clock. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the other 
side does not wish to use time at the 
moment, I am prepared to yield 15 min
utes of our time to the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) 
is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, once 
again I wish to express my thoughts on 
the matter before the Chamber. 

Let us look for 1 minute at the finger 
pointing occurring on the issue of busing. 
There are those who point the finger at 
the courts of the United States. They say 
the courts are the ones that are at fault 
that if it were not for the courts, we 
would not have a problem; we would not 
have the disruption, the emotion, the 
hysteria; it is all the fault of the courts. 

Does anybody in the Chamber or out
side of it think that it is the fault of a 
Justice of the Supreme Court, or the 
fault of a judge of the district court, or 
of a court of appeals, that thousands of 
children in this country do not have 
available to them excellent educational 
facilities? 

There are those who like to point the 
finger at individual Representatives and 
Senators-such as the distinguished Sen
ator from New York (Mr. JAVITs)-say
ing it is their fault that we are having 
this trouble with education. 

Is there any Senator or ·anyone else 
who would say it is the fault of the Sen
ator from New York that we have de
ficiencies in our educational system 
when, in fact, the distinguished senior 
Senator from New York and the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Mich
igan <Mr. HART) have fought all their 
lives for excellence in public education? 

Then there are those who say, "Well, it 
is the fault of the Constitution. The Con
stitution was not written right. Some
thing is wrong with a Constitution that 
permits all this disruption." It is even 
said that the constitutional provision 
permits a difference of educational op
portunity in the United States. Now I 
do not think I have ever read that the 
Constitution provides for separate but 
equal education. 

Let us stop the finger-pointing for 
these kinds of reasons. They do not hold 
up. 

We do know one fact: that is, equality 
of educational opportunity is not avail
able to all ~hildren in the United States. 
We can all agree on that. It is not avail
able. To say anything other than that is 
just to close one's eyes. 

That being the fact, how did we arrive 
at the present state of confusion. The 
fact is that we had State laws in the 
United States that said that all men 
were not equal. And as that flew directly 
in the face of the Constitution of the 
United States, it was bound to come to 
a troubled end sooner or later. And then 
we had the doctrine of "separate but 
equal." Again, completely beyond what 
the Constitution of the United States 
said. 

Then we decided by our inaction we 

would not make an adequate investment 
in educational facilities. Then we had no 
legislative program. Then we created 
housing programs and left out education. 
And we created education programs and 
left out housing. 

These are valid reasons as to why we 
find ourselves in today's educational hys
teria. 

It is not some judge or some Federal 
court, and it is not Senator JAVITS or 
Senator WEICKER who created the busing 
problem. It is not the fault of some citi
zen who is out there working for equality 
of educational opportunity. It is not the 
Constitution of the United States that 
mandates busing. 

Yesterday I suggested that we do have 
an alternative to this busing proposition. 
I know of no one here who advocates bus
ing as a solution to the problem of equal
ity of educational opportunity. Let us 
make that plain. This is not a probusing 
and antibusing proposition. The issue is 
that some people feel that there is a 
cheap way of bringing about a catch up of 
equality in the United States. 

I estimate that if we really want to 
know what the figures are, it will cost us 
$12 billion to create the necessary educa
tional facilities and an additional $12 
billion to create the additional housing 
which I think necessary to a real solution 
of the problem. That involves a cost of 
$24 billion. 

That comes to about $210 per taxpayer. 
Now, to the proponents of the bill, I 

say they should not go around and give 
the impression to the people of the United 
States that there is no cost to what is be
ing proposed. They say that tampering 
with the Constitution is free. 

I think we ought to tell them what may 
seem to be painless to us will be deadly 
for the future of the United States. 

Madam President, I would also like to 
say that if my colleagues do not want 
busing, they should be willing to ask 
every one of the voters in the country to 
spend $210 to obviate busing and create 
equality of educational opportunities. 

I do not know of anyone doing that. 
All I hear is that we can have equality of 
educational opportunity and it is not 
going to cost anything. 

There have been 200 years of either 
no action or going slow, and they say that 
we are going to bring everybody up to one 
level of equality of educational opportu
nity at no cost. 

I think it is time for the proponents of 
this measure to explain in detail its costs 
to the American people. If they want to 
contest my figures, they are perfectly en
titled to do so. I think it is up to them to 
say, "Yes. We believe in equality of 
educational opportunity for every Amer
ican." Or maybe I am mistaken. Maybe 
some do not believe in that. Then they 
o•Jght to say that Blso. But if they say that 
they believe in equality of educational 
opportunity, then I think it is necessary 
for them to lay out very carefully what 
the cost would be to achieve that status. 

My flJ!'ure is $24 billion. It is not $2.5 
billion of reallocated funds. And that, in 
my book, comes to $210 per taxpayer. 

I cannot think of a greater investment. 
Somebody will have to say, however, that 
there is no painless solution to the prob-


