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(. MELVIN SHARPE, ET AL.

ON WRIT OF CERTIORARI TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT

BRIEF FOR AMICI CURIAE

INTEREST OF AMICI CURIAE

This case deals with the question whether children
in the public school system of the Nation’s Capital may,
consistently with the Constitution and laws of the United
States, be separated by groups solely on the hasis of skin
color or the origin of their ancestors.

The undersigned submit this brief because ovr organiza-
tions represent groups of Americans in the Washington
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community and throughout the nation of many creeds ang
many races who are deeply commitfed to the preservation
and extension of the democratic way of life s who rejeet
as inimical to the welfare and progress of our country
artificial barriers to the free and natural asseciation of
peoples, based on racial or creedal differenees. We believe
this to be of especial imporiance in {the Nation’s (apital,
We are united in the belief that every siep taken to make
such differences irrelevant in law, as they are in fact, will
tend to cure one of our demoeracy’s eonspicnons failures {o
practice the ideals we proclaim {o the workd, and fo bring
us closer tfo that peace and harmoeny with oflier peoples
throughout the world for which we all strive.

We submit this brief out of a sense of urgency which
compels us to speak out for great segments of the com-
munity on hehalf of a good and just cause. We are con-
vinced that the great democratic principles of our Consti-
tution are denied when racism permeates and shapes the
institutions in which the children of the Capital of the
Nation receive their schooling.

We submit this brief, finally, in the knowledge that the
progress and welfare of a democratic community and the
best contributions of all its people toward enriching the
life, the intellect, and the spirit of the commmmunity can he
achieved only from the untrammeled association of fellow-
citizens without the interposition, especially by government,
of barriers based on race.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

This case is here on writ of certiorari to the United
States Court of Appeals for the Distriet of C‘olumbia Cir-
cuit, granted while the case was pending in that court on
appeal from a judgment of the United States Distriet Court
for the Distriet of Columbhia granting a motion to dismiss
the complaint. The petitioners are minors and their par-
ents, citizens of the United States and residents of the Dis-
triect of Columbia, are suing on behalf of themselves and
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others gimilarly sitnated. The respondents here are mem-
bers of the school board and officials of the public school
system of the Distriet of Columbia.

The complaint alleged thal the minor petitioners applied
for enrollment in the Sousa Jumor High School of the Dis-
triect of Columbia and were denied enrollment solely be-
cause of their race or color and that they appropriately
exhausted all administrative remedies for correction of that
denial. It alleged inter alie that their exclusion from the
school denied them due proeess of law, in violation of the
Fifth Amendment to the United States Coustitution and
Title 8, Sections 41 and 43 of the United States Code; and
constituted a bill of attainder prohibited by Article 1, Sec-
tion 9, clause 3 of the Constitution. The complaint sought
a declaratory judgment that the respondents had no right
to exclude the minor petitioners from the Sousa School
because of their race or color and an injunction restraining
the respondents from such exclusion.

Respondents, without denying any of the allegations of
the complaint, filed a motion to dismiss which was granted
by the District Court without an opinion.

THE QUESTIONS TO WHICH THIS BRIEF IS ADDRESSED

The undersigned amici curiae believe that racial segrega-
tion in the Digtrict of Colmmbia public schools is unconsti-
tutional. We refrain here from presenting such of our
reasons as would parallel those presented in the brief of
the petitioners already filed herein. We confine ourselves
to the following two questions which we feel merit fuller
discussion and on which we possess some special com-
petence :

1. Does separation of school children by skin color
or ancestry have any warrant in twentieth century
commuunity experience, proper legislative purpose, or
scientific understanding?

2. Does the fact that Congress made provision for
the establishment of schools for Negro children in the



4

Distriet of Coluinhia hefore the adoption of the Four-
teenth Amendment justify the conclusion that the
Fourteenth Amendment was intended to permit racial
segregation?

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

1. Racial classifications are not permissible in our de-
mocracy except only under the most dire of emergencies
such as the “‘crisis of war’”’. The conventional standards
of “‘reasonableness’’ to test legislative action do not come
into play when racial criteria are involved. Nor, even if it
were relevant, is there any reasonable basis for separating
seliool ehildren by skin eolor. Examination of community
experience in the Distriet of Columbia and throughout the
country discloses vast areas of activity in which the mem-
bers of the public both voluntarily and by government ac-
tion have departed from patterns of segregation and asso-
ciate free of color restrictions. No rational bagis exists to
single out school children for racial separation.

The predictions of defiance of a decision invalidating
racial segregation in schools or of difficulties resulting
therefrom are neither novel nor warranted. They are not
justified by community experience, history, morality, or
law. To assert such factors implies that Constitutional
rights must await the consent of those who withhold them.

Present day scientific knowledge discredits traditional
concepts of “‘race.”” Continued enforcement of legislative
action based on assumed distinctions formerly attributed
to such concepts is not rational.

2. In Carr v. Corning, 182 F. 2d 14, it was held that Con-
gress’ establishment of public schools for Negroes hefore
the ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment “conclu-
sively supports’ the determination that the Amendment
permitted segregation in schools. This misconceives the
chronology of the events of that day and gives a completely
distorted significance to the school statutes.
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ARGUMENT
L

sEPAFlATION OF SCHOOL CHILDREN BY SKIN COLOR OR
ANCESTRY HAS NO WARRANT IN TWENTIETH CENTURY
COMMUNITY EXPERIENCE, PROPER LEGISLATIVE PUR-
POSE, OR SCIENTIFIC UNDERSTANDING AND IS THERE-
FORE A MEANINGLESS CLASSIFICATION VIOLATIVE OF
THE FIFTH AMENDMENT

This brief documents what twentieth-century America
knows: racial segregation is not—and never was—in-
tended to achieve any legitimate legislative goal but is a
continuing attempt to maintain some vestiges of the slave
system of the nineteenth century.

Classification by ‘‘race’* has bheen permitted by this
Court to sustain governmental action only during the major
erieis of the tweutieth century and then only after ‘‘the
most rigid serutiny”” had disclosed ‘‘civeumstances of dire
emergency and peril”’” stemming from ‘‘the ecrisis of war
and threatened invasion.”” *

Though we do not suggest the propriety of even this lim-
ited impairment of the counstitutional safeguards for the
individual, we point out that these instances were ocea-
sioned only by extreme cases of national peril. It is only
at such times that racial designations may become the basis
for governmental action. No conventional problems and
no ordinary standard of ‘‘reasonableness’ may justify a
transgression of the overriding principle that racial dis-
tinctions are odious.

I'We use the term ‘‘race’’ only for simplicity of expression. We
submit it has no meaning relevant to legal problems. See Section
C, infra, p. 19. For purposes of brevity we have also referred
generally to ‘““skin color’ as the basis adopted for scgregation.
Analyzed carefully, the real basis for segregation of Negroes stem-
ming from the institution of slavery, lies in the birthland of the in-
dividual’s forebears (i.e., Africa) rather than in skin color alone.
For these reasens many statutes refer generally to ““persons of
African descent.”” €f. Art, 1661.1, Sec. 2, Vernon’s Statutes of
Texas, Annotated (1947).

3 Hirabayashi v. United States, 320 T. S. 81, 92 (1943), and
Korematsu v. United States, 323 U. S. 214, 220 (1944). Cf. Ex
parte Endo, 323 U. 8. 283 (1944).
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Morcover, governmental classification at any time must
comport with what is fundamentally just. This is the es-
senece of due process, a term of no fixed content. The ‘‘es-
sentials of fundamental rights™ are not “‘confined within
a permaunent eatalogne,”’ for it “‘is of the very nature of
4 free society to advance in its standards of what is deemed
reasonable and right.”’ Welf v. Colorado, 338 U. 8. 25, 27
(1949). And the question whether a elassification separat-
ing school children solely by race is constitutionally per-
missible today eannot he answered by looking backward to
yesterday. Constitutional principles ‘“may acquire mean-
ing as public opinion becomes enlightened by a humane
justice.””® Tor this reason, the ‘‘boot-strap’’ arguments
of the Schoo! Board in this case, as in all others which rely
upon the authorvity of Plessy v. Perguson, 163 U. S, 537,
without reexamining its premises, cannot justify this
Court’s failing to do so. Passenger Cases, 7 How. 283, 470
(1849). We submit that the validity of continuing today
to separate school children solely according to a skin-color

6

3 Weems v. United States, 217 U. S. 349 (1910):

pp. 373-374: ‘“‘Time works changes, brings into existence new
conditions and purposes. Therefore a principle to be vital must
be capable of wider application than the mischief which gave it
birth. This is peculiarly true of constitutions. They are not
ephemeral enactments, designed to meet passing occasions. ¥ * ¥
The future 1s their care and provision for events of good and bad
tendencies of which no prophecy can be made. In the application
of a constitution, therefore, our contemplation cannot be ouly of
what has been but of what may be. Under any other rule a con-
stitution would indeed be as easy of application as it would be
deficient in efficacy and power. Its general principles would have
little value and be converted by precedent into impotent and life-
less formulas. Rights declared in words might be lost in reality.
And this has been recognized. The meaning and vitality of the
Constitution have developed against narrow and restrictive con-
struetion. * * * The construction of the Fourteenth Amendment is
# * % an example for it is one of the limitations of the Constitn-
tion.”’

p. 378: “‘The clause of the Constitution in the opinion of the
learned commentators may be therefore progressive, and is not
tastened to the ohsolete but may aequire meaning as public opinion
becomes enlightened by a humane justice.”’
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classification must be tested in the light of today’s known
community and social experience, declared legislative pur-
poses and present scientific understanding, Tested ac-
l eordingly, separation of children in publie schools on the
pasis of skin-color alone is completely withoul rational
basis in the United States in the {wentieth century.

A, Community experience demonstrates the invalidity of racial
segregation in the Disirict of Columbia or anywhere in
the United States.

1. DETERIORATION OF PATTERNS OF SEGREGATION.

As this community’s experience is examined, the lack of
consistency and indeed of plain common sense involved in
the erection of racial harriers between groups of school
c¢hildren is dramatically exposed. A hrief glance at Table
| IV (Appendix, infra) shows the vast range of public ac-
tivity in which this city engages free of color restrictions.
Washingtonians mingle today without regard to skin color
in many restaurants, movies, hotels, libraries, swimming
pools, golf conrses, tennis courts, and playgrounds, in all
legitimate theatres, strectears and husses, art galleries, and
music halls, and in every public building, and every audi-
| torilum in the city. They attend inter-racial nursery
schools, parochial schools, colleges, law schools and medical
schools. (Table 11, Appendix, infra.)

On what basis, then, may they rationally be precluded
from doing so in public schools? If people, young and old,
can live next door to each other in apartment houses, can
walk or ride together as far as school doors, and can enter
together in private schools, what proper reason may he
adduced to prevent them from entering those doors to
study together in public schools established in the interests
of all the peaple, by a government dedicated to democracy #*

4 The President-elect has pledged himself to remove ‘‘every
vestige of segregation’ in the Nation’s Capital to the extent of the
means at his command. DBut this is a goul which, as this vase
proves, eannot be achieved by executive action alone.
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Moreover, segregation in schools las heen abandoned in
practice in so great a portion of this country, including the
South, as to make its continuation anywhere impossible to
justify in prineiple. Compiled in the Appendix, infra, is a
list of those communities, in the South and border areas,
where Negro students have Dbeen recently admitted to
formerly all-white schools. (Table I). This list, which is
representative but by no means exhaustive, marks the
unanimously successful integration, in varying degrees, of
colored and white students in educational institutions in
over 85 communities in such areas. (There is of course no
need to detail the vast areas of the North where legal seg-
regation has never been practiced.)

These are developments of only the past several years,
chiefly following this Clourt’s action in Sweaft v. Pewinter,
339 U. 8. 629 and McLaurin v. Oklahoma, 339 U, 8. 637, in
1950. In that short time, one or more educational institu-
tions in practically every Southern, Southwestern and Bor-
der state have opened their doors to Negroes, who had pre-
viously been excluded altogether. Ior example, tax-sup-
ported colleges and universities have opeuned their doors
to Negro students in Texas, Oklahoma, Arkansas, Kansas,
Missouri, Louisiana, Kentucky, Tennessee, Virginia, North
Carolina, West Virginia, Maryland and Delaware. (Table
ITIT(A) (1) (b), Appendix, nfra).

Despite the continued insistence of those who urge
the continuance of segregation on the ground that the
country is ‘“not ready,”’ these changes have not heen lim-
ited to public colleges which alone would he compelled by
the enforcement of the Fourteenth Amendment to onen
their doors. Non-public institutions have heen far in the
lead in the process of integration. Schools and colleges,
both private and parochial, have removed racial harriers
to admission in Alabama, Texas, Georgia, Missouri, Lonisi-
ana, Kentucky, Maryland, North Carolina, Virginia, West
Virginia, and as mentioned, the District of Colnmbia.
(Table IIT (A) (2), Appendix, infra). This merits special
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attention, for if segregation were as emhedded in the
vpsages, customs and traditions’ of the South as it is
alleged to he, none of these institutions would have de-
parted therefrom without compulsion. But freed of gov-
ernmental compulsion to segregale (or exclude) by the
aftermath of this Court’s decisions in the Sweatt and Mec-
Laurin cases which substautially destroyed segregation in
public colleges, these nou-public seliools liave dropped the
color bars in numbers and with a speed and fervor™ which
make it plain that it was only the barrier of the South’s
government-required segregation which had earlier stood in
their way—and not the South’s ‘‘usages, customs and
traditions.”’

In addition to the colleges and universities in which seg-
regation has been abandoned, public elementary and high
schools have successfully ended segregation in recent years
in one or more communities in California, Arizona, New
Mexico, Kansas, Illinois, Ohio, Indiana, Maryland, Dela-
ware, Pennsylvania and New Jersey. Public schools sup-
ported entirely by Federal funds have been integrated at
Fort Brage and Camp Lejeune, North Carolina, Quantico,
Virginia, Fort Knox, Kentucky and other southern military
reservations.

The District of Columbia has been no laggard in this
pattern of change. Only where law is interpreted to forhid
departure from segregation (as the D. C. Board of FKduca-
tion maintains is true here) has there been no correspond-
ing progress. Private schools, at all levels of study, have
dropped the color bar. This is true of pre-nursery, nursery,
elementary and high schools, as well as colleges and orad-
uate schools, (Table TI, Appendix, #mfra).

% The reactions of white students have been extremely favorable,
They have welcomed the newly arrived Negroes with group demon-
strations of approval, have called for change at eolleges refusing
admission to Negroes, have written articles for the press, and have
called on the President of the United States for assistance to end
racial restrictions. Table IV (B) Appendix, tnfra.
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Moreover, neither in the Distriet nor in other places
which have known segregation are these changes oceurring
only in schools. We have compiled in Table 1V a wide
variety of instances (which is only a sumipling of thousands
of similar eases) in which places of public accommodation,
voluntary associations, religious bodies, employers, and the
athletic and entertaimmnent world have followed where en-
lightened public thinking has beckoned.

These developments have siguificanee for our problem
because everywhere one Jooks—in eolleges and universities,
in factories, in state legislatures mand eity couneils, in
theaters, in stadia, in restanrants, in swimming pools, and
throughout our Armed Forces—there has developed an in-
creasing and cumulative mingling of people of different
racial origins on a scale which makes ludicrous the con-
tinued separation of children in their formative years at
school. Those who ride, play, and work, who fight and die
together without strife may—mnay, do—study together with-
out strife.

This wide-ranging experience with integration, it should
be added, is a judicial, not a legislative, consideration for
it provides conclusive practical confirmation of the propo-
sitions that (1) separation based on race has no rational
basis in our socicty and (2) integration presents nothing
remotely like war-time ‘“dire emergency and peril’’ which
alone might justify separation (Korematsu v. United
States, supra, p. 220), but in fact proceeds peacefully.

10

2. THE PROPHESIED COMMUNITY RESISTANCE TO CHANGE.

Departures from segregation have been successful to a
degree that surpasses even the most optimistic expectations
of the proponents of such change. They continually refute
the forecasts of those who on each and every such oceasion
predict violence, resistance, difficulties and, at very least,
common dissatisfaction with the change.

If these predictions were made by those who previously
had urged the removal of harriers toward equality they
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might be listened to with good grace. But though the words

are different the voice is the same. These are the last-
., diteh arguments of those who would still preserve some-
thing of their ancestovs’ 16th Century eclass superiority,
with its intolerable burdens on other human beings, while
they also enjoy all the henefits of 20th Century society.

Furthermore, the mere assertion of such factors as
worthy of consideration hy this Court necessarily implies
a belief that even if the Constitutional rights of an indi-
vidual—or thousands of individnals—are being violated
justice shall be rendered them only if those who withhold
those rights will consent. Such a belief our democracy
rejects.

And this aside, these assertions are unsound judged even
by empirical standards rather than moral principle.
In Sweatt v. Painter, supra (Octoher Term, 1949, No.
44), the appellees warned that ¢“forced mixed schools’’
: would ‘‘cause large withdrawals from the public schools”

(Appellees’ Brief, p. 175). The brief amicus filed by the

Attorneys Gencral of cleven states was even more direful

(at p. 9), citing reports of impending disturbance at Bast

St. Louis and Alton, Illinois, two southern Illinois cities

where the schools were being desegregated under force by

law, and of apparent trouble at desegregated swimming
|  pools in Washington, D. C., and St. Louis, Missouri®:

8The swimming pool incidents referred to by the Attorneys
General refute rather than support their argument. In Washing-
ton, the disturbance was an isolated incident which has been [ol-
lowed since 1950 by operation of pools under jurisdiction of the
Interior Department without segregation and without the slightest
diffienlty. Comment, 18 Tlniv. Chi. L. Rev. 760, 773-775 (1951).
And the attendance has shown a continuing m('rpno.n (Table IV,
item (8) Appendix, infra.) The St. Lonis experience was even more
| Tevealing. There the city officials reacted to an outhreak of violence
by reversing their previously adopted decision to end segregation. A

law suit was commenced to prevent segregation. Id. at 771-772.
United States District Judge Hulen firmly rejected the argument

,  that segregation should be retnined to prevent disorder. Calling
this ‘‘a new and novel theory’’, he ruled that ‘‘The law permits of

no such delay in the protection of plaintiffs’ constitutional rights’’.
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The Southern States trust that this Court will net
strike dlown their power to keep peace, order, and suyp-
port of the public schools by maintaining eynal sepa-
rate facilities. 1If the States nre shorn of this poliee
power and physical confliet takes place, as in the St,
Louis and Washington swimming pools, the Stales are
left with no alternative hut to close their schools for

that reason.

Of course, no ‘“physical conflict’” took place because of the
decision which the Attorneys General feared. Instead, in
less than two years the number of Negroes who have been
peacefully integrated into Southern graduate and profes-
sional schools exceeds well over a thousand, and the tabu-
lation is no longer a matter of much interest since the point
is proved beyond debate.

In the Henderson case, imnfra (October Term, 1949, No.
25), the brief amicus filed by Rep. Sam Holibs warned flatly
that ““that to adopt the contention of Appellant would be
the kiss of death to render operation of the railroad mmpos-
sible’” (p. 5). In Morgan v. Virginia, 328 U. S. 373 (1946)
(Octoher Term, 1945, No. 704), the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, Appellee, warned that the statute which the Court
subsequently invalidated was necessary to prevent violent
altercations which would cause drivers to lose control of
their busses (Appellee’s brief, p. 14). The effects of a re-
versal of the decision below were painted in lurid terms
(Id. at pp. 18-20).

Again, no such evils resulted. In fact, the Court of Ap-
peals for the Fourth Circuit has had occasion to point out
that no disorders oceurred on the cars of a Virginia rail-
road which recently abandoned segregation to the extent it

Draper v. 8t. Louss, 92 F. Supp. 546, 549 (E.D. Mo., 1950). The
following year, 1951, the pools were opened on a fully integrated
hasis.  ‘“Civil Rights in the United States in 195177, page 90. As
indicated in the Appendix, both Tast St. Lonis and Alton are
examples of successful integration, rather than disturbance of any
sort.
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found convenient. Chance v. Lambeth, 186 T, 2d 879, 881,
882-883 (C.A. 4th, 1951).

,  We are not so naive as to discount the possibility of some
forms of resistance to a decision that vacial segregation in
publie grade schools is mneonstitutional. Dut the prophecy
of violence has so often been shown to be without sub-
stance 7 that it is now wmade with lttle eonviction. OF

- gourse, this Court conclusively answered what has been
called the ‘‘rhetoric of violence’”® when it squarely held
that the preservation of the public peace cannot be ac-
complished by laws which violate the Constitution. Bu-
chanan v. Warley, 245 U. S. 60, 81 (1917).

It goes without saying that to deny a constitutional right
because the lawless element of a community dislikes its
enforcement is to snggest that the Federal compact is no
match for the lynech-law mob.

I Recognition of these facts by those who still seek to up-

| hold segregation leads to their more sophisticated sugges-
tion that the abolition of segregation at this time will (a)
destroy public education in the South or (b) destroy the
liberal or progressive movement in the South. The fact is
that public education will no more be threatened by the

‘ Court’s action against segregation in these cases than it
was by its action in the cases of Sweatt v. Pawnter, supra;

! McLawrin v. Oklahoma State Regents, supra, and Hender-
son v. United States, 339 U.S. 816. At best such argu-
ments in effect only urge delay in the disposition of the
constitutional question. But delay is more likely to aggra-
vate than to solve these alleged problems.® Moreover,

+ TNote, 61 Yale L. J. 730, 738-743 (1952); Lewis, The Crisis
. That Never Caimne Off, The Reporter, 1:12 (Dec. 6, 1949).

8 Comment, 18 TIniv, C'hi, T, Rev. 769, 781 (1951),

Iy the meantime the Jdenial of constitutional rights is itself
productive of disorder. As a (Georgia court noted long ago, ‘‘in
the end, if those laws are mufair, unjust, uwnequal, they will
breed cliseontent and disorder, and it is better for the peace and
good order of society that all shall have equal rights.?  White
V. Clements, 39 Ga. 232, 269 (1869).
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these arguments were not first urged npen this Court when
the Swealt and Henderson cases were argued; they were
put forth over 75 years ago (('f. 2 Cong. Record 4153
(1874); 3 Cong. Record 981-982, 997, 1002 (1875)).

Nor are these alleged problemns peculiar to the South,
The ynality of individual prejudice is not governed solely
hy the residence of the individual. Integration proposals
have brought prophecies of violent resistance in northern
waterfront towns like Camden, N. J., no less than in Clar-
endon County, S. C., and of destruction of public education
in Alton, Illinois no less than in Atlanta, Georgia. But
Camden saw no violence and is fully integrated, and Alton,
rather than give up the State’s monetary contribution to
its public schools, gave up segregation. This was done
grudgingly, but it was done—peacefully and completely.

We submit that if there is to be resistance, it
will take the form not of destruction but of evasion. And
the patterns of evasion are by this time familiar. Although
the practice of excluding Negroes from the Democratic
Party primary in the South was first condemmed in 1927
(Niwon v. Herndon, 273 U. S. 536) this Court was called on
several times thereafter to consider the validity of at-
tempted evasions of that decision.® Even after the last de-
cision there were further attempts—continuing to the pres-
ent day''—which were dealt with by the lower courts.’?

14

10 Nizon v. Condon, 286 U. S. 73 (1932) ; Grovy v. Townsend,
295 U. 8. 45 (1935); Smith v. Alhwright, 321 U. S, 649 (1944);
Sehnell v. Dawvis, 336 U, S. 933 (1949).

1 Terry v. Adams, 193 F. 2d 600 (C.A. 5th, 1952), cert. granted
Nov. 12, 1952, ,

2 Chapman v, King, 154 B, 24 460 (C.A. H5th, 19463, cert. de-
wied, 327 1. 8. 800; Milchell v. Wright, 154 1P, 2d 924 {(*. A, 5th,
1946), eert, denied, 329 10, 8. 733; Rice v. Elmore, 165 T. 24 387
(C.A. 4th, 1947), cert. denied, 333 U. 8. 975; Baskin v. Browa,
174 F. 2d 391 (C.A. 4th, 1949) ; Perry v. Cyphers, 186 I¢, 24 608
(CLA. 5th, 1951) ; Adams v, Terry, 193 F. 24 600 ((*. A, 5th, 1952);
Dawvis v. Sehnell, 81 F. Supp. 872 (D.C. 8.D. Ala, 1949), aff'd
without opinion, 336 T1.8. 933 (1949): Dean v. Thomas, 93 T\
Supp. 129 (D.C. E.D,, L., 1950).
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Ultimately the fisht will be eompletely abandonexl. Negroes
are now voting in constantly inereasing wumbers in the
Pemocratic primary and general elections in the South, and
eandidates make spoecial efforts {o win their support.’

And so, while we may expeet gerrymandering and possi-
bly so-called “*private’ corporations operating the schoals
for one or a few of the States, we frecly prediel that in this
day and age there will he neither real abandonment uor ed-
geational deterioration of the publie school system in the
areas involved. Turthermore, in the Distriet of Colunihin
community aeceptance and respect for legal authority is
obviously such that there can he no fear whatever that this
Court’s order will be resisted here. As Judge Edgerton
said in his dissent in Carr v. Corning, 182 F. 2d 14, 33:
«“When United States courts order integration of District
of Columbia schools they will be integrated’’. (Emphasis
supplied).*

We know, too, that despite the urging of the prophets of
doom this Court will not permit hasie Constitutional rights
to be reduced by the lowest pessimistic denominator.

13 Race and Suffrage in the South sinee 1940, Jackson, Luther P,
New South, Vol. 3, pp. 1-26 (1948); (livil Rights in the United
States in 1951, op. eit. supre, p. 18; A Decade in Race Relations,
Wilkins, Roy, Amevica, June 16, 1951, pp. 287-289; Stakes Are
Costly in Play for Texas, N. Y. Times, Sept, 23, 1952,

* Only last week the Superintendent of Schools said the school
system would not be unprepared for a decision ending segrega-
tion, Washington Post, Nov, 29, 1952, By contrast, we regard as
particularly unfortunate the Court’s statement in the Carr case,
supre, p. 16, that the problems with which it was dealing were
“insoluble by force of any sort.”” The same amount of ‘‘force’’ is
exercised by segregated as by unsegregated schools. The present
practices in the Distriet of Columbia school system are just as
“forceful’’ to those who desire to associate with their fellows with-
out artificial racial barriers as an unsegregated system wonld he
to those who wish to keep aloof.
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B, Declared legislative prohibitions against segregation in
other areas of activity in the District of Columbia demon-

strate the further irrationality of schoo! segregation.

The classification of groups of children in the publie
schools by skin eolor alone must also be tested iu the light
of legislative action affeeting other group relationships in
the community.

As early as 1865, the Congress expressly forbade any
street railway company in the Distriet of Colunmbia to ex-
clude any person from any ear, and since then there
has heen no ““Jim-Crow?’ transportation in the Distriet. In
1872 and 1873, the Legislative Assembly for the Distriet
enucted laws (referved to as the ““Equal Service Laws”’)
forbidding the refusal to serve any well-behaved person in
any eating plaece, harber shop or hotel® Thereatter, in
1875, the Congress enacted the famed Civil Rights Aet,
forbidding racial diserimination or exclusion in places of
public acecommodation throughout the country, including
the District of Columbia.

This series of legislative measures, then, carved out vast
arcas for the free association of peoples in the District.
As opposed to the direct prolhibitions egainst segregation
in these instances where Congress has clearly expressed its
intention on the subject, no instance has been found where
the Congress requires segregation. (It should be noted
that the statutes relied upon here as establishing a segre-
gated school system are not mandatory in form—unlike
school and other statutes in the South which explicitly re-

14 Sperion 5 of the Act of March 3, 1865, 13 Stat. 530.

13 The Iaw of 1873 was recently held valid, and in foree, in Dis-
triet of Columbia v. Jolhn B. Thompson Co., 81 A, (2d) 249 (D.C.
Mun. App.). An appeal is now pending in the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Colnmbia Circuit.

16 Act of March 1, 1875, 18 Stat. 335. This Act was declaved
invalid as applied to the States (Civil Rights Cases, 109 T1. S, 3
(1883)) and, only because the provisions were considered nonsep-
arable, to steamships in coastwise trade (Butts v. Merchants and
Miners Trans. Co., 230 U. S. 126 (1913).
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quire segregation. See compilation in the Appendix to the
Petitioners’ brief, herein.)

In this context, particularly in view of the other broad
areas of present frec community association mentioned in
Section A, supra, it becomes hpossible to aceept as having
rational foundation a legislative elassification singling pub-
liec school children alone out of the entire community for
governmental separation based solely on race.

C. Present scientific understanding discredits iraditional
concepts of “race”.

(overnmental classifications must also be tested in the
light of present-day scientific understanding.

It seems hardly necessary at this late date to offer proof
that conduct governed by assumed distinctions attributed
to race is wholly arbitrary. Moreover, the concept of
“race’’, which has been thought to have a secientifie expla-
nation based on esoteric classifications used by physical
anthropologists, have been demonstrated by mature stu-
dents of anthropology to be largely lacking even such a
foundation, and they have shown that no significance what-
ever can be attached to skin color alone. Boyd, (Genetics
and the Races of Man (Little, Brown & Co., 1950), pp. 10-
27, 184-207.17

Certainly in the Western World no nation is anything
but a mixture of many kinds of racial groups. The term

1T ¢¢The hiological fact of race and the myth of ‘vace’ shonll he
distingunished. TFor all practical social purposes ‘rave’ ix not so
much & hiological phenomenon as a soeial myth. The myth of
‘race’ has ereated an enormmous amount of human and social dam-
age. * * * Tt still prevents the normal development of millions of
lmman beings and deprives eivilization of the effective co-opera-
tion of produetive minds. The biological differences between ethnie
groups should be disregarded from the standpoiut of soeial ae-
ceptanee and soeial action.”” Stafement by FErperts on Race
Problems, United Natiows Edueational, Secientifie and Culiural
Oreanization, July 18, 1050, See also Laltarge, The Race Question
and the Negro: Redfield, What We Do Know About Race, 57
Seientific Monthly 193 (Sept., 1943) ; Krogman, An Anthropologist
Looks at Race, 7 Intereultural Education News 1 (Nov., 1945).
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““‘white”’ is racially meaningless as applied to almest all
American or European whites. There ave fair-haived, {ali,
long-headed North Furopeans and dark-haired, less tall,
round-headed South Europeans. Awd there are all those
who run the gamut. They arve all raer mirtures. Beuedict
& Weltlish, Races of Mankind (Public Affairs Commitfee,
1944). KEven more certain is it that the Awmerican Negro
is not a ““race’’. Nol only were the original African slaves
members of different ‘‘racial’’ groups (from different
parts of Afriea) hut their eross-fertilization with ‘‘white”
Americans has been extensive. As early as 1920 at least
15.9 per cent of the ‘“Negro’’ population was visibly mu-
Intto. Klineberg, Characteristics of the Ameriean Negro
(Harper, 1944}, p. 268. And a recent study by John Hop-
kins and Pittshurgh University professors discloses fhat
the Negro population in the United States is 30 per cent
white in its ancestry. Glass and Li, Beport on the Dynamics
of Racial Intermizture, Annual Meeting of American In-
stitute of Biological Sciences at Cornell University (N. Y.
Times, Sept. 8, 1952, 33:8); Comas, Racial Myths
(UNESCO, 1951) pp. 1-26.
11
THE FACT THAT CONGRESS MADE PROVISION FOR THE
ESTABLISHMENT OF SCHOOLS FOR NEGRO CHILDREN IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BEFORE THE ADOPTION OF
THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT DOES NOT JUSTIFY THE
CONCLUSION THAT THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT WAS
INTENDED TO PERMIT RACIAL SEGREGATION,
Petitioners urge in this case that racial segregation in
the schools operated by the District of Columbia govern-
ment 18 diseriminatory per se and consequently prohibited
by the Fifth Amendment. The argument rests on the firmly
based principle that ¢“distinctions between citizens solely
hecause of their ancestry are by their very nature odious to
a free people whose institutions are founded npon the doe-
trine of equality’’. Hurabayashi v. United States, 320 U, S.
81, 100 (1943).
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It is urged, however, by those seeking to uphold school
separation based on race alone that neither the Fifth nor
the Fourteenth Amendment to the Consfitution, prohibits
segregation.'™ TIn this connection, reliance is placed on cer-
tain stafutles enacted by the United Stales Congress for the
education of Negro children in the Distriet of Columbia
at about the same time the Congress submitted the
Fourteenth Amendment to the states for ratification. The
theory suggested is that these statutes expressly provided
for the establishment of segregated schools for Negro and
white children and that, Lience, the Congress of that period
eould not have viewed the constitutional principles em-
bodied in the Fourteenth Amendment as prohibiting racial

segregation,

This argument was given much weight by the majority
opinion (Hdgerton, J., dissenting) of the Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit in Carr v. Corning, 182
F. 2d 14 (1950).'** Judge Prettyman’s opinion there re-
viewed the statutes in question and concluded that they
“conclusively support’”” the view that the Fourteenth
Amendment does not prohibit segregation. Ibid, pp. 17-19.

We have already indicated our contention that the rea-
son or unreason of a classification such as separate racial
schools must be judged on the basis of contemporary con-
ditions and current knowledge, and not governed by the
dead hand of the past. Weems v. Uniled States, 217 U .S.
349, 373-374, 378 (1910). But because we wish to meet
squarely the argument from history, just outlined, we turn
now to an analysis of the past as it is involved therein.

172 Brief for Respondents herein, pp. 36-37; Brief for Appellees
in Briggs v. Elliott, No. 101 this term, p. 15; Brief for Appellees
in Davis v. County School Board, No. 191 this term, pp. 12-13.

18 The complaint in the Carr case, as in this one, challenged the
constitutionality of segregation in the District of Columbia publie
schools. The Court of Appeals upheld segregation and no review
of its decision was sought in this Court. In the instant case, the
Distriet Court in granting the motion to dismiss, stated in an oral
opinion that it was bound by the Carr decision,
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Such analysis shows that the conclusion on the part of the
Court of Appeals in the Cuarr case was neither required
nor justified in the light of the genesis of the local laws
and of the Fourteenth Amendment. (n the contrary, the
conelusion that the Fourteenth Amendment was intended
to prohibit segregation is fully docwnented in the pene-
trating study by Flack in his The ddoption of the Four-
teenth Amendment (1908), by the petitioner’s brict in
Sweatt v. Painter, supra (pp. 54-62), by the emicus brief
of the Commiite of Law Teachers in that ecase (pp.
5-19), and by the latest and perhaps most exhaustive study
of all, Frank and Munro, The Original Understanding of
“Equal Protection of the Laws,”” 50 Col. L. Rev. 131, 153-62
(1940). We shall not repeat that presentation here.

"This eonclusion cannot be cavalierly swept aside simply
by finding in isolated statutes, narrow and localized in scope
and enacted years before the ratification of a constitutional
amendment over which the entire nation seethed, a purpose
completely at variance with the whole thrust of that amend-
ment as it was generally understood.

In the Carr case, Judge Prettyman cited six statutes.
Ouly five of these are actually relevant.” These five
statutes were enacted between 1862 and 1866—and the
dates are crucial, since the Court of Appeals inferred, from
the fact that they were (1) contemporaneous with the pas-
sage hy Congress of the proposed Fourteenth Amendment
and (2) seemingly inconsistent with an anti-segregation in-

19 The reference in the Carr decision (pp. 17-18) to Sections 281,
282, 294 and 304 of the revision of the D. C. Statutes (Act of June
22, 1874, 18 Stat. part 2) appears erroneously to assume that these
provisions were first enacted in that year. In fact, these are sec-
tions taken from the Aet of June 25, 1864, 13 Stat. 187, 191, from
which Judge Prettyman had already drawn significance, and no
additional significance ean be found in their inclnsion in the 1874
Revision, since that was merely part of a Congressional attempt
to provide up-to-date compilations of existing law—one such com-
pilation for the District of Columbia, and another (U1, S, Revised
Statutes, 1872 and 1878) of the general laws of the [Tnited States,
Clertainly there is no suggestion that any considerstion was given
by Congress in 1874 to the determination of racial policy which is
inherent in the inference drawn by Judge Prettyman.
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jerpretation of that Amendment, that the Amendment itself
could not have been intended to abolish segregation.

But the inference is hy no means either necessary or cor-
rect. It is based on a misconeeption of both the pertinency
of the chronology and the purposes of the school statutes.

When the Fourteenth Amendment was proposed in June
1866, its framers obviously had no means of knowing how
many years would elapse before its ratification by the
states; in fact, it was not until July 1868, more than two
years later, that it was declared ratified. The mere fact
that the Amendment was proposed in 1866, at approxi-
mately the same time as the 1866 statutes, does not, as Judge
Prettyman implies, necessarily impute to the Clongress a
purpose in that Amendment to perpetunate segregated
schools.?® It may equally suggest a desire to deal with the
problem on a national bhasis rather than a local one, just as
the Congress later did, in the Civil Rights Aect of 1875, when
it prohibited discrimination of any kind in places of public
accommodation anywhere in the United States, including
the District of Columbia.®* We recognize that Congress,
prior to the Fourteenth Amendment, was making provi-
sion for schools which, when they were finally estahlished,
were separate. But to conclude from this that Congress in-
tended to perpetuate this situation, come what may, is to
fail to distinguish between mere recognition of the his-
torical fact of segregation and a mandate for segregation.

In fact, what the historical development of public eduea-
tion for colored children does amply demonstrate is that
the Congress was concerned in the 1860’s with obtaining
education for those children, and further that Congress was
never faced with the issue of granting or denying a request

2 Moreover, it should be recognized that there is significanee in
the fact that the path travelled throngh the Ilouses of Congress
by the Bill dealing with Distriet schools was obvionsly different
from that taken hy the Bill proposing the Fourteenth Amendment.
The origin, committee eonsideration, and debates were totally dif-
ferent from the two matters,

2 Aet of March 1, 1875, 18 Stat. 335.
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that there should be “‘integrated” edueation. Al that time
publie education of any kind was still regarded in many
quarters as invidious, aud edueation for the Negro (who in
many states was still Lorbickden to learn {o read ov write)
had only a short while prior thereto heen dermed wholly
ohjuctionable by some legislators.®

In 1862, only a few weeks after slaves were freed in the
District of Columbia®® (and almost a year hefore the
Emancipation Proclamation of January 1, 1863) the Con-
gressional action was an atiempt for the first tiine to pro-
vide ‘‘free’” public education for colored children. The
Congress was concerned with that problem alone.

Similarly, in 1864,% when Congress provided that the
amount used to support schools for colored children should
be appropriated from the general revenues of the cities of
Washington and Georgetown in accordance with the ratio
of colored children to the total number of children, Con-
gress was faced only with the problem whether (in view
of the exceedingly small sums allotted by the authorities
to the colored schools)?® they should continue to tax colored
persons separately to support schools for colored chil-
dren.”

22 ('f. 62 Cong. Globe, 37th Cong., 3d Sess. 1326-1327 (1863).

28 Act of April 16, 1862, 12 Stat. 376.

2t Act of May 20, 1862, 12 Stat. 394; Act of May 21, 1862, 12
Stat. 407. In part, the purpose was to remedy the unjust dis-
crimination of the existing D. C. school system which, as a resnlt
of slavery days, denied admittance to colored children while col-
lecting taxes from their parents, forecing the latter to maintain
their own schools. Bryan, History of the National Capital, Vol.
11, (19186), pp. 137-38, 389, 524-528.

25 Act of June 25, 1864, 13 Stat. 187, 191.

26Tn 1862 nothing was paid over by Georgetown and only
$8,256.25 by Washington. In 1863, Georgetown paid $69.72 and
Washington $410.89. The need for additional funds was ohvious.
Npeeial Report of the Commissioner of Edwcaltion on the (londi-
tion and Improvement of Public Schools in the District of 'vlum-
hia. p. 253, H. Rep. Ex. Doc. No. 315, 41st Cong., 2d Sess. (1871).

27 The earlier Act of May 21, 1862, supra, n. 24, required the use
of 10 percent of the taxes levied upon property of colored persons
for the support of such schools.
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So, too, when in 1866 *® Congress expressly ordered that
the Act of 1864 be coustrued so as to require the cities of
Washington and Georgetown to pay over the appropriated
sums to the trustees of volored schools, Congress had not
peen requested o ““integrale’” but was acting only 1o over-
come the continued reluetance of the mmuicipal authorities
to make any but the most completely inadequate provision
for the education of colored children. And further, when
the following week® the Congress authorized the convey-
ance of certain lands of the United States to the trustees of
colored schools it was again seeking to provide education
for colored children; it was not determining a question of
racial policy. Since at that very time Congress was debating
the question whether segregation would be outlawed by the
proposed Amendment,® it may be supposed that Congress
would have been astonished to be told that it was clse-
where determining that very question—and by means of a
localized statute, not a Constitutional Amendment of na-
tion-wide scope and interest.

In sum, the whole point is that the major portion of the
period under analysis was prior to and not contemporane-
ous with the Tourteenth Amendment and (as the Cor-
poration Counsel has argued in another context)® ¢‘the
laws setting up schools for colored were enacted at a time
when members of that race were afforded no schooling
whatsoever. The purpose of the laws was to give rather
than to take away, was to afford opportunity rather than
deny opportunity * * *.)”’

Additional evidence of historical misconstruction in the
Carr opinion is found in the fact that, contemporaneously
with the adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment hy the
Congress, there was also enacted the bitterly fought over

28 Act of July 23, 1866, 14 Stat. 216,
2 Act of July 28, 1866, 14 Stat. 343.

30 Tack, Adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment (1908), pp.
77-82.

81 Brief for Appellees in Cogdell v. Sharpe, No. 11,019, in U. 8.
%)urt of Appeals for District of Columbia Cirenit, October Term,

51, p. 58.
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Civil Rights Bill of 1866.2* So significant was that Bill that
the Amendment was ‘‘gidetracked to give full sway to that
important measure.”” ** This bill was generally understood
to have the cifect of opening white wehools to Negroes.™
But this very fact was helieved to raise substantial doubts
as to its validity on the ground that it was an exercise of the
powers of the States. Accordingly, the first section of the
Fourteenth Amendment was designed to meet this alleged
Constitutional infirmity and to make secure the provisions
of the Civil Rights Bill.*

Following the ratification of the Amendment, the Bill
was re-enacted 3¢ and has been enforced by this Court as
recently as 1948, in Hurd v. Hodge, 334 U. S. 24.%7

Thus it is plain that the conclusion reached in the Carr
case not only ignores the time sequence of the statutes and
the ratification of the Amendment, but also gives a com-
pletely distorted significance to the school legislation.

CONCLUSION

The advances commenced by the Civil War were
slowed and almost halted by judicial gloss on the Four-
teenth Amendment. We trust that it is worth reminding
the Court that segregation is not a Constifutional com-
mand. It was nothing more than a de facto social phenom-
enon until this Court itself gave it legal and Constitutional
dignity by its majority decision in Plessy v. Ferguson. By

82 Act of April 9, 1866, 14 Stat. 27 (passed over veto). This is
not the Act invalidated in the Civil Rights Cases.

33 Flack, op. cit., supra, p. 20.

34 Ibid, pp. 40-54; Frank and Munro, op. cit., supra, p. 160.

35 Ibid, p. 55.

3 Act of May 31, 1870, 16 Stat. 140.

8T The vespondents argue that the failure to include schools
within the coverage of the Civil Rights Act of 1875 indicates Con-
gressional intent 1o permit segregation. (Br. p. 37) The
answer to this is two-fold: (1) 1t was not that Congress whicelt pro-
prosed the Fourteenth Amendment; and (2) the omission of schools
was a purely politieal and praetical matter, not negating the un-
derstanding that the Amendment (though eobvicusly not self-exe-
enting) did prohibit separate schools. Brief of the Committee of
Law Teachers, op. eit., supra. pp. 14-16; Frank and Munre, op.
cit,, suprae, pp. 156-162,
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now it has beeome clear that ‘‘separate’” in practice is
never “equal’”’, and it now neceds only this Court’s deter-
mination to strip from segregation its spurious dignity, by
holding with Mur, Jusiice 1larlan that “Our Constitulion
is color-blind.”’

Respectfully submitted,
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By: Aubrey E. Robinson, Jr.
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By: Theodore €. Sorensen
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APPENDIX

The information in the following tables is culled from the files
and resources of the organizations sponsoring this brief. It is
intended to be only representative, not exhaustive, and it is believed
to be accurate.
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TABLE I

List of Cities in Southern and Border States in Which Some
Schools, Colleges and Universities Have Been Recently Inte-

grated.

ALABAMA
Talladega

ARIZONA
Douglas
Duncan
Globe
Miami
Prescott
Tolleson
Tueson

ARKANSAS
Fayetteville
Little Rock
Pine Bluff

CALIFORNIA
Contra Costa
County
Imperial Valley
Santa Ana County
Mendota

DISTRICT OF
CoLuMBIA

DELAWARE
Claymont
Hockessin
Newark

GEORGIA
Decatur

Ivivors

Alton

Argo

Cairo

East St. Louis
Edwardsville
Harrisburg
Madison
Metropolis

ITuniNois (continued) NorTH CAROLINA

Sparta,
Tamms
Ullin
‘Waukegan

INDIANA

Elkhart
Gary
Indianapolis
New Albany
South Bend

KaNsas

Topeka
Lawrence

KeENTUCKY
Berea
Fort Knox
Lexington
Louisville
Nazareth
Paducah

Louisiana

Baton Rouge
New Orleans

MARYLAND
Annapolis
Baltimore
College Park
Westminster

MissoURt
Columbia
Kansas City
St. Louis

NEw MEXICO

Alamogordo
Albuquerque
Carlsbad
Santa Fe

Asheville
Camp Lejeune
Chapel Hill
Fort Bragg

OmI10
Allendale
Cinecinnati
Glendale
‘Wilmington

OKLAHOMA

Norman
Stillwater

SourH CAROLINA
Greenville

TENNESSEE

Knoxville
Mont Eagle

TExXAS
Amarillo
Austin
Big Spring
Corpus Christi
Dallas
Fort Worth
Houston
Plainview
Wichita Falls

VIrGINIA
Alexandria
Charlottesville
Fort Quantico
Richmond
Williamsburg

WEesT VIRGINIA
Buckhannon
Morgantown
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TABLE 1I

Schools, Colleges and Universities in the District of Colum-
bia and Environs Which Will Accept Both White and Negro
Students.

A. NurserY, ELEMENTARY AND HIGE SCHOOLS: !

All Catholic parochial schools

Arlington Unitarian Church Summer School

Baker’s Dozen Youth Center

Beauvoir Elementary School (1953) |
Bethesda-Chevy Chase Nursery School

Burgundy Farms Country Day School |
Community Nursery School

Georgetown Day School ‘
Green Acres Day School

Hisacres New Thought Center Nursery School

Kenilworth School (Mother’s Club, Nursery)

Lincoln Congregational Church Nursery School

Raymond School (Mother’s Club, Nursery)

Rosedale School (Mother’s Club, Nursery)

Silver Spring Nursery School

B. CoLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES ;

American University

Catholic University

Dunbarton College of Holy Cross

Georgetown University (all but Foreign Service School)
Howard University \
National Law School

Trinity College
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TABLE III

“The School Doors Open Wide"

Examples of Recent Admission of Negroes to Educational
Institutions in the South and Border Areas

A. In the South

1. PUBLIC EDUCATION

a. BLEMENTARY AND IHigH ScHOOL LEVEL

Delaware
Claymont—Negroes attend Claymont publie school previously
restricted to whites, for first time, under court order.?
Ilockessin—Negroes admitted to ITockessin white public school,
as ordered by state court.”

Kentucky
Fort Knox—DBase public school, supported entirely by Federal
funds, admits both Negro and white students on equal

basis.

Maryland
Baltimore—Negro boys admitted to Baltimore’s Polytechnie
Institite (Iligh School) although municipal ordi-
nance bars admission.?

North Carolina

Camp Lejeune—Iublic school at Camp Tiejeune, supported en-
tirely by Federal funds, has sunecesstully integrated
its white and Negro students.

Fort Bragg—Integrated public school at Fort Bragg, operated
entirely with Federal funds, operated without fan-
fare or incident since Septentber, 1951. Only one pa-
rental complaint, about Negro students and teacher,
soon ended.*

Virginia

Fort Quantico—Public school at Fort Quantico operates with-

out segregation.

b. COLLEGE AND (GRADUATE LEVEL

Arkansas
Fayetteville—Several hundred Negro students have received a
friendly acceptance for nearly 4 years in graduate
and professional schools of University of Arkansas
Little Rock—Negroes accepted without incident in law, educa-
tion, and medical graduate schools of University of
Arkansas, despite one local ohjection.®
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Delaware
Newark—TUniversity of Delaware at Newark admits qualified
Negroes to any course whieh is not provided at Dela-
ware State College for Negroes.”

Kentucky

Lonisville—Louisville Munieipal University and Negro Caollege
completely and snecessfully integrated at gradnate
and undergraduate levels, in classes, dormitories,
cafeteria, and all student activities. * A magnificent
guccess,’’ says Pres. Davidson.®

Lexington—University of Kentucky has suceessfully opened
up gradnate and professional schools to several hun-
dred Negro stndents, who face no segregation in such
places as the eafeteria.?

Paducah—TUnder court order, a Negro applicant has been ae-
cepted at Paducah Junior College.1?

Lowisiana
Baton Rouge—Negro student aceepted without incident at
Louisiana State University,!!
New Orleans—Louisiana State University graduate college is
open to Negro students.

Maryland

Annapolis—Negro graduates from U. 8. Naval Academy at
Annapolis.12

Colleze Park—University of Maryland admits qualified
Nezrnes to graduate and undergraduate schools.
(Negroes have heen admitted to the law sehool sinee
1935.) Integratiou (ineluding admission to dormi-
tory life) has been wholly successful 18

Missouri
Columbia—Negroes are heing admitted to the University of
Missouri after favorable action by stndents, adminis-
trators, and others, and without incident.!*
St. Lounis—ITarris Teachers College, a municipal institution,
admitted its first Negro under eourt order.’

North Carolina
Chapel Hill—Several Negroes attend University of North Car-
olina law school, as 2 graduates pass state har exam-
ination. Other gradnate schools also opened without
incident.1®

Oklahoma
Norman—Negro students have attended, and graduated from,
various divisions of the University of Okluhoma sinee
1948, with no trouble of any kind.\?
Stillwater—Negroes admitted to Oklahoma A, & M., join white
students in athletie and other similar activities, with-
out difficulty.'®
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Tennessee
Knoxville—Negroes have been admitted to some of the grad-
nate and professional schools of the University of
Kentueky, without difficulty.1?

Tezxas

Amarillo—Amarillo Junior College now admits Negro
students.

Austin—Negroes enrolled successfully, despite widespread pro-
test, in Septewmber 1950, at University of Texas*!

Texas University admits first two Negroes to Dental
School.?1*

Corpus Christi—Del Mar Municipal Junior C'ollege has opened
its doors to qualified Negro rexidents of Corpus
Christi, 22

Big Spring—Howard Junior (lollege, previvusly all white, has
opened its doors to Negre students,

Wichita Falls—Midwestern University ordered by Federal
Court to admit colored students.?*

Virginia
Charlottesville—Negroes admitted without incident to Univer-
gity of Virginia for first time in 1950.2

West Virginie
Morgantown—Negro students have been accepted into the Uni-
versity of West Virginia graduate, and more recently
undergraduate, colleges successfully,*®

2. PRIVATE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Alabama
Talladega—Talladega College becomes Alabama’s first mixed
educational institution by enrollment of a white stu-
dent (other than a child of a white faculty member).2”

District of Columbia
Washington—AIl catholic and wmost of the other parochial
schools, and most private schools, have hegun to op-
erate in past several years on an interracial basis; so
has the pre-nursery school program operated in eoop-
eration with the Distriet Recreation Departinent,
yvouth centers, day-care centers, and other private in-
stitutions of an edueational nature (See: Table 11
Negroes have been accepted in Georgetown Univer-
sity, Clatholie University, National Law Selool, Wash-
ington College of Law, Dumbarton College of Holy
Cross, Trinity College, and Ameriean TTuiversity.
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Georgia
Deeatur—Columbia Theological School now admits Negroes.?8

Kentucky

Berea—DBeren College, subject of a 1908 court case nupholding
segregation, has successfully integrated Negroes at
all levels since 1950.2°

Louisville—Negroes successfully admitted to undergraduate
schools of Ursiline College, Louisville Theological
Seminary, Nazarveth College, the Nursing School of
St. Joseph’s Infirmary, and Bellarmine College.??

Louwisiana
New Orleans—ILioyola University of this ecity and Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary now admit Negro stu-
dents.?!

Maryland
Annapolis—Negro graduates, as another enrolls, at St. John’s
College in Annapolis.3?
Baltimore—dJohns Hopkins University in Baltimore has ad-
mitted Negroes each year since World War T1.%3
Westminster—Westminster Theological Seminary has opened
its doors to Negroes.3*

Missouri
St. Louis—Large numbers of Negro students have attended
St. Louis University, where Negroes also serve on the,
faculty, since 1944. Washington University of St.
Louis has admitted Negro students and has had Negro
visiting professor, for some time. The St. Louis Col-
lege of Pharmacy and Allied Sciences began admit-
ting Negroes this year ¥
St. Liouis Catholic parochial schools have been in-
tegrated by order of the Catholic hierarchy, and have
operated wholly without incident despite some paren-
tal protests.36

North Carolina
Asheville—Black Mountain College announces that its doors
are opened to all persons regardless of color.?”

Texas

Austin—The Austin Theological Seminary now admits Negro
students.?®

Dallas—Southern Methodist University has admitted 3 Negro
stilents to its gradnate school of theology.3?

Forth Worth-—Southwestern Baptist Seminary now accepts
Negro students.®®

Plainview—The local theological school, Wayland College,
accepts Negroes.*?
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Virginia

Alexandria—Burgundy Farm Conntey Day School is a most
suceessful example of interracial operation on both
the studenti and laculty level*?

Richmond—The Union Theological Seminary, and the Rich-
mond Professional Institute, both admit Negroes now,
though formerly open only to white students.

Williamshurg—Pirst Negro student is admitted to William
and Mary College.*!

West Virginia
Buckhannon—West Virginia Wesleyan has abolished segrega-
tion in its school entirely, after admitting Negroes to
specific courses for some time 1

B. In Southwesiern. Border and Other Areas.
1. PUBLIC EDUCATION

a. ELEMENTARY anD Hiee ScmooL LEVEL

Arizono

Douglas—Publie schools have been integrated.

Duncan—Public Sehool segregation of white and Negro stu-
dents ends as litigation is settled out of court.

Globe—(lobe public schools are integrated without incident.*?

Miami—Segregation in the publie schools ends here without
difficulty of any sort.*

Prescott—Segregated schools end suceessfully in Prescott.®

Talleson—Segregation of pupils of latin desvent is ended by
Federal Court order,®®

Tuseon—Segregated publie schools ended in Tuoseon with full
integration of students, teachers and adwministrators
in 1951, Tn spite of many advance protests, Superin-
tendent Morrow says system works well.5

(A1l the foregoing occurred following 1950 state referendum
authorizing integration by School Boards)®?

Califormia

Imperial Valley—Kindergarten and elementary pupils and
teachers have been integrated.

Contra Costa County—Segregation is ended in county schools
by Federal Court order.®®

Mendota—TIntegration of separate schools for Mexican and
white children is highly successtul.™

Santa Ana—Segregation of Mexican school children in the
Westminster School District is ended by court order.”®
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Illinots

Alton—Long-standing segregation in public schools of Alton
suceessfully ended, despite rumors of trouble and
initial protests.

Argo—SBegregation in publie schools successtully ended.

Cairo—Despite violent objections, sehools successfully main-
tain new policy of opening schools to all, and strife
ceases.™

Edwardsville—Segregation in public schools successfully
ended.

East St. Louis—85 year polivy of segregation ended without
difficulty in 1950, despite rumors of trouble and stu. ‘
dent strikes which did notl oecur.®

Harrisburg—Segregation in public schools ended without |
incident. l

Tamms—Publie schools successfully end segregation in 1951.58

Ullin—Schools here were integrated in 1951 without any dif-
ficulty.n

Waukegan—Public schools successfully integrated in 1951,%0

|
Indiana |
Gary—Protests and disorder suvcessfully overcome as large
Negroe and white student bodies became completely. I
integrated.®
Indianapolis—Despite agitation by the K.IKX.K., separate Negro ‘
and white schools at lIndianapolis are integrated
without serious disruption.®?
New Albany—Segregated school systels completely and sue-
cessfully integrated with respect to both teachers and
students.

New Jersey

General—Nearly four dozen communities in New Jersey have
secnl their Nerro and white schools integrated sue-
cessfully in the past several ycars. The few protests |
and withdrawals which arvse were guictly ended by
the finality of the decision. Segregation in a peace-
ful and successful manner was partienlarly sig-
nificant in towns which evidenced strong prejudice,
inelnding populations of lower than average edueca-
tional background, as well as those of intelleetnal and
cultural pride, where both teachers and students were
suecessTully integrated.

Communities in New Jersey where publie schools
have been integrated inelude: Freehold, Camden,
Haddonfield, Burlington, Bordentown, Cape MMay,
Egi Harhor, Fair Haven, Florence, (reenwich, Long
Branch, Lower Penns Neck, Palmgra, Penns Grove,
Pleasantville, Prineeton, Princeton Township, Quin-
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ton, Riverside, Saleu, Shrewsbury, Woodstown, Tren-
ton, Asbury Park, Mount Holly and Atlantie City.%?

Princeton—In intellectnally elite Princeton, installation of a
Negro teacher in the newly-integrated school attended
by children of both races caused a withdrawal of
seven chililren to the exclusive private schools nearby ;
yet wll but one returned betore semester’s end %

Salem—In Scuthern-like Salem, N. J., where over one-thired
of the students were colored, the white and Negro
schools were completely integrated with a Negro
principal remaining in charge of white teachers.
There was no difficulty.®

New Mexico

Alamogordo—Segregation in public schools is abolished and
Negro faculty member appointed.’

Albuquerqne—Sepregation of publie school systems is ended
in this large city of Sonthern traditions.

Carlsbad—S8chonls integrated for first time in 1951, after wel-
coming vote by students and facnlty.5

Santa Ie—Racial segregation in public school system is
ended,

Ohio
Glendale—Segregation in (Hlendale public schools ends on ad-
viee of County Attorney. %
Wilmington—Turther desegregation of grade levels in ele-
mentary schools undertaken, high schools already
being non-segregated.®?

Pennsylvania
Carlisle—Segregation of Negro children eliminated from

school system.?°

b. COLLEGE AND GRADUATE LEVEL

Note: Successful integration in these institutions outside of
the South has been too widespread and universally
aceepted for recent developments to be regarded as
significant.

For some examples and snrveys see: National
Scholarship Service and Fund for Negro Students,
“QOpportnnities i Tnderracial Colleges,”” 1951 (over
200 interracvial colleges listed); Roehe, ““Catholie

Colleges and the Negro Student,”’ 1948 (overwhelm-

ing majority of Catholie collrges admit Negroes)

Texas Legislature Couneil, *'Staff Monorraph on

Higher Bdueation for Negroes in Texas,”” 1951 (Ne-

groes at University of Texas and other Southern in-

stitutions, following Sweatt and other cases); Na-
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tional  Assn, of lutergroup Relations  Officialg
“Toward Baguality in Bducation,’” 1952 (white ﬁtﬁ:
dents enrolled at Southern Negro eolleses, and myy,
white colleges than listed here wonld weleame Nogp,
students i enabled to do so); *“The American Negpg
in College, 1949-1950," Crisis, Vol. 57, No. 8, p, 483,
“The American Negro in College, 1050-1951,7" Upigig
Vol. 58, No. 7, p. 445, Sorensen, ““The School Dogpg
Swing Open,”’ New Republic, 127:13, Dee. 15, 1959,

2. PRIVATE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Note: Suceessful integration in these institutions outside of
the Seouth has been too widespread and 1.miversa11y
aceepted for recent developments to be regarded ag
significant.
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Sources for information in Table III are listed below.

7

The

abbreviations refer to the following publications:

B.8.—
of Group Relations,”

““Civil Rights in the United States—A Balance Sheet

puhllshvd Juintly each year by

ithe American vaimh Congeress and the National As-
sociation for the Advancement of Colored People.

J.N.E.
N.Y.T.—New York Times.

F Negro Education.

W.A. A.—Washington Afro-Ameriean,
W.D.N.—Washington Daily News,
W.E.8.—Washington Evening Star.

W.P—Washington Post.

1W.AA

2W.A.A

3W.D.N.

1W.P, 10 14- 51

5 N.Y.T., 10-23-50.

6N.Y.T., 10-23-50; W.A.A,,
11-27-51.

71948 B.S., p. 24.

8 New Republie, 7-21-52.

9 N.Y.T., 10-23-50.

101950 B.S., p. 44.

111950 B.S, p. #4; W.E.S,,
3-28-52,

12 W.E.S., 6-7-52,

121948 B.S., p. 24.

141950 B.S, p. 44,

15 1949 B.S., p. 32.

16 The Vgice (AN.P.),
W.A.A., 51-51.

171950 B.S., p. 44.

181950 B.S., p. 45.

19 W.E.S,, 1-12-52; N.Y.T., 10-23-52.

20 Amsterdamt News, 8-9-52.

21 N.Y.T., 10-23-50,

21a N.Y.T., 9-11-52, 38:8.

22 Amsterdam News, 8-9-32,

23 Amsterdam News, §-9-32

24 W.AA,, 1-52.

25 N.Y.T., 10-23-50.

26 N.Y.T., 10-23-52,

27T W.A.A., 1-52; N.Y.T., 2-4-52.

28 1951 B.S,, p. 66.

20 N.Y.T., 10-23-50.

30 N.Y.T., 10-23-50; W.AA.,
Colored Harvest, 11- ‘32,
Nuo, 5, 1952, p. 504.

31 W.AA,, —, 1952,

32 WE.8, 7-10-52; N.Y.T., 1-2-49.

331951 B.S., p. 66.

34 W.AA,, —, 1952,

52.
52;

4-5-
4-5- o N.Y.T., 8-29-52.
9-4-5

9-18-52;

14862,
C'risis,

35 St. Louis  Argus, 6-20-53;
N.Y.T., 10-23-50; 1951, KM,
. 66.

36 Jtose (ud.), Race Prejudice and
Ihaerimination (1951), p. 548,

37T WLALA., 1952,

38 1951 B.S., p. 66.

39 1951 B.S., p. G6.

401951 B.S., p. 66.

411951 B.S., p. 66.

42 'W.P., 7-19-52.

431951 B.S., pp. 66-67.

44 WA A, 5-18-51

451949 B.S., p. 32.

461949 B.S., p. 33.

47 Nation, 4-28-51,

48 Nation, 4-28-51,

49 Nation, 4-28-51.

50 1951 B.S., p. 65.

51 Time, 10-8-51.

52 1951 B.S., p. 58.

33 W,ALA., 11-20-51.

54 Survey, 1951.

55 Westnnunster.

%6 Time, 2.18-32; Nation, 2-9-52;
N.Y. T 0-7 5“ 14:1.

AT NY.T,, 12- 2'_’ 49 1-30-50.

"*W.\A ﬂ%‘l 5‘3.

39 W.A.A. 9-30-52.

G0 W.A.A,, 9-30-52,

62 N.Y.T., 6747 9-13-47.

62 The Rep01te1 "12-6-49.

63 N.Y.T., 6-5-48; J.N.E., Summer,
].952.

64 J N.E., Summer 1952.

65 J.N. E Summer 1952.

a6 The Voice (AN.P.), 9-4-52.

67 Nation, 9-22-51.

6% W.A.A., 10-21-52,

%9 1950 B.S., p. 49,

701948 B.S,, p. 24,
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TABLE IV

“The Old Order Changeth”
(Representative Departures From Segregation Throughout
the Nation)

A. In Public Accommodations

Alabama
1. United Nations Week observed by inter-racial, inter-faith
celebration in Birmingham (1951).

Arkansas
2. Little Rock Public Library ends entry ban against Ne-
groes (1951).
3. MeRae Memorial Sanatorium opens near Little Rock with
inter-racial surgical staff (1951).

Delaware
4. Six movie houses in Wilmington admit Negroes for the
first time (1952).

District of Columbia

5. Refusal to earry Negroes on Potomae River’s Wilson Line
excursion boat is ended by Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion order (1951).

6. Eating plaves in Distriet of Columbia serving without dis-
erimination following efforts of ‘‘ Coordinating Commit-
tee for the Enforecement of D. C. Anti-Diserimination
Laws of 1872-1873"’ are listed as follows:

1950
April—Greyhound Post House.
July—Kann’s Department Store.
July—Trailways Depot.
Sept.—3G. C. Murphy & Co. (Park Road),
Woolworth & Co. (all stores),
F & W Grand (all stores),
MeCrory (all stores),
Goldenberg Department Store.
1951
Jan.-—S. 8. Kresge Co. (all stores).
April—MeBride’s.
July—Neisner’s.
1952
Jan.—Hecht Co.
March—Lansburgh & Bro, Dept. Store.
Sept.—@A. C. Murphy & Co. (¥ 8t. store).
Also listed by the Committee are 27 other eating places
as well as many hotel dining rooms (1952).
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12.

13.
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Recreation Board’s annual report reveals inerease in at-
tendance at playgrounds, including integrated areas.
Recreation Dept. head reports integrated units operated
much more fully than those on segregated basis (1951).
Attendance at inter-racial pools increased in 1951 Dby
24% over 1950; no disturbaunces of any kind since 1949
(1951). D. C. Recreation Board continues policy of grad-
ual abandonment of segregation. Four more playgrounds
declared ‘‘open’’ after widespread cormmunity discussion
and much opposition. No ‘‘inecidents’’ reported following
change of designation of the playgrounds (1952).
Summer theatre for mixed audience opens at Meridian
Hill Park; hailed as complete success (1949).

U. 8. O. canteen in District’s Lafayette Square opens as
integrated center (1951).

Negro Wave is crowned carnival queen of U. 8. O.’s inte-
grated Lafayette Square canteen, winning over eight
white contestants (1952).

Eleven Howard University and two Meharry interns
(Negro) join staff of District’s Gallinger Hospital, con-
tinuing a proeess commenced in May 1949 with ‘“no in-
cidents’’ (1951).

Inaugural Cominittee chairman announces policy of non-
segregation at Inaugural ceremonies, ineluding ball, dur-
ing January, 1953; asks for relaxation of segregation by
restaurants and hotels (1952).

Florida

14.
15.
16.

Unsegregated audience of 7,000 sees ‘‘Jazz at the Phil-
harmonic’’ concert in Miami (1951).

Miami opens new library to all persons, regardless of
color (1952).

Negro Doctor is appointed to staff of white hospital in
Miami Beach ; first such appointment in the South (1952).

Kentucky

17.
18.
19.

Louisville’s five public golf courses opened to Negroes by
Mayor following Federal Court action (1952).

Negroes admitted for first time to all departments of
main branch of Louisville Public Library (1948).

State Legislature passes hospital bill containing anti-dis-
crimination clause (1952).

Louisiana

20.

New Orleans ends some segregation at Union Station
(1951).
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Maryland

21.
22,
23.

24.

26.
217.

Baltimore Marine Hospital now completely without seg-
regation in any of its facilities (1951),

State Legislature repeals law segregating Negroes on
intrastate steawboats and railways (1031).

Baltimore Park Board cods segregatiom at 4 eily golf
courses, 20 tennis courts, baseball fivlds, playgrounds, and
other facilities (1951).

Campers and counsellors are integrated at Senior High
Conference and Junior High Camps at Uolona, Md., op-
erated by the Board of Christian Kducation ol the Pres.
byteries of Baltimore, Washington and New York (1952).
Baltimore’s Friendship International Airport agrees to
serve all persons regardless of color in dining room and
cocktail lounge (1952).

Gov. McKeldin calls racial bias in theatres ‘‘offensive and
illogical’’ (1952).

Ford Theatre in Baltimore drops segregation policy in ef-
fect since 1871 (1952).

28. Christ Child Home for Convalescent Children opens in
Rockville for children of all races (1952).
Missourt
29, St. Louis municipal pools continue to operate on non-

30.

31.
32.

33.

segregated basis in 1951 ; attendance closer to average of
past years than in 1950, first year of non-segregation.
Kansas City Council ends segregation at public events in
Municipal Auditorium, Municipal Air Terminal, and Mu-
nicipal Starlight Theatre (1951).

St. Louis County reereation park concessionaires comply
with order to serve Negroes (1951).

Publishers attending St. Louis convention astonished
when, for first time, all downtown hotels accept colored
guests, thus expanding breaches in segregation pattern
previously made in parks, swimming pools, municipal
apera, airport facilities, and eolleges (1952).

1. 8. District Court bans segregation in publiely-owned
swimming pools in Kansas City (1951).

New Jersey

34. Atlantic City Hospital accepts Negro doctors and nurses
on staff for the first time (1950).
New Mexico
35. Albuquerque City Commission enacts strong anti-diserim-

36.

ination ordinance for all places of public aceommodation
(1952).

La Fonda Hotel in Santa Fe accepts Negro guest for first
time in its history (1952).
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North Carolina
37. First unsegregated radio audience in history of Charlotte
meets for Town Meeting of Air program (1948).

Ohio
38. East Liverpool ends segregation in public swimming pools
without diffieulty (1951).
39. Eleven of fifteen public swimming pools in Cincinnati are
operated on non-segregated basis (1951).
40. Airport restaurant agrees to ban discrimination against
Negroes at Cincinnati airport (1951).

Oklahoma
41. Segregation in all forms for both interstate and intrastate
riders is eliminated from Rock Island Railway by com-
pany order (1951).

Pennsylvania
42, Pennsylvania Railroad ends discrimination in reserving
coach seats on travel destined for the South (1949).

Texas

43. Austin’s city council opens main branch of its publie li-
brary to all citizens (1952).

44, TUnsegregated audiences attend concert of ‘“‘Jazz at the
Philharmonic’’ troupe at El Paso and San Antonio
(1952).

45, Winnie Street YWCA opens all-white dining room to col-
ored persons (1951).

46. Dallas’ Baker Hotel serves Negro luncheon guest for first
time as one of winners of contest sponsored by Serra
Club (1952).

Virginia

47. TFirst non-segregated audience in history of Norfolk Mu-
seum of Arts and Sciences attends exhibition and lec-
ture (1949).

48. White and Negro seamen mingle unrestrictedly in Nor-
folk’s new National Maritime Union Building (1949).

49. Manager of Charles Department Store in Richmond af-
firms non-segregation policy in lunch roony and vontinued
lack of friction (1951).

50. Restaurant ordered by court to end racial segregation at
Washington National Airport (1948).

51. Cov. Battle and Gov. Seott of North Carolina speak to
unsegregated audience at the Mostme in Richmond (1051).

52, I({istm-ic Williamshurg Inn entertains first Negro giests
1952).

West Virginia
53. Airpurt restaurant in Charleston halts diserimination
against Negroes after court order (1951).
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B. In the Field of Education

South

54. Roper swrvey shows that 42 percent of persons in the
South think that ‘“‘eventually children ol all races aud
volors will go to the same public schools together every-
whers, inelmling the South™ (1050).

55. 200 teachers from 116 Southern and border state volleges
and uuniversities, meeting at Atlanta University, ou a
non-segregated basis, eall for removal of all laws requiring
seeregation in education (1950).

56. About 100 college presidents, deany, and other educators
unanimously adopt reconnnendation to all nstitutions of
higher learning to eliminate all formy of raeial segregation
and diserimination in admission (1949).

57. Southern Conference Educational Fund amounces poll
of 15,000 Sonthern eollege teachers shows 709 of those
replying (3,375) favor admission of Negroes to profes-
sional and graduate schools (1944).

Alabama
58. Auburn Institute student newspaper calls for admission
of Negroes to white colleges (1950). See items 67, 79
below.
57. Talladega College (Birmingham) names first Negro presi-
dent (1952).

Arkansas
60. Negro law student at University of Arkansas is elected
president of dormitory, most of whose residents are white
(1952).

California
61. Woman teacher is first Negro appointed to Los Angeles
Board of Edueation (1952).

District of Columbia

62. Student newspaper at George Washington University
urges university officials to permit admission of Negro
students (1949).

63. Howard and Fisk Universities are first two Negro insti-
tutions admitted to Phi Beta Kappa (1952).

64. Superintendent of Schools announces abandonment of
rule that Negroes and whites cannot appear together dur-
ing school hours at any school building (1952).

Florida
65. The state-wide Florida Student Government Association
adopts resolution opposing segregation (1951).




Georgia

66. Ceorgin University Regents reject $10,000 gilt from J. W,
Pew to distribute book favoring segregation and white
supremacy (1951).

G7. Three Negroes win high awards at Atlanta University s
annual art exhibition (1931).

8. Negro elected 1o Augusta’s Board of Edneation, first time
sinve Reconstruetion days any Negro has held public of-
fice in Richmond County (1852).

67. Emory University stucdent pnblieation ealls for admission
of Negroes to white graduate schools and colleges {1950),

70, Students at Candler Sehool of Theology in Atlanta vote,
234 to 13, in favor of admitting Negroes (1950).

71. Studenis and faenity at Piedmont College attack the in-
stitution’s aceeptanee of gilt from anti-Negro propa-
gandist (1951).

Indiana
72. Al opposition to Negroes has broken down in clubs, dor-
mitory life and classes at Notre Dame and St. Mary’s
College for Women (1949).

Kentucky
73. Catholic Committee of the South recommends all institu-
tions of higher learning admit Negroes without diserimi-
nation (1949).

Louisiana
74. Non-segregated audience of elementary and high school
teachers meets in New Orleans school building for first
time to diseuss joint edueational problems (1952).

Maryland

75. Baltimore witnesses first inter-racial summer vacation
school for children, sponsored by Baltimore’s Catholic
Inter-racial Council (1952).

76. Governor McKeldin appoints Negroes to state and county
boards of education (1951).

77. Co-ordinating Council of School P. T. A.’s of Baltimore,
having small number of Negroes, chooses Negro man for
vice-president over white woman opponent (1952).

Mississtpprt

78. Jefferson Military College (Natchez) refuses 50 million
dollar endowment from Armstrong Texas Education As-
sociation conditioned on school limiting enrollment to
““white Christians” and proselytizing for ‘‘white su-
premacy’’ (1949).

79. Student publication of University of Mississippi calls for
““admission of Negroes to white gradnate schools,”” con-
cluding that ‘‘the pigment of a man’s skin should not
make any difference.”’ Student senate refuses to order
editor’s discharge. Millsaps College publication echoes
same view (1950).
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Nowth

54. Roper survey shows that 42 percent of persons in the
South think that “*eventually children of all racves aug
colors will go to the same public schools together every.
where, ineluding the Sonuth" (1950).

55. 200 teachers from 116 Southern and border state vollegey
and universities, meeting at Atlanta University, on g
non-segregated basis, call for removal of all laws requiring
segrepation in edueation {1950).

56. About 100 college prestdents, deans, and other educators
unanimously adopt recommendation to all institutions of
higher learning to climinate all forms of racial segregation
and diserimination in admission (18944).

57. Southern Conference Edueational Fund anunounces poll

of 15,000 Sowthern college teachers shows T0% of those

replying (3,375) favor admission of Negroes to profes.

sional and graduate schools (1948).

Alabama
58. Auburn Institute student newspaper calls for admission
of Negroes to white colleges (1950). See items 67, 79
below,
57. Talladega College (Birmingham) names first Negro presi-
dent (1952).

Arkansas
G0. Negro law studeat at University of Arkansas is elected
president of dormitory, most of whose residents are white
(1952).

California
61. Woman teacher is first Negro appointed to Los Angeles
Board of Education (1952).

District of Columbia

62. Student newspaper at (George Washington [niversity
urges university officials to permit admission of Negro
students (1049).

63. Howard and isk Universities are first two Negro insti-
tutions admitted to Phi Beta Kappa (1952).

G4. Superintendent of Schools announees abandonment of
rule that Negroes and whites eannot appear together dur-
ing school hours at any school building (1952).

Florida ) o
65. The state-wide Florida Student Government Association
adopts resolution epposing segregation (1951).



Georgia

66. (eorgia University Regents rejeet $10,000 gift from J. W,
Pew to distribule book favoring segreeation and white
supremacy (1951).

67. Three Negroes win high awards at Atlanta University’s
annual art exhibitiom (1951).

68. Nugro elected to Augusta’s Board of Education, first time
sinee Recoustruetion days any Negro has held publie of-
fice in Riehmond County (1952),

67. Emory University student publication ealls for admission
of Negroes to white graduate sehools and colleges (1950,

70. Students at Candler School of Theology in Atlanta vote,
234 to 13, in faver of admitting Negroes (1950).

71. Students and faculty at Piedmont (‘ollege attack the in-
stitution’s aceeptance of gift from anti-Negro propa-
gandist (1951).

Indiana
72. All opposition to Negraes has broken down in elubs, dor-
mitory life and classes at Notre Dame and St. Mary's
Jollege for Women (1949).

Kentucky
73. Cathalic Committee of the South recommends all institi-
tions of hicher learning admit Negroes withont diserimi-
nation (1949).

Lowisiana
74, Non-segregated aundience of elementary and high school
teachers meets in New Orleans school building for first
time to disenss joint edwcational problems (1952).

Maryland

75. Baltimore witnesses first inter-racial sommer vacation
school for children, sponsored by Baltimore’s Catholic
Inter-racial Clouncil (1952).

76, Governor MeKeldin appoints Negroes to state and eounty
hoards of edneation (1951).

77. Co-ordinating Couneil of Sehool P. T. A% of Baltimore,
having small number of Negroes, chooses Negro man for
viee-president over white woman opponent (1952).

Mississippt

78. Jefferson Military College (Natehez) refnses 50 million
Aollar endowment from Armstrone Texas Fdneation As-
sociation condifioned on school limiting enrollment to
““white Christians’’ and proselytizing for ‘‘white su-
premaey’’ (1949),

79. Student publication of University of Mississippi ealls for
“admission of Negroes to white graduate sehools.”’ eon-
eluding that ‘“the pigment of a man’s skin should not
make any difference.’”’ Student senate refuses to order
editor’s discharge. Millsaps College publication echoes
same view (1950).
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Missouri
80. Students at Missouri University vote, 4,156 to 1,847, in
favor of admitting Negroes. Curators of the university
recomnrended legislation to admit Negroes to facilities not,
found at Lincoln University (1949).

New Jersey
81. TFirst Negro is appointed to Jersey City Board of Edu-
cation (1950).

North Carolina

82. Negro doctor is first of his race to become member of
North Carolina Board of Education (1949).

83. University of North Carolina’s ‘‘tacit understanding” to
enforee segregation at all public meetings is denounced
by the president of the student body and other campus
leaders and in lead editorial of student newspaper (1950},

84. Order of University of North Carolina officials banning
newly-admitted Negro students from cheering section at
football games reversed after sharp eriticism of, and pro-
test against, order by 14 student organizations (1951).

85. Tirst Negro is appointed to Durham’s Board of Educa.
tion (1951).

Oklahoma
86. One thousand white students at Oklahoma State Univer-
sity burn copy of Fourteenth Amendment and mail ashes

to President Truman to protest school’s segregation policy
(1948).

South Carolina
87. Student at College of Charleston polls 152 fellow-students,
126 of whom stated it would make no difference to them
if Negroes were admitted to their classes and 91 said Ne-
groes had a ‘‘moral and ethical’’ right to attend (1951).

Tennessee

88. Eight of nine faculty members resign in protest over de-
cigsion of trustees of University of the South (Sewanee)
not to admit Negroes to the theological school (1952).

89. Members of the faculty of the third annual Cumberland
Forest Music Festival cancel teaching and concert as
protest against refusal of Sewanee to admit Negroes
(1952).

90. Y¥irst Negro educator named as supervisor of instruetion
for Nashville elementary and secondary schools (1952).

91. Dr. H. D. West is first Negro to head Meharry Medieal
College (1952).
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Texas
92, University of Texas school newspaper commends Supreme
Court s Nweatl decision and deelares: ** All over the South
the new change is being accepted with pgood grace. No-
where has there been a stggestion thal raee relations have
been injured, rather to the contrary’’ (1950).
Virginia
93. Ralph Bunche addresses mixed audience, largest in his-
tory of University of Virginia, despite segregation law

(1951).

C. In Voluntary Associations
1. DOCTORS

Alabama
94. 500 Negro and white doctors attend annual meeting at
John A. Andrew Clinical Society (1951).

District of Columbia
95. D. C. Optometric Association, by unanimous vote, admits
first Negro (1952).
96. D. C. Medical Society admits five Negro physicians for
first time after overwhelming approval by membership
(1952).

Florida
97. Plorida Medical Association admits Negroes for the first

time (1950).

Georgia
98. Georgia Medical Association admits Negroes to scientific
sessions (1952).
99, Fulton County Medieal Association in Atlanta, by vote
of 176 to 33, removes bar to membership of qualified
Negro physicians (1952).

Kentucky
100. Kentucky Medical Association abandons race as a quali-

fiecation to membership (1951).

Missouri
101. Missouri Medical Association vates, 60 to 16, to change
constitution and admit Nepro doetors (1949).
102. St. Louis Dental Society votes almost 2 to 1 to unite Ne-
groes to membership (1951).

Oklahoma
103. Oklahoma Medical Association votes to invite Negro phy-
sieians to attend scientific sessions (1950).
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Tennessee
104. Newly-elected president of Tennessee State Medieal As-
sociation calls for removal of race bar.
Virginia
105. Delegates from Northern Virginia branch of Medical So-

ciety of Virginia to vote to vhange society’s «olor bar
(1951).

2. NURSES

106. National Association of Colored Graduate Nurses dis-
bands, having achieved its purpose of integrating Negro
nurses into nursing profession.

107. American Nurses Association approves full Negro role
in all activities (1950).

Alabama
108. Alabama Nurses Association votes to admit Negroes to
membership (1949).

Arkansas
109. Arkansas State Nurses Association votes unanimously to
admit Negroes to full membership (1949).

District of Columbia
110. D. C. Graduate Nurses Association removes bar to Negro
membership; 25 admitted by end of first year.

North Carolina
111. North Carolina Association of Registered Nurses votes
unawimonsly to dissolve, following by nine months the
vote of North Carolina State Nurses Association to give
full membership to Negro nurses.

Ohio
112. Admit first Negro nurse to Ohio State Nurses Associa-
tion (1952).

3. LAWYERS

113. Twenty-five State Bar Associations are fully integrated
(1950).

Alabama
114. Alabama Bar Association, which admitted first Negro
years ago, now has 7 Negro members (1950).

District of Columbia
115. Inter-racial Lawyers Committee starts Community Chest
drive among lawyers.
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Ohio
116. Cinecinnati admits two Negro lawyers to Bar Association
for the first time (1951).

Texas
117. Galveston County Bar Association amends constitution
to remove barrier to Negro membership (1951).

4, EDUCATORS AND SCIENTISTS

Arkansas
118. Arkansas Education Association admits Negroes (1950).

District of Columbia
119. Prof. E. Franklin Frazier, elected President of American
Sociological Society, is first Negro to be President of an
American professional society not composed only of Ne-
groes (1948).
120. Washington Metropolitan Chapter of American Institute
of Architects votes unanimously to admit members with-
out regard to color (1946).

Georgia
121. Georgia Teachers and Education Association becomes first
Negro state group to affiliate with National Education As-
sociation after N, E. A. announces eligibility of Negro
delegations (1951).

Louwtsiana
122. Segregation abandoned at New Orleans convention of Na-
tional Education Association.

Maryland
123. Maryland State Teachers Association votes 5 to 1 to elim-
inate ‘‘white only’’ membership requirement and invites
all teachers to participate in activities (1951).

North Carolina
124. North Carolina Secience Academy votes with only one dis-
senter to admit Negroes to full membership (1951).

Ohio
125. Negro admitted to National Engineering Society (Tan
Beta Pi) 22 years after election when admission barriers
are removed.

Texas
126. Texas Social Welfare Association, in which Negroes are
fully integrated, adopts resolution to meet only where Ne-
groes will not be ‘‘Jim-Crowed”’ (Circa, 1947).
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Washington

127. Convention of Ameriean Association of University Wonien
at Seattle votes, 2,168 to 68, to admit Negroes to wmem-
bership (1949).

South
128. State Library Associations in QOklahoma, Virginia, Ar-
keansas, Texas, and Kentucky are open to full Negro par-
ticipation, and have been for many years (1950).

5. SERVICE ORGANIZATIONS

129. Report on inter-racial advance shows all branches of
YMCA are open to colored and white members alike in
Detroit, New York, Cleveland, Chicago, Philadelphia, San
Francisco, Emporia, Kansas; Fort Wayne, Indiana ; Kan-
sas City, Missouri (cafeteria only); Providence, Rhode
Island; Paterson, New Jersey, Joliet, 1llinois; Altoona,
Pennsylvania; Canton, Ohio, and Colorado Springs, Colo-
rado (1951).

District of Columbia
130. National Symphony Orchestra Association removes racial
barriers to membership (1952).

Ilinois

131. Illinois State American Legion convention unanimously
approves resolution to admit Negro, Filipino, and Jap-
anese veterans to all divisions (1952).

Kentucky
132. First Negro appointed director of Louisville Community
Chest.

North Carolina
133. Colored Girl Scout represents entire State at National
encampment (1949).

Tennessee

134, American Red Cross removes racial designations in blood
collecting program. Memphis Chapter balks. Citizens of
Memphis in turn rebel at refusal to accept the National
ruling (1952).

Virginia

135. Thirty young white persons holding N.C.C.J. seminar in
Norfolk decide to invite colored representatives to meet-
ing next year (1952).

New York
136. International Geneva Association, a society of chefs, head-
waiters, and hotel and restaurant managers, revokes 75-
year-old ban on Negro membership (1952).
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D. In Religious Bodies

South
137. Southern branch of Presbyterian Church in the United
States after 91 years votes to dissolve its one Negro synod
and to absorb it into the general organization (1951).

General
138. National Council of Churches of Christ in the U. S. A. re-
nounces all patterns of segregation based on color (1952).

California
139. Methodists at quadrennial general conference vote to per-
mit ch)anges in segregation practices by member churches
(1962).
140. Two San Francisco Presbyterian congregations, one en-
tirely Negro, the other entirely white, merge as a single
church under a Negro pastor (1951).

District of Columbia
141, Secretary for Social Action of Board of Social Missions
of United Lutheran Church urges end of color bar to mem-
bership.
142. First Washington Negro pastor appointed to head mixed
parish in Northwest section.
Louisiang
143. Archbishop Rummel issues pastoral letter in New Orleans
calling on all Catholics to break down segregation in
““education, industry, and opportunity’’ as well as in
‘‘social and ecivic relationships’’ and ‘‘in the seating ac-
commodations, at the confessional, at the communion rail,
and in the general reception of sacraments and sacra-
mentals of the Church’’ (1951).

Missourt
144. Lutheran Church, Western District of Missouri Synod, to
admit Negro congregations for first time (1949).
145. Report discloses 30 Catholic parishes in St. Louis have
integrated congregations (1951).

New York

146. St. Paul Evangelical Lutheran Church in Brooklyn be-
comes first integrated Lutheran church in America
(1951).

147. First Negro is elected chairman of Executive Committee
of Congregational Christian Churches (1950).

North Carolina
148. Presbyterians end segregation at church resort at Mon-
treat, North Carolina (1951).
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World Baptist Congress in resvlution adopted at conven-
tion calls on all associated organizations to abandon seg-
regation and diserimination (1950).

South Caroling

150. Negro Baptist churches in Columbia agree to drop color
bar and admit whites (1951).

Virginia

151. Norfolk Ministers’ Association abolishes segregation at
United Preaching Mission.

152. White Norfolk pastor challenges his congregation to
admit Negroes to mewmbership.

153. Angusta County Minislerial Assoeiation in Staunton, Va.,

and Ministerial Association of (lifton FKorge, Va., both
inter-racial, are now headed by Negro presidents. The
pattern had long ago been developed by the Ministers’
Inter-racial (iroup of Lynchburg, Va. (1952).

E. In Employment

South

154.

Southern Regional Council reports 16 major Southern
cities employ about 6,500 Negro municipal workers in
more than 110 different kinds of jobs, including profes-
sional and managerial. Report asserts Negro city work-
ers accepted by the entire community *‘as a atter-of-
course,”’ and that only reason hiring of Negroes is not
stepped up seems to be “*fear of eriticism for going too
fast.””  Sixteen eities surveyed were: Atlanta, Birming-
ham, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, Jacksonville, Knox-
ville, Little Rock, Liouisville, Miami, Nashville, New Or-
leans, Norfolk, Oklahoma City, Richmond, and San An-
tonio (1951).

District of Columbia

155. Pcoples Drug Stores, largest chain pharmacy in District,
hires three Negro pharmacists.
Florida
156. H. H. Arrington is first Negro member of the Florida
bar.
Ilimois
157. Chicago Association of Comumerce reports development of

wide utilization of Negroes among its members, some off
whom had formerly resisted even legal action to compel
employment (1952).
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Maryland
158. Baltimore taxi company hires 14 Negro drivers as experi-
ment at beginning of 1951 ; ends up year with 161 drivers,
and no ‘‘incidents.’’
159. Baltimore Transit Company employs 5 Negro bus drivers,
first in company’s history.

Missours
160. St. Louis Post-Dispatch announces hiring of Negro re-
porter, first in 40 years (1949).

New York

161. National Urban League reports 550 “‘first’’ jobs were
found for colored workers in 1951 and that significant
improvements in racial situations were found in eleven
cities, ineluding Memphis, Tennessee, Phoenix, Arizona,
and Baltimore, Maryland.

North Carolina

162. The Rocky Mount Sanitarium admits two Negro doctors
to its staff with full privileges. They are the first to be
thus aceepted in a Southern hospital (1949).

Pennsylvania
163. Negroes promoted for first time to skilled jobs at Philen
Philadelphia plant, thus ending a long-established depart-
mental segregation (1951).

Tennessee
164. Gov. Browning breaks precedent and appoints two Negro
women to work in state employment service office (19523,

Virginia
165. TFirst Negro fireman in history is employed by city of
Richmond.

F. In Entertainment and Athletics

Arizona

166. Long Island University assured by University of Arizona
of non-diserimination against Negro basketball players
(1951).

167. TUniversity of Arizona will no longer play with teams
which bar Negroes on opponents’ teams. Its teams are
open to all, along with the following Border Conference
teams: Texas Western (El Paso), West Texas (Canyon,
Texas), Hardin-Simmons (Abilene), Arizona State (Tem-
nle), Arizona State (Flagstaff), New Mexico A, & M. (TLas
Cruees) (1951).
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Califormia

168.

Precedent set when Professional Golfers’ A_ssaciation
ehanges rules and permits Negroes to compete in tourna.
ment at San Diego (1952).

District of Columbia

169.

170.
171.
172.

173.

Washington Caps introduce mixed team in National Bas-
ketball Association without incident.

Washington Iions purchase first Negro hockey player
from Canadian team.

D. C. Golden Gloves tournament drops bar to Negro en-
trants.

Negro teams participate for first time in softball leagne
sponsored by Distriet Reereation Board (1952).

Dorothy Maynor ig first Negro to perform commercially
in D. A, R.'s Constitution Hall (1952},

Hamilton Bank sponsors high school musical talent con-
test open to all Washington pupils. Finals held at Con-
stitution Hall (1951).

Colored students accepted as matter of course on Ameri-
can and Catholic University teams (1951).

Florida

174,

175.
176.
177.

178.

Miami holds mixed boxing matches with ne diffieulties,

though the sports editor of Miami Daily News had warned

“It's a backward step, loaded with dynamite’’ (1952).

Tampa Smokers baseball team breaks precedent in Florida

league with first Negro player (1952).

}(_T‘.irst colored jockey in Florida rides at Hialeah Park
1952).

Thniversity of Miami breaks tradition; plays football

against University of Pittsburgh and University of Iowa,

both having Negroes on team (1952).

Marian Anderson sings before unsegregated audience in

Miami (1952).

Georgia

179.

180.

Despite warning by Dr. Green, K. K. K. head, that 10,000
will boyeott Atlanta baseball games if Negroes play, ex-
hibition game is held between Brooklyn Dodgers and At-
lanta baseball elub (1949).

Southern Association Baseball League officials state their
view that colored players are aerceptable to thein and to
the public; only remaining obstacle is Birmingham, Ala-
bama, ordinanee barring mixed play (1952),

Lowisiana

181.

State Legiglature defeats bill designed to prevent white
and Negro athletes from playing opposite each other
(1952).



New Jersey
182. Precedent set when swank Maplewood Country Club ae-

cepts two colored entrants to play in Eastern Veterans
Championship tennis matehes (1952).

New York

183. Iirst Negro woman is accepted as entrant in National
Amateur Tennis Championship (1950).

184. Negro teanv breaks precedent when allowed to compete in
Ameriean Bridge Association national tournament (1951).

185. Amateur Fencers League of America voles to aceept all
members, regardless of color (1949).

186. Metropolitan Opera breaks precedent by having Negro
ballet dancer Janet Collins and Negro singers in chorus

(1951).

North Carolina
187. Iirst Negro plays football in North Carolina against a

Southern Conference team (1950).

Oklahoma
188. Negroes play for first time on Oklahoma College foot-
ball field in game against University of Tulsa (1948).

Tennessee
189. Negro singer Mary Robbs is first Negro ever to appear as
soloist with Chattancoga Orchestra; mixed andience

mingles freely (1951).

Tezas

190. Dallas baseball team to use Negro players, first in Texas
League. Ty Cobb, native (Georgian, voices strong ap-
proval (1952).

Virginia

191. Ralph Thomas, Negro baritone, sings with all-white group
in play at Salem, Va. (1952).



o oo

Lo A

10.
11.
12,
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32,
33.
34.
35.
36,
37.
38.
39.
40.
41,
42,
43.
44,
45.

46,
47,
48,
49,
50,
51.
52,
53,
54.
55.

W.AA,
N.Y.T.,
W.A.A., 11-27-51,
N.Y.T. 31052,

10-30-51.

. WS, 11-13-51.
. Roport of Conunittee Secretary,

6-51
5 61840,
9-11-49,

7422
ﬁ>>>z

=t
—
-

N L

;ﬁ?ﬁ
.C/J;_-c-auz

Z2H5g0 g AR
NN
M S g T T i

MHBIZ R R
WHE

ZZEE2nE%
-}Bﬁ}

>
[N
)
Lz
-3
=]
[

| B.S
B.
1951 B.
W.AA,,

N.Y.T., 10-20-49, 31:5.

W.AA., 1-52,
1951 B.S., p. 96.
W.A.A., 10-30-51.

Colornd Harvest, 9-52, p. 15.

N.Y.T., 549, 56:5.

N.Y.T., 5-15-49, 56:5,
Crisis, 8-9-561, p. 473.

1948 B.S., p. 17.
W.A.A., 12-8-51.
W.A.A., 9-52.
1951 B.S., p. 92.
Life, 10-16-50,
1950 B.S., p. 51.

1-14-61, 73:4.

9-22-51 ;

-25-52, V11, 9, 30.
-52 G035,
352, 101,

G4,
65.
66.
67.
68.
69,
70.
71.
72,
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89.
90.
91.
92,
93.
04,
95.
96.
97.

98.
99,
100.
101. N
102,
103.

104,
105.
106.
107.
108.

109,
110.

Sources for Table IV

56,
o7,
58.
59,
60,
61.
62.
63.

1949 B.S., p. 34.
1949 B.S., p. 34.
1950 B.S,, p. 51.
W.A.A., 8-12-52,
W.E.S., 10-10-52.
W.A.A., 812-52.
1949 B.S., p. 34

N.Y.T., 9°6-52, 19:8.

W.P., 11-26-52.
1951 B.S., p. 67.
N.Y.T., 9-13-51.
N.Y.T., 4
W.E.S., 1-5-52.
1950 B.S., p. 61
1951 B.S., p. 68
1951 B.S,, p. 08,

-1-51, 34:1.
5

N.Y.T., 2740, 17:1.

1949 1.8, p 34,
W.AA,, 2-19-52.

Colored Hnrvest, 9-52, p. 12,

1051 B.S,, p. 21.
W.A.A., 3-4-52.
1949 B.S., p. 36.
1950 B.S., p. 51.
1949 B.S., p. 31.
N.Y.T., 8-25-50.

8-
, 4-
S
S 8
S
.S,
8.
, 1
G

H
©o
SRSkpES

wﬁ?emwwwwwe

el

P,
New ﬂuuth

Zg€2 ”‘22325.2223

5-
, 8- 1" 5"
1

O\I—l

7 *du»wd“
('D

R

.

(=]

=

.‘:.."

H
o
ro
n
=

5 Ne\v
. 4.

South

5-
349 9:8.

P
-3
QInL\D
\.N"
-
=
29

[uy
o
@
o]
—
[
ao

(July,

. 2.
'I‘, 15-52, 31:1.

(July,

(July,

N.Y.T., 12-6-49, 33:7.
1951 B.8., p. 105.

1950),

1950),

1950),



111, N.¥.T., 7-5-40, 19:3. 150. W.P., 11-27-51.
112. W.ALA,, 1452, 151, W,A.A,, 2-19-52.
113. W.A.A., 5-8-61. 153. W.A.A., 6-10-52.
114. 5 New South (July, 1950),  154. 1951 B.S., p. 52.
P 2. 155. W.A.A,, 6-30-51.
116. W.E.8,, 10-1-52, 156. N.Y.T., 4-28-49, 14:6,
116, N.Y.T., 10-25-51, 157. W.AA .5 2-19- 5"
117. 1951 B.8., p. 108, 158, N.Y.T., 5- n5u, VI, 9, 26.
118. N.Y.'T., 3-31-60, 159. W.A.A., 5-24-5
1190, 1948 B.8,, p. 25, 160. 1949 B.S., p. 27
120, W.E.S,, 10-52. 161.
121. 1951 B8, p. 108, 162. 1949 B.S,, p. 27.
122, 163. W.A.A., 6-3-51.
123. W.ALA,, 11-20-51. 164. W.A.A., 7-22-52.
134, NYT ' 5-5- 51, 19 4 165. 1950 B.S,, p. 39.
185, R.Y.T, ]]1140 2:8. 166, N.Y.T., 1-20-51, 11:2.
128. 5 Ne\\' South (Iu.lv 1950), 167. WAA
4. 168. W.A.A., 1-19-52.
127, ‘IYT G-24-40, 1:6. 169.
128. 5 \Tow South  (July, 1950}, 170. W.A.A., 8-9-52.
p. 4. 171. N.Y.T., 2-18-52, 15:4.
129. W.AA,, 7-10-51. 172. W.P., 5-18-51.
130. W.ALA,, 3-15-52. 173. W.A.A,, 11-10-51.
131, W.A.A,, 8-12-52, 174. People Todav, 2-4-52; N.Y.T,,
132. W.A.A., 1952, 92-5-52, 32:1.
133. W.ALA,, 3-11-52. 175. W.ALA., 4-8-52.
134. N.Y.T., 5-25-52, VII, 9, 30, 176, N.Y.T., 11-28-51; W.A.A,,
135. WAA 9 6-52. 2-26-52.
136. N.Y.T,, ' 10-6- 52, 33:7. 177. N.Y.T., 5-25-52, VII, 9, 30.
137. 1951 B.S., p. 110. 178. W.E.S. 1-25-52,
138. Offivin]l Statement and Resolu- 179. N.Y.T., 4-9-49, 13:5.
tion  adopted by Ouneral 180, W.A.A,, 2-12-52.
Board of N, C. ¢, . iun 181. W.A.A., 6-25-52.
U. 8. A, June 11, 1952. 182, W.A.A., 8-9-52.
189, N.Y.T., 5-3-52. 183. N.Y.T., 8-16-50.
140. W.E.S., 4-26-51. 184. W.A. A 3-1-51.
141 W.AA,, 3-15-52. 185. N.Y.T., 12:9-49, 40:3; 12.1-49
142. W.E.S,, 9-2-52. 47:4.
143. 1951 B.8., p. 110. 186. 1951 B.S., p. 54; Pittsburgh
144, N.Y.T., 6-18-49, 14:5. Courier. 12-1-51
145. 1951 B.S., p. 110. p ’
146. W.ALA.. 6-26-51. 187. N.Y.T., 10-1-50.
- *y .
188. N.Y.T., 10-24-48, V, 6:7.
147, N.Y.T., 6-27-50,
148, N.Y.T., 6-24-51. 189, N.Y.T., 3-29-51, 23:7.

149, Crisis (Ang.-Sept., 1950), p.  190. W.ES, 1.20-52,
510. 191, W.A.A., 85-52.



