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~Social Science Statement and Doll Test
Hirotaka Mitsui

This paper discusses the_ r‘ole of soc‘ial'psychologist‘s in con.-'
temporary society. . o
Often the general public asked them to give opinions about
. various social problems, as if they were specxahsts in human_ s
relatlons o _ |
A case example was the Soc1a1 Science Statement presented
to the Supreme Court ‘of USA in the dec151on of Brown VS,
Board of Educatlon of Topeka. -
~In this Statement a heavy empha51s on psychologlcal re- .
Isearch Was used to support the c1a1m that segregatwn 1nﬂ "
public schools had a bad mﬂuence on the personahty develop |
. ment of Negro children. ' ' B ‘
Twenty-five years on, the Statement has ; been criticized by -
some psychologlsts on the grounds that it was an unfounded
statement without valid evidence.
To resolve this controversy among social psychologists,' the'
series of doll test by Clark & Clark (upon whose results the . -
Statement was said to be based) were subjected to reexamina-
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Social Science Statement ¢ Doll Test

1954 7 2 ) » EREZKEBRHFTIBHELE-BRORRLL T, AL
FRE BT H0HRE @dmﬂwgg&mﬂ&gﬁgﬁg%ﬁﬁa Ry
MRk AT Lot

Z DEH I — AL Brown F & JiXh T %25, HEIIFERD |
BEDS LFbh Tl A OB LR T 2D TH- 7.

Thbb, OFIrSAF+MNOr7Svy FYEITERBEIN TV TAY
HEREDEMBEOR] LT 52 E~DRZEHR L 7o € D R E Briggs vs.
Elliot), @ FF 5§ ¥ 5 » v %% (Brown vs. Board of Education of
Topeka, Kansas), @ 75 7 = 7 Mlicks\ ¢, IEEAEOMLA ELEE
B4 NAACP (National Association for the Advancement of Colored
1%%%)ﬁEA E&EAug#fﬂ%hﬁ%?é%ﬁ®m&$&ﬁ%&
B L 7CRT, W%@ﬁk@%%ﬁk%%ﬁﬁ&éhékOEET%&%ﬁ%
MFEE TR Lz (Belton vs. Gebhart % ¥ Bulah vs. Gebhart),
@191 A— 2 =7 MO & — b v EHEOARD FRMRS BEOBEL
KD ole A b T4 FNRE S F L, NAACP 2D 2L TET
45% - 72308 (Davis vs. County School District) T2 - 7.

Flol ez, 2r v E7TRIMIRCEREIR TN CoBETNE
SRR BT D E5 733@{%1@#']%)?%*&571&% (Bolhng vs. Sharpe)
ZRLTh, ACHCREERHARIT IR (Stephan 1987)*

Brown LA EZFNIBEENS5 T vy 7 OB B NEBADBEY
TAAREDLDOZEE] VO BHRTHEES A, 2177 v 7 bR BA
ERAORER KB  Shic 8 FOROF DR (Oliver Brown) 24,
BEREEYHF Lo TR LEBHCHETS LD TH- 7.

BERE 2ok DT, HEEPREERHSCECTRLTE

* D~@ Ik TI, segregation READTFHt7- D BFHIC BEEY RIS
LT BDNE SR EEmLt-TED, zﬁou@%ﬁmﬁﬁﬁoﬁ%m5m
EXRDOLNDLZ LRI 5T
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BIOBEEMRAE 2 D Ic 51, ﬁ*@%Am?NTQQ%K%L<5%%h
TR dEie bievs, fo b X EAERCRMIAR CE&GETHoTh, A
E®EL%E$LLT$A REXFESOBARELAMLTCEETSC
i3, BARENSOLSLEEERZIAHARES,CLES S LICRD]
LU, | o 3 N

SR TAEOEWEEEBIL COSMEE I—RCThi B
DOWTEBIN T BHETIT—, BARBCSERLRMIRDZ L L
50, EOHLOFLENOHESTCLERBYRET LLis ] EOLH

S35 DOBGR #%&EEGK#TﬁﬁLt(ﬁﬁl)

ZHIXTREZE (Brown vs. Board of Education) i\~ C, BEEMOE%
Eﬁ;ﬁyﬂj/&}; 7otz Louisa Helt }; 'Horace English 0)%‘5‘% ’5 H‘f: 21> 0)
THY, TORD TIRLEE O R ﬁﬂ&%EHLL&%%x%m
5(%hmﬂ&i@WEnkﬁﬁéhé)_

DR o, Otto Klineberg (1986) bi#ﬂﬂe@’ﬁ{tfﬁ{&kzﬁmﬁﬁa
Z&ﬂWﬂmnkxot&%@ﬁkbf,ﬁQ% “TMnmmawﬁme
Court Would probably have come to the same conclusron in any case
but they (and he in partlcular) felt the1r pos1t10n was strengthened
by the clear support of the present generatlon of psychologlsts
%ﬂﬁbt5xf,uhmwﬁ%%®ﬁkkaﬁ@~0&&t?“%1%
BLERLL. ) |

L Lt s, @ﬁfmFﬂ&ikﬁ%§htﬁﬁmﬁ%ﬁﬁ€%Li
5L “ separate but equal ” doctrine (Plessy Vs. Ferguson 1899)

&rara_)aatfﬁmsans@fab* %@iﬁﬁ@,%

* Homer Plessy 1z A X HAERERE S 1L TH - 7ot i BAD mAE
CoTuhicZ Exnh, BER colored EHOEWMICBETA X 5EGUbRA.

LU R BB L cledic, 4 o7 FH OB BB 3313 % segrega-
Ction HHE) KXo TREIRBZ LT %@&%@ﬁ%ﬁﬂ&@ﬁﬁ
BRI & 75 o 7o D2} “ separate but equal” OFRECH 7. -
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Social Science Statement } Doll Test

NE%LLWﬁ?mkﬂote&ﬁ%,%ké&ﬁ®~%&&k?“?f
BB EOEHDLRFE R INTHB* ‘

¥ 7,  NAACP ofEBELE Ch -k Thurgood Marshall i1, B&
FHHRIREC O DBEERSOBRCTHSH, LOMBEL-TED, #
rhix, TOEEE o FJ#k it Social Science Statement ¥ L T,
segregation M AEFHF IRV LR LBEONENLHLMNMT LD
LWL EED] FHiRRT\WB (Stephan; 1978),

Social Science Statement

SOcial Science Statement (LIF, Statement EHET) DIER ORI,
Kemieth Clark ﬁiNAACP D##+ Robert Carter 55, %:h i“C“@
TRECOLBEEDEENELENTH L 5 L DREY 5 Pz LT
»%. Qukm%@k%éfr}MAd?@§ 5 CEGHAEAEL
THIET 27 L, TOBHEBCEbLY & o Thien, EBROMEETH
oo % Clark .i_é)&;bw: Ishidor Chein & Stuart Cook ﬁié;é‘ﬂn‘? 5z
E it o 7. 7&@ -1 0)7‘;7‘\_%4" L e s T D M, Clark Ay Midcentury
Wh1te House Conference on Chlldren and Youth (1950 4E) DD
ﬁFLtV+—bT£ot

ﬁ%«’%‘lﬁl’]b\_ ‘NAACP 73 Statement % Br1ggs vs. Elhot o &

_ appenchx ELTHATS LRRETH L, Clark & Chem &P
Weﬁﬁ%h%@@k%t Rl 82 b0t LT3
t&k,1%5tﬁ%<@§ﬂ%%%&é@%kmoﬁ#ot |

UsLienst, BEEIBREOL 50, &5 32 H0BHM Bonsc
k&ot(ﬁ%@

* The only reason to have ineluded footnote 11 was as a rebuttal 'to the
- cheap psychology of Plessy that said inferiority was only in the mmd
of the Negro. (Kluger, 1976, p. 706). :
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Statement » Fx 41t “ The effect of segregation and the con-
sequences of desegregation: A social:science statement” “CH D, M
DBEREE ST EfE Xt iz school segregation 2%, Ffitf- bt (4%
CERBARE) RED L5 BELRIFLTHWAE DD, bLIThBELIH
RIEBIE ED X LBFRENB 0LV ZEE2WT, HaR
2 (FebBEE) ORBrEidicdboThoafc*, -

REEDABEZ TV &, BRHUCABCES M, RE, ZARC
THhIMHET 5 a4Er (BEEEBORBS, KEEFRO R, FHUT
DEFEKENR L), BAREBECRETEE HT bhic (Cook, 1979).
COBAREIEFS LAERREORIME, BB T AV H s T
REVCHM L E 2 b WERKBL CWB 2 HD L 5D, % -
DREREL T, BREPHER LWLy, BHRobRIO#E&T
BZWOFN L5 Fbhigwn EBVRAL L Srind, 5Lt LAH
CHECBATHS Z L OB L. T, =5 LEHROZTL
DFHELT LT, &z, low<class kg4 5% OH Tk
WRNTE), KAESWTE, ETE Vo eBae v, fiif, middle-
class Tix#E4 & OBH Y DA RFE, & T AAOMHEBICRT 5
BELECORGL s TRPRS. BEEERN S

@ HEFNTIENHAL L2 bR\ & OB LA L O KR, FERE
BOBETF - TBbhS. BAREDEARE, BATHINDLE
WS RS I RS 2 0 b BROTTWEBRYHR X 5 ik
5. LALLM SE TR, KARBROETEF VA T HOHLPRE
EBOFREN, HEORBEATB LB L Wit txMb o Ltk >
T, EEHABER ¥ = X4 (Cynicism) ¥EBRF D, LEFLUTEO

*mimhmggﬁhn@ﬁﬁ,é%@l”%&quﬁ?%ﬂgﬁ%méhfkb,
K800 FADPAARE L2250 FADBARENZOHE T S T
(Cook, 1979). . - - o TR
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Social Science Statement . Doll Test

BREBACKHTOIMEL > TBbh3. Lo e
Q@ TFHIb T S L ER 2B X B FE AR, segregation A3
EESVTERIShTLE T RkDbRD, EFELL.

- kiz Statement |t desegregation. N X hIBEDOZ L EHUTE
h, 7=& 21X school desegregaton 23 EBHIC B I 7 & 21T BHRHIRD
PRABBEELT, kDZ tx BT 5. @ I (biracial schooling)
BEARBEDOFERNBCEFELRIZTOTRRVA (25 LicERig,
MRELOIS T L), LfEwmShi), @ BARERENORT VT 4%
vy TR Lo EEAFLCERBE, BB L » CHRARFICIE
BE5DTixicwnd (S48 25 LeEEBERHLThED, Lk
PEDCONTBEIND THA S ] LfFwmIni), @ AEROEBE
BALT B D TRIR 2 (D HEEDNTIE, TS5 LELRIZERTHS ]
LREwmEPI). , ,

IRz Statement |3 school desegregation 7°X b KIFHY/-HEFIBILR
DI, HEHRGTANDRERE (L LT L xERHLL. LOokd
I TE SN TEIERMA v — (minority) 7%, FERILTEL
#RD £ v A~ (majority) & ED L EMT BN METHY, ok
ZIERD L S e &BENBBETHDLEI N D *‘?B’Efiﬁfﬁ.f; , &0 H
5 54 ¢ desegregation NEBdLNH L, © %.EEEG) B B HAL I
HACLRER—E LIBE DL Lo desegregation ###+5 = &,
O Rr b EARAESEMT 5 HE T2, BRI TR BRI R
Ihbz s, ©desegregation 2EHIC B X NIBETE, BMERE
DR RECEN BRI &, @ FEV ABRLEELTO2EHW
DIRBRIC e B Z & DL EOSMa iz v, #EBUL desegregation %
#D5 5 %2 CHRBINEBBE Th D & ibm I hic.

'z Statement (1LEEH HH D HARIEA~ORMALT LI DT
BB, D LEBHESHOLBEEC S »TED X5 ICRHlS Ty
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HDTHL 5D (S, 1988)..
GadeB(w%ﬂiF&ﬁmmnmmﬁ EEILLLELDOTH
> Th, BRICT -2 Lo TEFT LIS O TR - Il DIT,
ﬁhu@%%ﬁ%@mﬂ%éBHK?F%L&OTLiokJkﬁﬂ?é.
DYWL H A7 A =7 D Riverside Unified School District 3
m%im%ﬁbtd%@m@ﬁm@ﬁ%%ﬁ@%%fﬁokU%mm&
Miller, 1975). % >+ ci% minority group DA (2% a A 14
%, BA 9%, L0l 2%), BREEIITIZE 6 A (77 ADH 2%) O
ETHAAERED 7 SAREYSBRD 2 LT - Tvie (1965 0K
BRI I340 2. 1 A), D
'ﬁwﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁam,@mmmmnmmnoéﬁaékéﬁa@%
DF v+ v 7L, ”@@Eﬁmbmf%kbfvoh:& @ 3k imb
nority group oA4:EIE RAEELLL, 15'2!‘90) self-esteem #{ET X 1<r
BXOREALECE, RELMC SR, |
= hieRtL T, Cook, S.W. (1984) i Statément DREZD 1 ATH
otﬁ%ﬁ%,@Gamd@%ﬂmSmmetﬁﬁﬁéhh¥ﬁ®&é
BEA B LI-bDTHSD L, ® Statement ® HEIL AEDARE A M
mmbhsmmhkmg%liﬁ BARECBEEYRITLTHS S
L MEOMR T — 2 CESWCIRIET A C L THY, HERLDLIR
WTEETNEh, TAAEBCEINCBECIEED L5 REAADKEE
MFPEINDLONE Voo bk, BEOBLECH AN s &, O
Gerard DFFRELIRERDEIR &4 BT O %ﬁ%ﬁbfb% & H
tk, Wokmr —RULT B L0 ERMEERLTVB oL, Ok L
b DORBENRFER Y, DRI DC LIIL S OPREDIR
WTamMThs, ERHLL. ' S '
—7J5, Stephan, W.G. (1978) 1% school desegregation r{gHR, self-
esteem, “FEREE & DRARICOWT, KD 4 ODEHD b L EEFR S
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Social Science Statement ! Doll Test

White Prejudice |

. _ - Toward Blacks - l

Black Prejudice . Low Black
Toward Whites _ Self -Esteem
l Low Black l
' Achievement S

"Bl 1. School desegregation ®MEREFJL (Stephen; 1978)

Vya—17% (K 1.

FofER, @ school desegregation 1ZEAA&REIIC xT T5 ﬁﬁfDﬁ& i
&:UF*Z)\OZ) 7‘;75=«>7Lt_}; QBEANEEEED self—esteem ', P uz
TTLIEEE TS £ ERE b 7eh o7z c‘:, @ BALED FFER
BeowTy, RERHEOM EARET WD LL, ETFTrRET
BRI o te s b, @ BAARES EAALRICHL T RRCOL
T, LT THRELBOL R LT AHREL LA TH -
Zi, THE. |

& AT, Statement DERELIZT — 210k Clark 5o doll test,
Radke 5o prQ]ectlve test WEBORICIDTHDEHN, FThbDT A
MERE—hEDL 5L DTH DRSS b,

"Doll Test &: Whlte Preference

HBEOWHSLECEBRORELOEZEOXELHET — <D 1D2THD
%3, ethnic minority OFAIIESPHBT2EMY YO X525
DOH L 5 RRE (race consciousness) 23EA T 5.

Proshansky & Newton (1968) = X +uiE, %l @ racial conception

(216)
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& @ racial evaluatlon @%AL\' AR PR S

D FEIT DT, Kenneth B. Clark P Mamle K. Clark @%A',E:Sﬁ
i\f?&'%%k*?% ﬁ@%%’k ¥4 Clark & Clark (1939) it
Horowitz, R.E. (1939) @@m%ﬁ%u;f Washington D.C. 04
BEREHIIORE FC3~5FDRADTFHELBIC (150 %), BIADSE

DF, BADEOF, 74+, =7 b U R R E R
LIRS, THAW Chir) 2E25 X5 kot (“show me which
one is you. 7L, i pRE O RRTY
ARB)., FOEE O 74 j—wt-%jt Cxm, =7 ) RBRTHED
%3} u@&kﬁﬁfgﬁﬁﬁféé - L, @ﬂﬁA@iﬁma L, ,%J\UJ%
@?%;;E;?R@“‘é%ﬂ“ﬁ MLtz L, BB X R (% 1.

j(, ==X

which one is 7

1. E4RICRA-BCE#RORE (Clark & Clark, 1939)

| | i 3 ¥ I 4 F R 5 F B
® @ , , .
' ‘ =R B (%) R (%) =R B (%)
" Colored boy 61 (41.2) 81 (55.4) 83 (56.0)

. White boy 65 (43.9) 65 (44.5) 65 (43.9)
Irrelevant 22 (14.7) 0 ‘ 0 '
@) EREALOTFOBERIE, ZEMCE O LS, %@L&_,%@ﬁéw%

WM, THEshe), LEMLE

Yk Clark & Clark (1940) 132 5 Lo BB E B S DD (skin
color) & £ X 5 KEAR LT B2 B 5H7 L (ERE medium~br0vvﬁ)',
DRRILL D L, BHONo @R light WES < wohT, EA@%@
FAaBIRT AL EBHEINT 5 2 ENm iz (3 2). :
&b Clark & Clark (1947) @75 doll test S L7e>. 20

* ”J}U‘o a)j\ﬂﬂi Clark Q%’?bs——;u—a‘—-ﬁ@ 125 JFaFo five ten cent store
T, 1950 kv FCESTLDTHS (Kluger, 1976, p. 315),
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Social Science Statement t Doll Test

£ 2. BREONOBLKEOER (Clark & Clark, 1940) . -
o  Light (N=30) | Medium (N=66) | Dark (N=54)
% M
R 2R B (%) = R & (%) ZEIRHE (%)
Colored. boy - 31 (86.5) 102 (52.6) 92 (56.4)
White boy 48 (56.5) 81 -(41.7) 66 (40.5).
(B) BREOSGHELT, SA44+y, R, Yor, =7 Y Lo BETE
ﬁ‘é‘hf:._ : '

FhEZ 1y 30cm L BEanRzL %%@,@HJL%'L%:A% (colored) &%
EOETAVIL LI A (white) % 2ESoRE LR 5 2T (AFIA
VELBEER), 1ASOR Ehbt —EEF TR LIRS, KO8
SOBEME L, @ —BERWAFE £ h T 2 (play with), @
TTERAFE ERTEh (nice doll), O MK LB D AE ER T
(looks bad), © T &/cfad AL XT3 h (nice color), Lilo 43H
HidfFas WES2HE. @EADTFHCHTWBAT X &R TT
(for white), @ BADTHEICLT UL ATBIE E RT3 h (for colored),
® BADFHAT B AR E T (for Negro), Lhko 3HHAR
MNEDE % BHRLEL T3 EAXNETSEE. @ biicfltns
AR ERTTDs (for you), ZHRAZDZ Lx ELSRHEL T2
EE R METHEE, Thote. BREIELDT —» v AMO segre-
gated school e 5 BARE 134 L&, BDO ~+F o —t v YD
mixed school x5 119G TH -7 (EFEAIL3~TF).

doll test DHKE, © FHIcbIPLOBDOEVWIHALBALWIEE
IG5 Lo C\wied, BA (Negro) &5 BEN —A2FE
BRLTWB D0, IBRELTCWEha722 &, @ FHibDOREHMN
white doll Z#FA T ez &, @ FFDEFIDN T colored doll %
DEABEM LS &, @ B L LR omRECoGTIE, BT
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¥ 3. BaHIEE AFOBEIR (Clark & Clark, 1947)

2 &89 4k

Soice. ‘North (N=119) South (N=134)
- Mixed School Segregated School
e oith {colored doll - 289 37%
play white doll 72% 6%
nice doll {colored‘ doll 30% 46%
white doll 68% 529%
looks bad {(xﬂored doll 71% 49%
white doll 17% 16%
a color-{COIOred doll 37% 40%
1C€ )
white doil 63% 57%
colored doll 1% 6%
for whit
or waite {White doll 94% 93%
cor colored { colored doll 92% 949
C .
*Uwhite doll 7% 5%
for N m{&de@H 4% - 70%
e
8191 white doll 20% 19%
¢ {colored doll | 61% 69%
ou
OF YOU . \ white doll 39% 29%

B EHHLOABLBRUinh - he#ld, A—2v FOEHMLER R,
D FHY colored doll wiFdefH M Moot & ThHSD (“nice doll”
L “looks bad” DERIEBECTHW /v —FEEZESH D). Clark Bz
D@DDFERIC T,  F ORI T bic light colored 234 2»
ofe LIERDTD (3 3). |

o, Radke Sutherland & Rosenberg (1950) ¥Rtz D rac1a1
attitude B 5232 T5 BT, —EHDT A A LR L 7. FOF A b
v Picture Test TH D, 8—HDOA T4 F (AARVCBADFEOF L4
DFENEN 2 AN THER) KRR Sh, TOhHERBRBOEET

(219)



Social Science Statement & Doll Ttes

% 4. Picture Test (C#& 3 Racial Attitude (=t %)

Percent of White Percent of Negro
' ' Subjects Assigning Subjects Assigning
Descriptive Phrase A Phrase to; Phrase to:

White -  Negro White Negro
Picture Picture Picture Picture

One of these children is always

neat and clean 90 10 64 36
One of these children never ‘

swears or uses bad words 86 14 80 20
One of these children is the

smartest in school 84 16 80 20
One of these children is always

fair and waits his turn 79 21 56 44
One of these children found a '

purse on the street car... 77 23 55 45
One of these children does not ‘

tell lies 74 26 61 39
One of these children is very

nice and kind 74 26 61 39
One of these children started a '

fight... 28 72 32 68
One of these children always

comes to school dirty 14 86 21 79

(Radke, etal., 1950)

BAE BOHTC EN BRI (el xif, TEDAN—FA~—}
T, BBER Cy v - 70 lower class 2MELHUIR O /NEA T
B (AR A ADBALERE L 8 ADFAERET, F41LT~13Y),
HHREMT A OB TERES MU, ERER» B, © BAERED
P&, L VEBEYBACRBEI®CEY, ThIEFFELHRLT
D—BLIEATHT &, @ ARCBAEEDH AT, BE LIk
VWEMTYHOBRIBEIEAER, HRABIRC (F 4.

251 Radke & Trager (1950) 137 + 5 547 4+ 7 OHEE B RO/
214, 2EAYHERECLT (AALL2E, BAWE), BELIAE
DEHT, BALBADE, ZHDOAFKLSIHLLVRE, EFE2EOH
LT, HRamiEes Lok, coBs, BoFrii koA
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W ROTFRILEDARLEEL bR, TOBRICIBE, @ T
RIEHIC R RS & AR OBAIC S TORRI AT Lt 4 £ 7 h
FLTBE L, @BLEADTHOBE, Bhbbrbi & ECBA
G\ BB SR E 2 ) BT T Bk, KRB BAIC S hk.

5 LeBige#sRic S %, Kenneth Clark, Helen Trager (X%
FEANELT, 5Fsegrégation iR %/\}Eﬁk&&fﬁ“%%%ﬁj 4 #L‘Lﬁ: H‘?’LE
b, P OHIRICS L TIRKD & 5 HBtntd - %

o & 2%, Elsa, E. Robihson 1z NAACP o Robert Carter ﬁxtaj,%i
BUFEACRD L5 s BEFshk &, [oh COMRERPESL
7T, OB OV TR EE T BECE > Tt 2k
YEAT, TOEFYHESE L0z L ThHB (Kluger, 1976, p. 336).

¥ 7= segregation % fET AT -7 John, W. Davis %, Clark
& Clark OHFXAFHCHEFELELS 2T, TEROFHL- B, dLEoF
e L R white doll R FAFIT & hdids 3, color'éd‘doll %
HET D ENBRE P>t 2 ik (“nice doll” & “looks
bad” DEM), FEROFEL bIZ LMOFHA DL D &, LEFHICIT
LOBETHEEELRVTHS H5h) LR LE (Kluger, p. 355).

X 512 Edmond Cahn 13 Td LEA DTS brown doll 73 gmag
T L% %, Clark (3 segregation 78 race # B wb 2 LIEK
ST ERBRUT-THA 5 L, white doll BAE A T\ 5 & &K% g,
segregation 23BLEED 5 DML KB SRICLFRTHTHA Y] &
b L7z (Kluger, p. 355)." o o '
CFRTREOEBDOEBRERILED LS5 T DD THS 5D,
“Landreth & Johnson (1953) iX'social class & racial awareness ®
BARA LA THENT, A7+ A=2THO3EHTIFRESTFR
T (% 48 48), WA TWIBMEED, BEEOPmMEHCAERK 2R L
T, TOERERDIT (K 2). Fiobil LBEOBESC BEMIRCES
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Social Science Statement & Doll Test

B 2. Picture Test @—#} (Landreth & Johnson, 1953)

\C, lower & upper class oI (HL, BA REOHEITIX
upper class DFELEL o\ FebITRBREED BERAILI). EORKRIC
Ine, @ FHicbik3FE»SUOE (skin color) DEVGHIS I BT
HEWRBIROTEZR L L - TB I L, OFCBADOTHOGA, TOF
4T white S E LS, dark BE TR WAL LEEELTLELT
WbHZ &, @upper class DFADTFHEEDILO B DB EZERE LV TR
2 BIERRHDOEF LT, lower class DB ADFHIL F OB R RE
VAL TRZTWAH I &, DL IR, ' o
Moreland, J.K. (1958) & % 7- Rk Rk & 7 — 2 =7 Mo Lynch-
burg THHE R L TTFe-% (BA3MA, BAL0HA. FHEL3
~5F). oBE&KL, BAD upper class 1TEEMEL L OD, EE
ZEh BB N, FRIEBITLASO SKH—EOEER Rid b, &
D AH white T, ¥ At colored 2] #&xt. FORE, O AED
B\ AT AEE S (recognition ability) X4E4A L &SR ERT A Z &,
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@ = DEENICOWT, M R Shismotczk, @ 4FREL5TE
D&, BADTFHEOTNECBIINE S > T e &, @ hRERIT X
LERI REEINzh o lel &, @BEBPEOID T HVBINNE BT 5
Fhiebie Aré. you white" or are you colored ?” X ER LA, &
ADFHEDBE N=192), 99.5% 25 Twhite €H%) LE 2D
T, BAOFHOBE AT (N=25), 52.0% 2% [colored| L& %, 32.0%
i): |'Wh1te_[ &%:x_f\, ol ) ‘
—7, Stevenson & Stewart (1958) 017‘%’"‘7’2)”@ Austin T, 37¥
~ 7?& T@E/\}EE (120 %) J:EA/E;@ (100 %) ZRRTLT 4@@
@7‘7\ b%%ﬁﬁ Lz (dlscnmmahon test, doll assembly, doll- test, m-
complete StOfY) T DGR, @ RAALBANLRT % HE iBZFLJ\IS%":
;\E?\—J:a'ﬁ'é‘é cE DR ) Lt‘é‘"‘ﬁ?&*job T, }éﬂ)\@fﬁibi@/\UD?B’&
?J:@p TWaHZ L, ®§A@?‘ﬁ*@% ﬁﬁ"_t%h?ﬁﬁ T 1 7 f&&%ﬂ
%ﬁ@?é@mﬁ@#oﬁ%a,mmaﬁugmt.

’Gfegd'r &'Mé‘bﬁéfS6n'(1966) 01 segregation DEMM E HESHD
deep-south © Clark & .doll test %L L7, #hEREL 6~7 T DHE
MEE OV (5%, KT 384 LRULE BEBE GT5E) T
, FBRI1ASOOERIERT, ACABOERECY » Cfibh
t.%@%,AW&W@&J;M%ktH#ﬁmghﬁ ' -
| EORE OEARESBE ,EB@5EELMwCWM£®HZ§ 
ﬁ?%emmmemﬁ%%hL_} @EA RO é@&bfz
black -doll g%ﬁﬁ%fﬁanﬁ% h, To& xiE, “nice doll” o § RSP
60%_ 73;: black doll #3iR1, “nice color” @Eﬁ:ﬁk&i 59% iy black |
doll %34 L, “looks bad” DERICIL 92 #eh 84 & M\ EE R HA L1
(cOERICI: BARED 93% #° black doll %R L 1), @'Ef‘/‘\ﬁ%«f
OBETIY, &T 0)@ H - white doll %:E}Rﬁ”%@rﬁﬁﬁﬂj Rtz
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DHR LT E ST BISIRBETH- .
Z DB(bICD\ T 1954 4E0- Brown $EI LI, 1955 4£» Public Ac-

commodation Bill,
Employment Opportunity Committee ¢ &
School segregation Wi+ % £

ANEH DB

B, 1964 4E

= @ Gregor & Mcpherson ® @ @ﬁ*;’ﬁ&i, Clark & Clark

11957 £ & 1964 £ Civil Rights Acts, 1961 0

& 1965 £ D

B 2\ o e BRIABE 0L ROR

Bk, REKE %®mkﬁ%@ﬁﬁf£5 LEbRTV S,

"= » “Black is beautiful ” B&ronT, Hraba & Grant (1970) 53
%55 250 Lincoln © 4~8 FDEARE (71 %) LEARE (89

%) YB3+ 5 doll test 2R - Tz,

—C%‘Ofx_i]‘

BRI 7

%%#ﬁm(mm:%&ﬂb
%%%aﬁ%m: VN e —A S hie

 EREROZEC R TRARES 55 5 E AL 3~I8% THotk.
%%%%MCng@ﬂﬁkmﬁkb EAugmﬁuﬁ;f@emm-
centrism OEE hERRTEDTH T (3 5). | R
el @iﬂ Bix Wmnlck & Taylor (1977) @%%k:}ob T %ﬁﬁghﬁ_b;

2. % 5. Doll Test DFEREDHE:
‘ I;cem.  Clark & Clark [Hraba & Grén_t Hraba & Grant Ashe‘r & Allen
Blacks (1939) | Blacks (1969) | Whites (1969) | Blacks (1967)
play {Whlte doll{-  ~“67% - | 30% . 83% - e 69%
Wlth black doll | 82% . 0% . | 16% - 30%
nice {Whlte doll | . 59% 16% 0% | 76%
doll black doll 389 54% 30% - 23%
look_s {Whlge doll | 17% 61% | 34% 2U4%
- badlplack doll - 59% " 36% - 63% 73%
nice {Whi'té doll{ " 60% 319 agey 69%
colorlplack doll |~ 38% . | - 69% .| . 49% - | . 29%

(B) FEIET—2B3EDShEEEYRT.
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Ascher & Allen DSEEER TN TH T Ticb s Asher & Allen
(1969) 12 = 2 =¥ » — v — M d Newark 1w\, 3~8 F F TOHEAR
& (155 4) LBARE (186 4) i LT doll test &M L7, Kk
#1ERE (ACAR) 260 B3 aE% L L (Clark 0HERE
B D~O %A, BORKEIhWIAALBADAEDO LS EH—T Y
FERLC, ZBRERE»S1, OBARCEARE R OB BT
white puppet ZFRL T\ ez &, BB AREOZEREL Clark &0
T=2DEFLIFLAE Bb->TELY, HEKI - T XL white
preference BEFAINB R Lo Tz & (ES52ER), @ #EL
BAL Ti Gregor MR LR Y, BABTOHAVLTFEHELT,
B & 7 white preference #/RLU T\, Z & ThH%.
Q®I5rdw¢%t%ﬁutﬁﬁmw?b% ﬁbfukuom%m
Ty : I
CZOECBZEE, FOEHREOBL X LAEREORMBETHS. ETH
FBEEL TR, @ EBEDO ethnicity ROH:HI, @ FHREOFET S
38 (B &R0 E#RA»), - @ ethnic group ] OEMPBE RO BAROERINE,
O #EBEDFES, HH, of, £BERE, LEOERIF+TIREHH I
Tz z &, M &h T (Brand, Ruiz & -Padilla, 1974).: -
CERCRTHIEE LCER IR LA OKRE R, BF, lo&, Z20FD
TR DI BAT 5 TH D, EDOEHLH5. S e
“F2 & %43 Goodman, M:E. (1946) 13 Boston TihfEREE% @5’25&%’?:‘1/
T.(AN 124, BALBSA. E433~4F), LUToLHEDDL L TAW
DFRE KD, FefF 1 Tzt dark-brown ¢ white @ baby doll,
£ 2 Tt dark-brown, light-brown, white ®» baby doll D2+,
Sl 313 BEREOES ROBANCS X L\ i L medium-brown
& white DA 2 T, “Which looks most like you ?” t'BRIL
. TR LLE, BARED 40% » colored;, HARED 80%

(225)



Socia ‘Science Statement } Doll Test

H white doll » IR L T2, 7 . R
*Gmmwﬂi&Ommmwnﬂ%&vinvWM§f%ﬁ@E(EA36
%, BN 39 4, BT A~5T) HHBRET LT, dark-brown, mulatto,
white @ 3 >D A E T L 7 28 5, “Is there a doll that you like to
play -with best ?” L SEERR U, FOREER, BARZEA colored
doll #EF Lz &4, Clark LORMAXTHET 5 & O TH - e B3,
Twhite doll # & A1l T 5 & MBI T 2RV ER B L
(Clark it 33%, Greenwald Tit 18%). HHIZz Dz &b, BAD
FHOESEEA & BT B EAE, RRAREY THIIE, —ED
HEWENCEEES40THY Clark LOERTITHR—), o2
E&k@%#kﬁ%mﬁsﬂhmmmmjabot@ﬁzﬁk?éﬁﬁﬁ
X7eus, - EFERLC. : .

Katz & Zalk (1974) xjlotiiir% black ¢ white w L7z AT (B2
o, HOBIRAT) 2$HEOERE (PH5F 27 A) LFELR CF
B3 ¥11r B) wiginlL, Clark & &[5 CER% L7cPi, ['white doll ok
3% preference XIRBHE IRt -7) EHREL T 5, |
e, A LEORMBAL L TERINDSZ LY, BAOTFHICE ST
“nice doll”, “looks good”, “looks bad” &\ - #2BEH — &k % &
BRLCWB DM, LW Z & ThDH. fokxil, TELA-BAEIAT black
doll % Bair s = L st i, oo ARt ethnicity X4 un-
familiarity % &£ % O Cidle\ 2y, & OILHI¢H % (Brand, etal., 1974).
S o EIROWTC, Stephan-& Rosenfield (1979) % segregation—self-
rejection {HIITIIKRD X 5 IR OFRE D - e L EET S, Tixbb,
DEWAFBLEBVCAR R ZhZThBALBAY ELLTH5. @AVA
BeBIRT 52 L 3BCAREBETHZ LTHY, Thixii, BA%
HETAZLThAS. QDBACKLTFENTELo Y, HHED
Bl =@ a5 o &Y, self-rejection #%4>+, &5 BRXTH5. L
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mbthg,ﬁawg%&ﬁﬁeﬁirinm,%Aiﬁw>%ﬁmm>
tion XEAEREL D bE LI 2 EATRZ T R

@ U ¢ McCarthy & Yancey (1971) D52 i, lower class D34
iy, B \Aél:ﬁEﬁ)}iz’} BN L D & EL self-esteem %773 A3, middle-
class OB ECIIThPHBETHZ &, BDBREINTH S,

School Desegregatlon J«,L{&@ET?'{'.

mm¢®%mﬁﬂamﬁﬁﬁ %gﬁﬁfkﬁﬁbtﬁh&% %hm
E%L#ﬁ‘«\@{%g (biracial schoohng) =1 P}F“é‘% S DTEILh > 12,
MEHEIEEARE L TR RES, ThEwyo, Wbl
T%ﬁ?«%#@ﬂﬁm%Qﬁ@k?ﬁ%ht#%f%é | S

%®ﬁ%nﬁﬁﬁﬂ&@%mz%hétbk,TE@EE%ﬁkotb
SR ABLTLE 572D, RALFER DRLFBRCRDE T2 E, &
TS I REASEA bhic (F6). ThilZ 7”\,, BEAOARCHI 7
ﬁﬂﬁ%&%bé%@fbotx

% 6. Desegregated & h7-¥EOK (Lewis, 1964)

3 47 FE | 1954 | 1955 | 1956 | 1957 | 1958 | 1959 | 1960 | 1961 | 1962 | 1963
&

Ro¥ | 150 | 362 | 200 38 13 19 17 .31 46 166

—7%, = ORE%3% Dwight Eisenhower X#tfHOEAR SIS
01%@1'@5 h, Fihit “I don’t believe you can :change the hearts of
men x;vith laws or decision”. ¥ \>3 % 0)'(‘515«)7‘;: ZofkER Georgia,
South Carolina, Alabama M1ss1551p1 & ot N II“C HEHEB~DOE XM
Zbhic Dtk Kennedy Bieicis - fﬁw‘o@ LThote,

* 5 LtﬁfL‘«U({RL bbb B, school desegregalon TEARE
—fEED LD 7&’%@1[:%_’ 2&7‘\_ b Lt@’céé 5 fJ>
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CEDEEDOWTEHRENOL LR, MEOETIEH I h TS
D, ADHEOHFEYZTATRELTLE s EEbR TV 5 (Cook,
1957, Pettigrew, 1961). -

+ Coleman #% (1966) i+ 1964 £ Civil Rights Act O 402 Gzt
SOCEBINCLEREDERETHY, LI TRHEBOBEBENLD
BEERIN T 500, AAEEBALEMOENOE v » FIRED
LORIEoTWBEDD, v ENAEREBECRY A bhi. Th
Es b, OREHRHRCILDPDLLTI0FER-TETH, DHHEN
AYFBEBCTERARLLTER DR > T, @ LaLanb, &
ERBCRET 20 E D, HEOBEIHE VKEArTos &, @
NOETHE, DBRAEDEEETT 2  OFE LI, EALEOTLA
Mo VEREES EhorC L, () COERITEEL L LBEALTY

oF - GAE

60}

F 50

40

30t

20+

© 10¢%

‘0_ 6 ( ; ‘..1'2i’?ﬁ
(Coleman, et.al, 1966) '
H 3 AARURALROTEENTR bOBR
(LR O X HEAESRE T 5HEOBE)
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B, OBALED BFEENT A OB X HRORMS B ORES
EoleZ b XD, BAERERZ 7 ARCLHDDEIGI L - TEASh
3oy, KELACERE (®Y.

~ St. John, N.H. (1975) 13 & DRIBEICOUC, 120 1% Ktk BRI %
U a— Ui d 2 TRo k5 EEHR% F LT\ 2 ; [school desegregation
BT L e, RELEEDIE LR, LLI0N O EHRTED .
%#m%ﬁ@@m%bfmkawmmgq>ﬁéﬁm%ﬁgﬂﬁgmg
XD, BAEKEOFENLET IR it bl hol EXL
x, 2hork, ©EFEOHAEL, © FHBREKT ©277ART
DB NEREOBBIERL 50% U EoE4, CHREIRTWAS, Uil
D5, THhODMBEDEENLDDLIF VD EBRRT B,

. =, Crain & Mahard (1978) 1% biracial schooling & B AtkfED3E
ERBE OBIREID HITRHREDOVTD 2 25 EfTeo THY, %
DFER B ;@ biracial schooling 1ZEBALEOZIIDRE EE bicbF
&, @ L UFRERARCRE X, EFRED HIFEHRER ShBHET
BB &, BELMCI NI, e '
- Jones, L. V. (1984) 1 National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) K¢ College Entrance Examination Board 7s 586 iz 5 —
RS E, THEN LHFCOCTRERE LT ENERZ LIS L0
D, FOEBIIELFENLODOHB L] BRIT T3S, “
LA UHRRTHET 2 BE, RRL L CENER B LYERTS
DL ENE S FENENFDPLOOBD Z LE BRT LD L » Ty
desegregation @&)ﬁ%#ﬂjﬁ SR ST BT ERILD. ZITE 4 DPF3E
@E&Ez‘ak Lo “Cﬁ@ﬁ'% S zh% B TIxe <, Ef%% H %VDH%Q%L

s 'cﬁ@(;ﬁw\ %ﬁﬁ;@ LBbh3 (73: %, school desegregatlon 0)/5- E] B’Jtc
Fa‘i;ﬂé oW T, Stephan & Feagm (1980) /:w_»';"%ﬂéi) - et
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IC\E"’%"%E‘: School Ség?fegation

AR TIL Social Science Statement K¢ doll test Z@EL C, LE
M3 school segregation o ff %vt% LCED LS InBEIRZEWE TS D,
Ly Z ERBmULhE,
CSARDOLESEFEI L 5T, doll test DFEH EORMBALIERLLEY,
TDRREOVCTREDBREBAR LI T56 2 LTEEL V2 & TRV
(Banks, 1976 ; Vaughan 1986)*, | ‘
Lth#B,%5Lt_&#$kéﬁ§LL%met&Lm EL
WEERFLDMNETHS. Tihbb, OClark Soprgs NAACP o
ERMC bR TiTbhicd Tk, Thé it EBERE 10 EHMED
Bcfibhicb D ThHBEVH 2 &, @Clark BHMH L OFROBRS
T o k. BBz, NAACP o Robert Carter % ['school
segregation 2ABA DTl b OB RICBEELRIEL TSI L]
A EET A lewic Clark OFfiNBExRKdlc o T & &, Clark 11
FRACRTHEAER ZHRHELAI N T LE > T 5H4TIE, school
segregation DERLF XY L T, FOBEERL D LIL TR
CHBALEDZ EThHS (Kluger, p.353). @ NAACP o Legal De-
fence Fund @HIF4%2HY) oRIicks\Td doll test L Ti3sk
VHEREI B B 5o = &, Fo b %iE, “Jesus Christ, those dammed doll I
thought it was a joke”. LT HEL D L THD (Kluger,

* %P_Fnﬁ%&ﬁ: ~>TeDhs, . Clark 2% Briggs vs. Elliot %,H:lj'cgm—g: L'cﬁﬁj L
Clarendon County DRERTH 7. = MIHHUPOHS 'C{:r%'):hﬁ.i)@fb%

L, 16 ADBAREDS B (AL 6~9 F), 11 AM colored doll % «bad ”
L& %, 9 An white doll % “nice” LEXTcE W5 b DTH 5H (Kluger,
p.330). & MF—xic Banks OEEYEATIE, ChRERELL LEHS
nas.
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p. 321),

’LmLkﬁg'%@%@dwwgt%@¢zﬁﬁmCngﬁwﬁ%
L%ﬁﬁb%ﬂ dmt%t@ﬁﬁwwaw%mymmemﬁrwmm1
ammgN%m%J®%TLH#mDm§meDU%?% Yicio T
LEofk,

:@:au&@#oﬂﬁﬁ@e%ﬁmAh%m;or,Eoismﬂm
SharaRT—AThs s, Mihcik Clark BHcd TEanbhi,
PMAa’wﬁﬁL%mLLLJ&@&F@%«®#M@ﬁ%#%otu
i:%?af%ﬁhfh % (Kluger, D. 321).

TohECcomse %ﬁﬁLtF%,@ﬁ%ﬁ&bfﬁEﬁé%*#f%

Tl LEEE RS LY REMTH LD, BEROEHZHODIHITLT
ML CESAEN ST THENIDL—2DRETH 5.
M, D A LRADEFREE bW, BRBEOAT TR
it t@§0$§ﬁﬁ%®£%®#bﬁém&%<%%§hkb@kﬂb
1,u@+%@%mmﬁftfﬁﬂ®ﬂﬁkkb%¢u@@~¢ﬁ&f@
% 5 b,

%ﬁ@&%ﬁ{&pf,:5Ltﬁ%ﬁ@®ﬁ%ﬁ@%§%ﬁﬁmk5
SBEAIH, £ LREEERHENE D, EORKE MK XM
RN T T aow fav k5 Tp% (Coleman, 1960; Clark, 1963).

Lt%hﬁ% k@%h%#&5ﬁ@%%@f%% “Wbokﬁot
%A@mmmenngﬂl%%DEMﬁ&xahé@¢@65ﬁ,

* 1 have a dream that one day this nation will rise up and live out the
true meaning of its creed: “We hold these truths to be self-evident,
that all men are created equal....”. I have a dream that one day on
the red hills of Georgia the sons of former slaves and the sons of

- former slaveholders: will be able to sit down together at the table of

brotherhood.,
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HE et of the Supreme Court ﬂplmuns.
| May 11, 1954 |

Mr. Chief ]ustnce Warren delivered the opinion of the Court

These cases come to us from the States of Kansas, South Carolina,
Virginia, and Declaware. They are premised on different facts and
different local conditions, but a comnion legal question justifics their
consideration together in this consolidated opinion.

In each of the cases, minors of the Negro race, through their legal
representatives, seck the aid of the courts in obtammg admission to
the public schools of their community on a non-segregated basis. In
each instance, they had been denied admission to schools attended
by white children under laws requiring or permitting segregation
according to race. This segregation was alleged to deprive the plain-
tiffs of the equal protection of the laws under the Fourteenth Amend-
ment. In each of the cases other than the Delaware case, a three-
judge federal district court denied relief to the plaintiffs on the so-
called “separate but equal” doctrine announced by this Court in
Plessy v. Ferguson 163 U. S. 537. Under that doctrine, equality of
treatment is accorded when the races are provided substantially equal
facilities, even though these facilities be sepurate. In the Delaware
case, the Supreme Court of Delaware adhered to that doctrine, but
ordered that the plaintiffs be admitted to the white schools bccause‘
of their superiority to the Negro schools.

- The plaintiffs eontend that segregated public schools are not “equal”

and cannot be made “equal,” and that hence they are deprived of
the equal protection of the laws. Because of the obvious importance
of the question presented, the Court took jurisdiction? Argument was
heard in the 1952 Term and reargument was heard this Term on
certain questions propounded by the Court.3

Reargument was largely devoted to the circumstances surrounding
the adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868. It covered ex-
haustively consideration of the Amendment in Congress ratification
by the states, then existing practices in racial segregation, and the
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views of proponents and opponents of the Amendment. This discus-
sion and our own investigation convince us that, although these
sources cast some light, it is not enough to resolve the problem with
which we are faced. At best, they are inconclusive. The most avid
proponents of the post-War Amendments undoubtedly intended them
to remove all legal distinctions among “all persons born or naturalized
in the United States.” Their opponents, just as certainly, were antago-
nistic to both the letter and the spirit of the Amendments and wished
then to hitve the most limited effect. ' What others in Congress and the
stute lq,nal.lturt,s had in mind cannot be detcruuucd with any degree
of certainty. o

An additional reason for the mcondusnve nature of the Amend-
ment’s history, with respect to segregated schools, is the status of
public education at that time. In the South, the movement toward
free common schools, supported by general taxation, had not yet taken
hold. Education of white children was largely in the hands of private
groups. Education of Negroes was alinost nonexistent, and practicallv
all of the race were illiterate. In fact, any education of Negroes was
forbidden by law in some states. 'lod.sy, in contrast, many Negroes
have achicved outstanding success in the arts and sciences as well as
in the business and professional world. - It is true that public education
had alrcady advanced further in the North, but the effect of the
Amendinent on Northem States was generally ignored in the congres-
sional debates. Even in the North, the conditians of public education
did not approximate those existing today. The curriculum was usually
rudimentary; ungraded schools were common in rural areas; the school
term was but three months a year in many states; and compulsory
school attendance was virtually unknown. As a consequence, it is not
surprising that there should be so little in the history of the Fourteenth
Amendment relating to its intended effect on public education.

In the first cases in this Court construing the Fourteenth Amend-
ment, decided shortly after its adoption, the Court interpreted it as
proscribing all statc-unpuaed discriminations against the Negro race.’
The. doctrine of * .wp.ualc but equal” did not make its appearance in
this Court until 1896 in the case of Plessy v. Ferguson supra, invelving
not education but transportation.® - American courts have since labored
with the doctrine for half a century. In this Court there have been
six cases involving the “separate but equal” doctrine in the field of
public education.® In Cumming v. County Board of Education, 175
U. S. 528, und Gong Lum v. Rice, 275 U. S. 78, the validity of the
doctrine itself was not (.hdllux&t,d 8 In more recent cases, all on- the
graduate -school level, incquality was found in “that specxﬁc benefits
enjoved by white students were denied to Negro students of the same
educational qualifications. Missouri-ex rel. Gaines v. Canada, 305
U. S. 837; Sipuel v. Okluhoma, 332 U.-S. 631; Sweatt v. Painter, 339
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U. S. 629; McLaurin v. Oklahoma State Regents, 339 U. S. 637.. In
‘none of these cases was it nccessarv to re-examine the doctrme to
-grant relief:to the Negro plaintiff. And in Sweatt v. Painter, supra,
‘the Court.expressly reserved decision on the question, whether Plessy
v.-Ferguson should be held m.lpphcal)le to public educahon. ,

In the instant cases, that question is directly presented: .Iere, unlike
Sweatt v. Painter, tllele are findings below that the Negm 'md white
schools involved lmve been equalized, or are being equ.\lxzed with
-respect to l)mldmg,s curricula, qualifications and salaries of teachers,
and other ° tanglble factors.?® Our decision, therefore cannot turn on
merely a comparison of these tangible fadms in the Negro and white
‘schools involved in each of the cases.” We must Took mste'ld to the
‘effect of segregation itself on public education.

In approaching this problem we cannot turn the clock back to 1868
when the Amendment was adopted, or eveén to 1896 when Plessy v.
Ferguson was written. We must consider pul)hc education in the light
of its full development and its present place in American life through-
out the Nation. Only in this way can it be determined. if segregation
in pubhc sclmols (lcpnvcs (hcs(, pldmhlrs of lhc'e(pml protection of
the laws.

Today, education is perhaps the most important function of state
and local governments. Compulsory school attendance laws and the
great expenditures for education both demonstrate our: rccol_,mtmn of
the importance of education to our democratic society.: It is required
in ‘the performance of our most basic public responsibilities, even
service in the armed forces. It is the very foundation of good citizen-
ship. Today it is a prmcxpal ‘instrument “in awaLenmg the: child to
cultural va]nes in -preparing him for later professional: training, and
in helpmg him to adjust normally to his environment.. In these days,
it is doubtful that anv child may reasonably be expected to suceced
in life-if he is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an oppor-
tunity, where the state has undertaken to provide it, is a nght which
must be made available to all on equal terms, iy
~ We come then to the question presented: Does segregation of- chll-
dren in public schools solely on the basis of race, even though the
physical: facilities and other “tangible™ factors may be equal, deprive
the children of the minority group of equal educational oppo:tumtles?
We believe that it does. .

In Sweatt v. Painter, supra, in ﬁndmg that a segregated law school
for Negroes could not provide them equal educational opportunitics,
this Court relied in. large part on “those qualities which are-inc: 1p'\l)lc
of ob]ectlve measurement but which muke for glcatness in.a law
school.” In McLaurin v. Oklahoma State: Regents, supta; the. Court,
in requiring_that a Negro admitted to a white' graduate school be
treated like all other students, again resorted to intangible considera-
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tions: “.. . his ahilitv to study, to eng.lge in dlscussmns and exchange
views wuth other students, and, in general, to learn his profession.”

Such considerations apply with adde(l force to children in grade and
‘high schools. To separate them from others of similar age and qualifi-
cations solely ‘because of their race gencrates a feeling of inferiority
‘as to their status in the community that mav effect their hearts and
minds in a way unlikely ever to be undone. The effect of this separa-
tion on their educational opportunities was well stated by a finding
in the Kansas case by a court which nevertheless felt compelled to
rule against the Negro plaintiffs:

Segregation of white and colored children in public schools has
a detrimental effect upon the colored children. The impact is
greater when it has the sanction of the law; for the policy of sep-
arating the races is usually interpreted as denoting the inferiority
of the Negro group. A sense of inferiority affects the motivation of
a child to learn. Segregation with the sanction of law, therefore,
has a tendency to retard the educational and mental development
of Negro children and to deprive them of some of the benefits they
would receive in a raciallv integrated school system.”

Whatever may have heen the extent of pS)chologlcaI knowledge at
the time of Plessy v. Ferguson, this finding is amply supported by
modern authority.!' Any language in Plessy v. Ferguson contrary to
this finding is rejected.

We conclude that in the field of public education the doctrine of
“separate but equal” has no place. Separate educational facilities are
inherently unecqual. Therefore, we hold that the plaintiffs and others
similarly situated for whom the actions have been brought are, by
reason of the segregation complained of, deprived of the equal pro-
tection of the laws gnaranteed by the Fourteenth Amendment. This
disposition makes unnecessary any discussion whether such segrega-
tion also violates the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment.12

Because these are class actions, because of the wide applicability of
this decision, and because of the great variety of local conditions, the
formulation of decrees in these cases presents problems of conslder-
able complexity. On reargument, the consideration of appropriate
relief was necessarily subordinated to the primary question — the
constitutionality of segregation in public education. We have now
announced that such segregalion is a denial of the equal protection
of the laws. In order that we may have the full assistance of the
parties in formulating decrees, the cases will be restored to the docket,
and the parties are requested to present further argument on Ques-
tions 4 and 5 previously propounded by the Court for the reargument
this Term.!3 The Attorney General of the United States is again
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invited to participate. The Attornevs General of the states requiring
or permitting segregation in public’ education will also be pennitted
to- appear as amici curide upon request to do so by September 15
1854, and subnu:.swn of briets by October 1, 1954 L '

It is so ordcred 7

‘DISTR'ICT OF (‘OLUMBIA DECISION

Mr.: Chief ]ustnce Warren delivered the opinion of the Court.

This case (Bolling v. Sharpe) challenges the validity of segregauon
in the public schools of the District of Columbia. The petitioners,
minors of the Negro race, allege that such segregation deprives them
of due process of law under the Fifth Amenduent, They were refused
admission to a public school attended by white children”solely because
of their race. They sought the aid of the District Court for the Distriét
of Columbia in obtaining admission. That court dismissed their com-
plaint. We granted a writ of certiorari before judgment in the Court
of Appeals because of the impormnce of the constltutmnal question
presented. 344 U. 8. 873. '

We have this day held that the Equ.ﬂ Protection c.hmst. of the
Fourteenth Amendment prohibits the stites from maintaining racmllv?
segregated public schools.’s The legal problem in the District of
Columbia is somewhat different, however, The Fifth Amendm_c,ut ‘
which is applicable in the District of Columbia, does not contain an
equal protection clause as docs the Fourteenth Amendinent which
applies only to the states. But the concepts of equal protection and
due process, both stemming from-.our American. ideal of fairness, are
not mutually exclusive. The “equal protection of the laws” is a more:
explicit safeguard of prohibited uifaimess than “due process of law,”
“and, therefore, we do not imply that the two are always inter change-i "

able phrases. But, as this Court has recognized, discrimination may‘ ’
be so unjustifiable as to be violative of due process.!® . o

Classifications based solely upon race must be scrutinized , wnth o
particular care since they are contrary to our traditions: and hence
constitutionally suspect.)¥ As long ago as 1896, this Court declared. .
the principle “that the Constitution of the United States, in its present.
form, forbids, so far as civil and political rights are concerned, dis-
crimination by the General Government, or by the States, against any
citizen because of his race.” 13 And in Buchanan v. Warley, 245 U.'S;
60, the Court held that a statute which limited the right of a’ property
owner to convey his property to a person of another race was, as an -
unreasonable discrimination, a denial of due process of law.

Although the Court has not assumed to define “liberty” with any
great precision, that term is not confined to mere- freedom_from bodily.
restramt Liberty under law extends to the full range of conduct -
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which the individual is free to pursue, and it cannot be restricted
except for a proper governmental objective. Segregation in public
education is not reasonably related to any proper governmental ob-
jective, and thus imposes on Negro children of the District of Colum-
sia a burden that constitutes an arbitrary deprivation on their liberty
in violation of the Due Process Clause.

“In view of our decision that the Constitution prohibits the states
from maintaining racially segrepated public schools, it would be un-
thinkable that the same Constitution would impose a lesser duty on
the Federal Covernment.’? We hold that racial segregation in the
public schools of the District of Columbia is a denial of the due:
process of law guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment to the Consti-
tution. - ~ , . '

For the reasons set out in Brown v. Board of Education, this case
will be restored to the docket for reargument on Questions 4 and 5
previously propounded by the Court. 345 U. S. 972.

' It is so ordered.

THE SUPREME COURTS FOOTNOTES

VIn the Kansas case, Brown v. Board of Education, the plaintiffs are
Negro children of elementary school age residing in Topeka. They brought
this action in the United States District Court for the District of Kansas to
cnjoin enforcement of a Kansas statute which permits, but does not require,
cities of more than 15,000 population to maintain separate school facilities
for Negro and white students. Kan. Gen. Stat. (Sec.) 72-1724 (1949).
Pursuant to that authority, the Topeka Board of Education elected to estab-
lish segregated clementary schools. Other public schools in the community,
however, arc operated on a non-segregateg basis. The three-judge District
Court, convened under 28 U. S. C, (Secs.) 2281 and 2284, found that segre-
gation in public education has a detrimental effect upon Negro children, but
denied relicf on the ground that the Negro and white schools were substan-
tially equal with respect to buildings, transportation, curricula, and educa-
tional qualifications of teachers. 98 F. Supp. 797. The case is here on
direct appeal upon 28 U. S. C. (Sec.) 1253. '

In the South Carolina case, Briggs v. Elliott, the plaintiffs are Negro
children of both clementary and high school age residing in Clarenc%on
County. They brought this action in the United States District Court for
the Eastern District of :South Carolina to enjoin enforcement of provisions
in the state constitution and statutory code which require the segregation
of Negroes and whites in public schools. S, C. Const., Ast. XI, (Sec.) 7;
S. C. Code (Sec.) 5377 (1942). The three-judge District Court, convened
under 28 U. 8. C. (Secs.) 2281 and 2284, denied the requested relief.
The court found that the Negro schools were inferior to the white schools
and ordcred the defendants to begin inediately to equalize the facilities.
But the court sustaincd the validity of the contested provisions and denied
the plaintifis admission to the white schools during the equalization pro-
gram. 08 F. Supp. 529. This Court vacated the District Court’s_ judgment
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and remanded the case for the purpose of obtaining the court’s views on
a report filed by the defendants concerning the progress made in the
equalization program. 342 U, S. 350. On remand, the District Court found
that substantial equality had been achieved except for buildings and that
the defendants were proceeding to rectify this inequality as well. 103 F,
Supp. 920. The case is again here on direct appeal under 28 U. S. C.
(Sec.) 1253, .

In the Virginia case, Davis v. County School Board, the pliintiffs are
Negro children of high school age residing in Prince Edward County. They
brought this action in the United States District Court for the Euastern Dis-
‘trict of Virginia to enjoin enforcement of provisions in the state constitution
and statutory code which require the segrégation of Negroes and whites in
public schools. Va. Const., (Sec.) 140; Va. Code (Sec.) 22-221 (1950).
The three-judge District Court, convened under 28 U. S. C. (Secs.) 2281
and 2284, denied the requested relicf. The court found the Negro school
inferior -in physical plant, curricula, and transportation, and ordered the
defendants forthwith to provide substantially equal curricula and trans-
portation and to “procced with all reasonable Jiligence and dispatch to
‘remove” the incquality in physical plunt. But, as in the South Curolina
case, the court sustained the validity of the contested provisions and denicd
the plaintiffs admission to the white schouls during the equalizaton program,
103 F. Supp. 837. The case is here on dircet appeal under 28 U, 8. G
(Sec.) 1258, . .

In the Delaware case, Gebhart v. Belton, the plaintiffs are Negro children
of both elementary and high school age residing in New Castle County.
They brought this action in the DclawareCourt of Chancery to enjoin en-
forcement of provisions in the state constitution and statutory. code which
require the segregation of Negroes and whites in public schools. Del. Const.,
Art. X, (Sec.) 2; Del. Rev. Code (Sec.) 2631 (1935). The Chancellor
gave judgment for the plintiffs and ordered their immediate admission to
schools previously attended only by white children, on the ground that the
Negio schools were inferior with respect to teacher training, pupil-teacher
ratio, extra-curricular activities, physical plint, and time and distance in-
volved in travel. 87 A. 2d 862. The Chancellor also found that segregation
itself results in an inferior education for Negro -children (see note 10,
infra), but did not rest his decision on that ground. Id., at 865. The
Chancellor’s degree was affirmed by the Supreme Court of Delaware, which
intimated, however, that the defendants might be able to obtain a modifica-
tion of the decree after equulization of the Negro and white schools had
been accomplished. 91 A. 2d 137, 152. The defendants, contending only
that the .Dc‘)uware courts had erred in ordering the immediate admission
of the Negro plaintiffs to the white schools, applied to this Court for cer-
tiorari. The writ was granted, 344 U. S. 891. The plaintiffs, who were suc-
cessful below, did not submit a cross-petition, E

2344 U.S. 1, 141,891,

3345 U..S. 972. The Attorney General of the United States participated
both Terms as amicus curiae. o :

4 For a general study of the development of public education prior to the
Amendment, see Butts and Cremin, A History of Education in American
Culture (1953), Pts. I, II; Cubberley, Public Education in the United
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States (1934 ed.), ce. H-XII. School practices current at the time of the
-adoption of the Fourtcenth Amendment are described in Butts and Cremin,
supra, at 269-275; Cubberley, supra, at 288-339, 408-431; Knight, Public
‘Education in the South (1922), ce. VI, IX. See also H. Ex. Doc. No. 815,
41st Cong., 2d Sess. (1871). Although the demand for free public schools
followed substantially the same pattern in both the North: and the South,
the development in the South did not begin to gain momentwin until about
11850, some twenty years after that in the North. The reasons for the some-
what slower development in the South (e.g., the rural character of the
South and the different regional attitudes toward state assistance) are. well
-explained in Cubberley, supra, at 408, 423. In the country as a whole, but
particularly in the South, the War virtually stopped all progress in public
education. Id., at 427-428. The low status of Negro education in all sec-
tions of the country, both before and immediately after the War, is- described
in Beale, A History of Frecdom of Teaching in American schools (1941),
112-132, 175-195. Compulsory school attendance laws were not generally
adopted until aftes the ratification of the Fourteenth Amendment, and it
was not until 1918 that such laws were in force in all the states. Cubberley,
supra, at 563-565. e o o . -

6 Slaughter-House -Cases, 16 Wall. 36, 67-72 (1878); Strauder v. West
Virginia, 100 U. S. 303, 307-308 (1879): “It ordains that no State shall
deprive any person of life, libesty, or property, without due process of law,
or deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the
laws. What is this but declaring that the law in the States shall be the
same for the bluck as for the white; that all persons, whether colored or
white, shall stand equal before the laws of the States, and in regard to the
colored race, for whose protection the amendment was primarily designed,
that no discrimination: shall be made against them by law ‘because of their
color? The words of the amendment, it is true, are prohibitory, but they
contain a- necessary implication of a positive immunity, or right, most
valuable to the colored race, — the right to exemption from unfriendly
legislation against them- distinctively as colored, — exemption from legal
discriminations, implying inferiority in civil society, lessening the security. of
their enjoyment of the rights which others enjoy, and discriminations which
are steps towards reducing them to the condition of a subject race”

- See also Virginia v. Rives, 100 U. S. 313, 318 (1879); Ex parte Virginia,
(100) U, S. 339, 344-345 (1879). . : '

8 The doctrine apparently originated in Roberts v. City of Boston, 59
Mass. 198, 208 (1849), upholding school segregation against attack as being
violative of a state constitutional. guarantee of equality., Segregation in
Boston public schools was climinated in 1855. Mass. Acts 1855, ¢. 256.
But elsewhere in the North segregation in public education has persisted
until recent years, It is apparent that such segregation has long been a
nationwide problem, not meeely one of sectional concern.. : ‘

T Sve also Berea College v. Ketucky, 211 U. S. 45 (1908).

-8 1n the Cumming case, Negro taxpayers sought an injunction requiring
the defendant schuofbourd to discontinue the operation of a high school for
white children until the bourd resumed operation of a high school for Negro
children. Similarly, in the Cong Lum case, the plaintiff, a child of Chinese
descent, contended only that state authorities had misapplied the doctrine
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by classifying him with Negro children and requiring him to attend a Negro
school. . o S N o

9 In the Kansas case, the court below found. substantial equality as to all
~such factors. 98 F. Supp. 797, 798. In the South Carolina case, the court
‘below found that the defendants were proceeding “promptly and in good
faith to comply with the court’s decree.” 103 F, S‘Lipp. 820, 921; In the
Virginia case, the court below noted that the equalization progran ‘was al-
ready “afoot and progressing” (103 F. Supp. 877, 341); since then, we have
been advised, in the Virginia Attorney Genceral's brief on rearguinent, that
the program has now been completed. In the Delawase case, the coust
below similarly noted that the state’s equalization programn was well under
way. 91 A. 2d 137, 149,

10 A similar finding was made in the Dclaware case: “I conclude from
the testimony that in our Delaware society, State-imposed -segregation in -
~education itself results in the Negro children, us a class, receiving educa-
tional opportunities which are substantially inferior to. thase availible to’
white children otherwise similarly situated.” 87 A. 24 862, 865.

11X B. Clask, Effect of Preiu({ice and Discrimination on Personality De-
velopment (Midcentury White House Conference on Children and Youth,
1950); Witmer and Kotinsky, Personality in the Making (1852), c. VI;
Deutscher and Chein, The Psychological Effects of Enforced Segregation:
A Survey of Social Science Opinion, 26 J. Psychol. 259 (1948); Chein,
What Are the Psychological Effects of Segregation Under Conditions of
Equal Facilities?, 3 Int. J. Opinion and Attitude Res. 229 (1949); Brameld,
E(lucational Costs, in Discrimination and National Welfare (Mclver ed.,
1949), 44-48; Frazier, The Negro in the United States (1949), 674-681.
And see generally Myrdal, An American Dilemma {1944).

12 See Bolling v. Sharpe, infra, concerning the Due Process Clause of the
Fifth Amendment.

13 “4, Assuming it is decided that segregation in public schools violates
the Fourteenth Amendment

“(a) would a decree necessarily follow providing that, within the limits
set by normal geographic school districting, Negro children should forthwith
be admitted to schools of their choice, or

“(b) may this Court, in the exercise of its equity powers, permit an
effective gradual adjustment to be brought about from existing segregated
systems to a system not based on color distinctions?

“3. On the assumption on which questions 4 (a) and (b) are based, and
assuming further that this Court will exercise its equity powers to the end
described in question 4 (b).

“(a) should this Court formulate detailed decrees in these cases;

“(b) if so, what specific issues should the decrees reach;

“(¢) should this Court appoint a special master to hear evidence with a
view to recommending specific terms for such decrees;

“{d) should this Court remand to the courts of first instance with direc-
tions to frume decrees in these cases, and if so, what gencral directions
should the decrees of this Court include and what procedures should the
courts of first instance follow in arriving at the specific terms of more
detailed decrees?”

14 See Rule 42, Revised Rules of this Court (effective July 1, 1854).
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13 Brown v. Board of Education, — U. S. —.

18 Detroit Bank v. United States, 317 U. S. 329; Currin v. Wallace, 306
U. S. 1, 18-14, Steward Machine Co. v. Duvis, 301 U. S. 548, 585.

17 Korematsu v. United States, 323 U. 8. 214, 216; Hirabayashi v. United
States, 320 U. S. 81, 100, |

18 Gibson v, Mississippi, 162 U. S. 565, 591, Cf, Steele v. Louisville &
Nashgille R. Co., 323 U. 8, 192, 198-199. . -

18 Cf. Hurd v. Dodge, 334 U. S. 24.

(#) Clark, K.B. 1963 Prejndice and Your Child (2nd, ed) Boston: Beaon
Press X b BZEE,
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Appendix to Appellant’s Briefs

THeE EFFeCcTs OF SEGREGATION AND THE CONSEQUENCES OF
DESEGREGATION: A SOCIAL SCIENCE STATEMENT

I

The problem of the scgregation of racial and ethnic groups
constitutes one of the major problems facing the American people
today. It seems desirable, therefore, to summarize the contribu-
tions which contemporary social science can make toward its
resolution. There are, of course, moral and legal issues involved
with respect to which the signers of the present statement cannot
speak with any special authority and which must be taken into
Aaclcount'_in the solution of the problem. There are, however, also
factual issues involved with respect to which certain conclusions
seem to be justified on the basis of the available scientific evi-
dence. It is with these issues only that this paper is concerned.
Some of .the issues have to do with the consequences of segrega-
tion, some with the problems of- changing from séggegated‘to_
unsegregated practices. These two groups of issues will be dealt

® No. 8. Oliver Brown, Mrs. Richard Lawton, Mrs. Sadie Emmanuel, et
al., Appe"ants vs. Board of E ducnnon of Topeka Shawnee County, Kansas
et al

No. 101. Appellants, vs. R. W. Elhot Chairman, ]J. D. Carson, et al.,
Members of the Board of Tmstecs of School District No. 22, Cl.\rendon
County, §.C,, et al, . :

No. 191. Dorothy E. Davis, Bertha M. Davis and Inez D. Davis, etc.,
et al., Appellants, vs. County School Boar(l of Prince Edward County, Vir-
ginia, et al. - ,
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with in separate sections below. It is necessary, first, however, to
define and delimit the problem to be discussed.

DEFINITIONS

For [‘}tirposes ‘of the present statement, segregation refers to
that restriction of opportunities for different types of associa-
tions between the members of one racial, religious, national or
geographic origin, or linguistic group and those of other groups,
which results from or is supported by the action of any official
body or agency representing some branch of government. We
are not here concerned with such segregation as arises from the
free movements of individuals which are neither enforced nor
supported by official bodies, nor with the segregation of criminals
or of individuals with communicable diseases which aims at pro-
tcctmg society from those who might harm it

Wilicre the action takes place in a social milieu in which the
groups involved do not enjoy equal social status, the group that
is of lesser social status will be referred to as the egregated
group. -

In dealing with the question of the effects of segregation, it

must be recognized that these effects do not take place in a
vacuum, but in a social context. The segregation of Negroes and
of other groups in the United States takes place in a social milieu -
in which “race” prejudice and discrimination exist. It is ques-
tionable in the view of some students of the problem whether it
is possible to have segregation without substantial discrimination.
Myirdhl‘ states: “Segregation ® ° ° is financially possible and,
indeed, a device of economy only as it is combined with substan-
tial discrimination” (p. 629). The imbededness of segregation
in such a context makes it difficult to dlsentangle the effects of
segregation per se from the effects of the context. Similarly, it is
difficult to disentangle the effects of segregation from the eflects
of a pattern of social disorganization commonly associated with
it and reflected in high disease and mortality rates, crime and de-
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linquency, poor housing, disrupted family life and general sub-
standard living - conditions. We shall, however, return to this.
problem after consideration of the observable effects of the total'
complet in whlcl\ segregahon is a major compnncnt '

I

At the recent Mid-century White House Conference on Chil-
dren and Youth, a fact-finding repé& on the eflects of prejudic‘é,
discrimination and segregation on the personality development
of children was prepared as a basis for some of the deliberations.?
This report brought together the available social science  and
psycho]ogtcal studies which were related to the pmMem of how
racial and rehgmus pr e]ud:ces influeneed the development of a
healthy personality. Tt highlighted the fact that segregation,
prejudices and discriminations, and their social concomitants
potentially damage the personality of all children — the children
of the majority group in a somewhat different way than the more‘
obviously ‘damaged children of the mmorlty group. ' :

The report indicates that as minority group children learn the
inferior status to which they are assigned - as they observe the
fact that they are almost always segregated and kept apart from
others who are treated with more respect by the society as a
whole — they often react with feelings of inferiority and a sense
of personial humiliation. Many of them become confused about
their own personal worth. On the one hand, like all other human
beings they require a sense of personal dignity; on the other
hand, almost nowhere in the larger society do they find their own
dignity as human beings respected hy-othérs. Under these con-
ditions, the minority group child is thrown into a conflict with
regard to his feclings about himself and his group. He wonders
whether his group and he himself are worthy of no more respect
than they receive. This conflict and confusion leads to self-hatred -
and rejection of his own group. | ‘

The report goes on to point out that these children must find
ways with which to cope ‘with this conflict. Not every child, of
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course, reacts with the same patterns of behavior. The particular
pattern depends upon many interrelated factors, among which
are: the stability and quality of his family relations; the social
and economic class to which he belongs; the cultural and educa-
tional background of his parents; the particular minority group
to which he belongs; his personal characteristics, intelligence,
special talents, and personality pattern.

Some children, usually of the lower. socio-economic classes,
may react by overt aggressions and hostility directed toward their
own group or members of the dominant group.? Anti-social and
delinquent behavior may often be interpreted as reactions to
these racial frustrations. These reactions are self-destructive in
that the larger society not only punishes those who commit them,
but often interprets such aggressive and anti-social behavior as
justification for continuing prejudice and segregation.

Middle class and upper class minority group children are likely
to react to their racial frustrations and conflicts by withdrawal
and submissive behavior. Or, they may react with compensatory
and rigid conformity to the prevailing middle class values and
standards and an aggressive determination to succeed in these
terms in spite of the handicap of their minority status.

The report indicates that minority group children of all social
and economic classes often react with a generally defeatist atti-
tude and a lowering of personal ambitions. This, for example,
is reflected in a lowering of pupil morale and a depression of the
educational aspiration level among minority group children in
segregated schools. In producing such effects, segregated schools
impair the ability of the child to profit from the educahonal op-
portunities provided him.

Many minority group children of all classes also tend to be
hypersensitive and anxious about their relations with the larger
society. They tend to see hostility and rejection even in those
areas where these might not actually exist.

The report concludes that while the range of mdnvndual dif-
ferences among members of a rejected minority group is as wide
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as among other péoples, the evidence suggests that all of these
children are unnecessarily encumbered-in some ways by segrega-
tion and its concomitants. ‘

With reference to the impact of segregation and its concomi-
tants on children of the majority group, the report indicates that
the effects are somewhat more obscure. Those children who
learn the prejudices of our socicty are also being tang'hf to gain
personal status in an unrealistic and non-adaptive way. When
comparing themselves to members of the minority group, they
are not required to evaluate themselves in terms of the more basic
standards of actual personal ability and achievement, The cul-
ture permits and at times, encourages them to direct their feelings
of hostility and aggression against whole groups of people the
members of which are perceived as weaker than themsclves.
They often develop patterns of guilt feelings, rationalizations and
other mechanisms which they must use in an attempt to protect
themselves from recognizing the essential injustice of their un-
realistic fears and hatreds of minority groups.*

The report indicates further that confusion, -conflict, moral
cynicism, and disrespect for authority may arise in majority
group children as a consequence of being taught the moral, re-
ligious and democratic principles of the brotherhood of man and
the importance of justice and fair play by the same persons and
institutions who, in their support of racial segregation and related
practices, scem to be acting in a prejudiced and discriminatory
manner. Some individuals may attempt to resolve this conflict
by intensifying their hostility toward the minority group. Others
may react by guilt feelings which are not necessarily reflected in
more humane attitudes toward the minority group. Still others
react by developing an unwholesome, rigid, and uncritical ideali-
zation of all authority figures — their parents, strong political and
economic leaders. As described in The Authoritarian Personal-
ity,S they despise the weak, while they obsequiously and unques-
tioningly conform to the demands of the strong whom they also,
paradoxically, subconsciously hate. SR
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With respect to the setting in which these difliculties develop,
the report emphasized the role of the home, the school, and other
social institutions. Studies® have shown that from the earliest
school years children are not only aware of the status differences
among different groups in the society but begin to react with the
patterns described above.

Conclusions similar to those reached by the Mld-century White
House Conference Report have been stated by other social sci-
entists who have concerned themselves with this problem. The
following are some examples of these conclusions:

Segregation imposes upon individuals a distorted sense of so-
cial reality.”

Segregation leads to a I)lock'lge in the commumcatlons and
interaction between the two groups. Such blockages tend to in-
crease mutual suspicion, distrust and hostility.® -

Segregation not only perpetuates rigid stereotypes and rein-
forces negative attitudes toward members of the other group, but
also leads to the development of a social climate within which
violent outbreaks of racial tensions are likely to occur.®.

- We return now to the question, deferred earlier, of what it is
about the total society complex of which segregation is one
feature that produces the effects described above — or, more
precisely, to the question of whether we can justifiably conclude
that, as only one feature of a complex social se'tﬁng, segregation
is in fact a significantly contributing factor to these effects. .

To answer this question, it is necessary to bring to bear the
general fund of psychological and sociological knowledge con-
cerning the role of various environmental influences in producing
feelings of inferiority, confusions in personal roles, various types
of basic personality structures and the various forms of personal
and social disorganization.

On the basis of this general fund of knowledge, it seems hkely
that feelings of inferiority and doubts about personal worth are
attributable to living in an underprivileged environment enly
insofar as the latter is itself perceived as an indicator of low
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socnal status and as a symbol of mfumnty In nther words one
of the nmport.mt dctermnmnts in pmdnung such- feclmgs is the
awareness of socml status difference. While there are many other
factor that serve as, ‘reminders of thc dlfFerences in social statns
there can be litile doubt lhat the f.lct of cnfmcc-d sebrcgahon 1s
a major fact(‘.r 10 ' ‘

This seems to l)e true for the f()llowmg, reasons among nth(-rs
(1) because enforced segregation results from the decision of the

majority gl oup wnthout the consent of lhc segregated and is com-
monly so percewed, and (‘7) because historically segreg‘mon
patterns in the Umted States were dcvdnped on the assumphon
of the mfermrll'y of the segregated

In addition, enforced segregation gives official recogmhon and
sanction to these other factors of the sncml comp]ex :md thorehy
enhances the affects of the latter in mcdhngj the awareness of
social status dlﬂuences and feclings of mfenouty 1 The child
who for example is compc!lod to attend a segreg'lted school may
be able to cope with ordmary expressions of preludlce by regard-
mg “the pre]ndlced person as evil or mlsgmded ‘but he cannot
readily cope with symbols of antimnty the full force of the au-
thonty of the State — the school or the school hoard in thls
instance— in the same manner. Given both the ordnmry expl es-
‘snon of pre;ndlce and the school’s pohcv of segregatmn the fm‘-
;mer ta!\es on greater fmce dnd sccmmgly becomes an ofﬂcml
expression of the latter, -

Not all of the psychol()glcal traits which are commonly ob-
served in the social complmc under (hscussmn can be related so
:5dlrectly to the awareness of status (hﬂ(-renccs — which in lurn is,
as we have already noted mater m]lv contributed to by the pmc-
tices of segrcgahon “Thus, the. low level of aspxratmn 'md
defe'msm SO commonly ol)servcd in segreg'\tcd groups is ‘un-
tdoubtedlv related to the level of self- evahmtmn but it is also in
‘some measure, rehted among other things to one’s expecta-
Ttlons with regard to opportumhes for achnevement and, havmg
‘achieved, to the opportunities - for makmg use of these achleve-
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ments. Similarly, the hypersensitivity and anxiety displayed by
many minority gmup children about their relations with the
larger society probably reflects their awareness of status dif-
ferences; but it may also be influenced by the relative absence
of opportunities for equai status contact which would provide
correctives for prevailing unrealistic stereotypes.

The preceding view is consistent with the opinion stated by a
large majority (90% ) of social scientists who replied to a ques-
tionnaire concerning the probable effects of enforced segregation
under conditions of equal facilities. This opinion was that, re-
gardless of the facilities which are provided, enforced segregation
is psychologically detrimental to the members of the segregated
group.'? | |

Similar considerations apply to the question of what features
of the social complex of which segregation is a part contribute to
the development of the traits which have been observed in ma-
jority group members. Some of these are probably quite closely
related to the awareness of status differences, to which, as has
already been pointed out, segregation makes a material contri-
bution. Others have a more complicated relationship to the total
social setting, Thus, the acquisition of an unrealistic basis for
self-evaluation as a consequence of majority group membership
probably reflects fairly closely the awareness of status differences.
On the other hand, unrealistic fears and hatreds of minority
groups, as in the case of the converse phenomenon among mi-
nority group members, are probably significantly influenced as
well by the lack of opportunities for equal status contact.

With reference to the probable effects of segregation under
conditions of equal facilities on majority group members, many
of the social scientists who responded to the poll in the survey
cited above felt that the evidence is less convincing than with
regard to the probable effects of such segregation on minority
group members, and the effects are possibly less widespread.
Nonetheless, more than 80% stated it as their opinion that the
effects of such segregation are psychologically detrimental to the
majority group members.'®
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It may be noted that many of these social scientists supported
their opinions-on the effects of segrq"\ti(m on both majority and
minority groups by reference to .one or another or to several of
the following four lines of published and unpuhhshed evidence,
First, studies of children throw light on the relative priority of
“the awareness of status differentials and related factors as com-
pared to the awareness of differences in facilities. On this basis,
it is possible to infer some of the consequences of segregation as
distinct from the influence of incqualities of facilities. Second,
clinical studies and depth interviews throw light on the genetic
sources and causal sequences of various patterns of psychological
reaction; and, again, certain inferences are possible with resbéct
to’the effccts of segregation per se. Third, there actually are some
relevant but relatively rare instances of segregation with equal
or even superior facilities, as in the cases of certain Indian reser-
vations. Fourth, since there are inequuilities of facilities in racially
and ethnically homogeneous groups, it is possible to infer the
kinds of effects attributable to such inequalities in the absence of
effects of segregation and by a kind of subtraction to estimate the
effects of segregation per se in situations where one finds both
segregation and unequal facilities.

| | II1

Segregation is at present a social reality. Questions may be
raised, thercfore, as to what are the likely conseqnences of de-
segregation. '

One such question asks whether the inclusion of an intellec-
tually inferior group may jeopardize the education of the more
intelligent group by lowering educational standards or damage
the less intelligent group by placing it in a situation where it is
at a marked competitive disadvantage. Behind this question is
the assumption, which is examined below, that the presently
~ segregated groups actually are inferior-intellectually.

The available scientific evidence indicates that much, perhaps
all, of the observable differences among various racial and na-
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tional groups may be adequately explained in terms of environ-
_ mental,diﬂerences.’5 It has been found, for instance, that the
differences between the average intelligence test scores of Negro
- and white children decrease, and the overlap of the distributions
increases, proportionately to the number of years that the Negro
_children have lived in the North,®* Related studies have shown
that this change cannot be explained by the hypothesis of selec-
tive migration.’” It seems clear, therefore, that fears based on the
assumption of innate racial differences in intelligence are not
well founded.
It may also be noted in passing that the argument regarding
the intellectual inferiority of one group as compared to another
is, as.applied to schools, essentially an argument for homogeneous
groupings of children by intelligence rather thén by race. Since
even those who believe that there are innate differences between
-Negroes and whites in America in average intelligence grant that
considerable overlap between the two groups exists, it would
follow that it may be expedient to group togethér the superior
whites and Negroes, the average whites and Negroes, and so on.
Actually, many educators have come to doubt the wisdom of class
groupings made homogeneous solely -.on the basis of intelli-
gence.’® Those who are opposed to such homogeneous grouping
believe that this type of segregation, too, appears to create gen-
eralized feelings of inferiority in the child who attends a below
average class, leads to undesirable emotional consequences in the
education of the gifted child, and reduces leamning opportunities
which result from the interaction of individuals with varied gifts.
A second problem that comes up in an evaluation of the pos-
sible consequences of desegregation involves the question of
whether segregation prevents or stimulates inter-racial tension
and conflict and the corollary question of whether desegregation
has one or the other effect. : . . ’
The most direct evidence available on this problem comes from
observations and systematic study of instances in which desegre-
gation has occurred. Comprehensive reviews of such instances®
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clearly. establish-the fact that.desegregation:has:been carried:out:
successfully. in. a variety of: situations although- outbreaks. of :vio--
lence. had. been: commonly. predicted: Extensive desegregation:
has taken:place witheut: major-incidents in the armed services:in:
both Northern. and: Southera- installations and. involving officers:
and. enlisted. men from: all: parts: of the country;. including: the:
South.?® Similar. changes have been: noted: in' hiousin g2 and: in-
dustry.”? During the last. war, many: factories: both. in: the: North.
and South hired Negroes on a non-segregated, non-discriminatory
basis. While a few strikes occurred, refusal by management and
unionsito-yield quelled all strikes within:a:few days.?*

Relevant: to: this. general problem is a: comprehenSive, study: of-
urban: race riots which found: that: race.riots oceurred in segre-
gated neighborhoods, whereas there was no violence in sections:
of: the-cityz where: the two races: lived; wor kcd and’ .ruendt-d schioel’
together.2*: | - ,

Under: certain: circumstances: desegregation: not: only: proeeeds
without majar difficulties, but: has been obiserved: to-lead to-the
emergence: of more: faverable: attitudes: and- friendlier relations
between races. Relevant studies may be cited with respect to-
housing,"s employment,?® the armed:services?” and'merchant ma-
rine,?® recreation:agency;*® and general:community-life.®® |

Much depends; however, on tlie: circumstances: under which
members of previously segregated: groups first' come in contact
with others in unsegregated: situations: Awailable evidence sug-
gests, first, that: there: is less likelihood: of unfriendly relations
when the change isisimultaneously- introduced into-all units of a
social institution to whichvit is applicable — e: g, alliof the schools
in a school system:orall of the shops:iima- given factory.3 When
factories introduced Negroes invonly. some shops:but not in others
the prejudiced: workers tended:to:classify: the desegregated shops
as inferior, “Negro work:” Such:objections:were not: raised when
complete integration: was introduced.

The available evidence also. suggests: the importance of con-
sistent and: firm enforcement: of the new: policy: by those in
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authority.® It-indicates also the importance of such factors as:
the absence of competition for a limited number of facilities or’
benefits;3* the possibility of contacts which permit individuals to-
learn about one another as individuals;** and the possxblhty ‘of
equivalence of positions and functions among all of the partici-
pants within the unsegregated situation.3s- These conditions can-i_-*
generally be satisfied in'a number of situations, as in the armed"
serviees; public housing developments, and pubhc ‘schools.
v

The problem with- which we have here attempted to deal is
admittedly on. the frontiers of scientific knowledge Inevntably,
there must be some differences of opinion among; us concerning
the -conclusiveness of certain items -of evidence,: and concerning’
the particular choice of words and placement of emphasis in the:
preceding statement. We are nonetheless in agreement that this
statement is substantially correct: and- justified by the evidence,
and the differences among us, if any, are of a relatively minor
order- and would not materially mﬂuence the preceding con-
clusions. : : : : SR |
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