DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 416 126 SO 027 623

AUTHOR McBride, Lawrence W.; Lewis, Edward

TITLE The Bloomington-Normal Black History Project: Desegregating
the Schools. Expanded Lesson Plan.

PUB DATE 1996-00-00

NOTE 17p.; For related item, see ED 364 460. Appended photocopied
material contains faint and broken print.

PUB TYPE Guides - Classroom - Teacher (052)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO01 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Civics; *Civil Rights; *Critical Thinking; Due Process;

Elementary Secondary Education; *Equal Education; Justice;

Local History; Political Attitudes; *Racial Segregation;

Social Discrimination; Social Studies; *State History
IDENTIFIERS *Bloomington Normal Black History Project

ABSTRACT

This paper presents an expanded lesson plan for "The
Bloomington-Normal Black History Project." This is a revised and expanded
version of one of the six items that constituted the earlier work. The
objectives are to analyze a primary source document, recognize the importance
of individuals who made a difference in community history, and understand the
significance of the past in shaping present attitudes. The paper presents a
synopsis of the James A. Chase et al. v. David Stephenson et al. (1874) case
addressing desegregation in the schools. Also addressed are community wvalues
and social institutions, as well as conflict resolution of human rights
issues. Copies of newspaper articles related to the case and documents
pertaining to the court ruling are a part of the lesson plan. (EH)

khkhkhkhkhkhkhkhhhkhkhhkhkhkhbhkhbhkhkhbhbhrbhrbhbhbhrhbhbhddddkhbhdbhbddhrbhbhrbhbhbhrhdhbkhbhbhkdhdhdhdrdhdhdrdrdrdhdbhdbhbhbhbddhrbhrbhrhrhrbhrhdhdhhhdd

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *
22 222 ST T2 T2 E R R R R R R RS SR S22 R 222222 R 2222222 2222 2 22 2 2 222222222 2 2 2 2 2 22l

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



ED 416 126

SO 027 623

THE BLOOMINGTON-NORMAL BLACK HISTORY PROJECT:

DESEGREGATING THE SCHOOLS

EXPANDED LESSON PLAN

BY

LAWRENCE W. MCBRIDE

EDWARD LEWIS

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND
DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL
HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

LAWRELLE W We fope

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Office of Educational Research and Improvement
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

ﬂ This document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.

O Minor changes have been made to
improve reproduction quality.

® Points of view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessarily represent
official OER position or policy.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE



Desegregating the Schools:
James A. Chase et al.

v.
David Stephenson et al.
(1874)
Themes:
1. Desegregation of public schools
2. Community values and social institutions
3. Conflict resolution of a human rights issue
Objectives:
1. Analyze a primary source document
2. Recognize the importance of individuals who made a
difference in community history
3. Understand the significance of the past in shaping
present attitudes and events
Focus:

Prior to 1870, there were no black children in the McLean
County town of Danvers, which is located about fives miles west
of Bloomington-Normal. Late in 1871, an African-American family
moved into Danvers; they had two children. Rather than permit the
black children to attend the local elementary school in district
6, the school directors proposed building a separate school for
them. A majority of the citizens of Danvers supported the school
directors.

In January 1872, however, an injunction was filed in the
McLean County Circuit Court in Bloomington by the Rev. David
Stephenson and several other citizens halting the construction of
the new building. They objected to the use of tax dollars for a
second school building which was to be used by only two black
children. Nevertheless, while the papers were being processed in
court the building was hastily constructed. A second injunction
was then filed in the Circuit Court prohibiting both the use of
the new building and the hiring of a teacher for the children.

The suit was heard by McLean County Circuit Court Judge
Tipton in its Chancery Court division. One of the tasks of a
chancery court is to decide legal questions when there is no law
on the books to settle the matter one way or the other. The judge
listened to the arguments and ruled in favor of the taxpayers.
Thus, the Danvers school was integrated.

Two years later, in 1874, the Danvers’ school directors
filed an appeal against Judge Tipton’s decision to the Illinois
Supreme Court. The Supreme Court upheld Tipton’s decision in the
case of Chase v. Stephenson (1874). This court decision had far-
reaching effects in the county and the entire state. Because the
Supreme Court decision would be applied to all of Illinois’
schools, the state legislature passed a law prohibiting
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segregated schools everywhere in the state. A few years later, a
subsequent school district administrator observed that, "The old
prejudices of ante-bellum days soon disappeared and our young
friends seemed very happy in their new relations.™

This lesson includes several primary source documents to
help students explore the tangled process of school desegregation
in McLean County and in Illinois. There are three legal
documents: two court decisions, and the report entered by the
clerk of the court in Chancery Book 26. There are also two
reports of the Chancery Court’s proceedings which appeared in the
Daily Pantagraph. Finally, the plan includes a copy of the text,
State Bill 560, as it appeared in a newspaper.. The subsequent
law guaranteed all children in Illinois access to schools,
regardless of race. Reproductions of Documents 1, 2, 3, and 6
are included; photocopies of original Documents 4 and 5 are not
available.

Procedures:
A. Outline the information in the Focus section on the
chalkboard or on an overhead projector.

B. Identify the Documents
1. Type of documents
2. Dates
3. Authors
4. Places of Publication
C. Read the Documents
1. Read the Proccedings of McLean County Circuit
Court printed in the Daily Pantagraph, January 26,
1872.
2. Read the Proccedings of McLean County Circuit Court
printed in the Daily Pantagraph,January 31, 1872.
3. Read the "Bill for Injunction" printed in the
Chancery Court Book 26, May 21, 1873.
4, Read the "Bill in Chancery " James A. Chase, et al v.
David Stephenson, et al (1872)
5. Read the Decree of the Illinois Supreme Court (1874)
6. Read the text of Senate Bill 560, printed in the
Daily State Journal, February 10, 1874.
D. Analyze the Documents
1. What are the main ideas presented in Document 1:
Daily Pantagragh , Jan. 26, 18727
a) Who are the principle plaintifs?
b) Who are the principle defendants?
c) What was demographic composition of the student

population in District 6, Danvers.

2. What are the main ideas presented in Document 2:
Daily Pantagragh , Feb. 1, 18727 What was:
a) The response of the School Directors to the

first injunction?
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b) The nature of the second injunction?

c) The stated reasoning for the school board’s desire
to have separate facilities for the ‘colored
children’?

What are the main ideas presented in Document 3:
Chancery Court Book 267

a) What was the decision of Judge Tipton?

b) What was the response of the defendants?

c) Who would be next to try the case?

d) What financial costs were involved in these
procedures?

What are the main ideas presented in Document 4: The
Bill in Chancery. James A. Chase, et al v. David
Stephenson, et al?

a) What is the nature of public schools?
b) What are the powers of school directors?
c) According to the judge, what are the rights

of all children when it comes to schooling in the
public schools in the district?

d) What are the rights of the taxpayers when it comes
to preventing public officials from misusing
public funds for education?

What are the main ideas presented in Document 5: The
Decree of the Illinois Supreme Court?

a) Recapitulate the evidence. What issues were
involved in:
1) Building and equipping a new school for
'colored’ children?
2) Taxpayers’ objections?
3) Statement on school law?
b) What was the decision of the Supreme Court?
1) School directors cannot discriminate

against students on grounds of color,
race, or social position

2) Alternatives available to school
directors described by judges
3) Taxpayers’ complaint is upheld

What are the main ideas presented in Document 6: the
text of Senate Bill 560, as it appeared in the Daily
State Journal?

a) Who is affected?

b) Age of children affected?

c) Amount of penalties?

d) Types of offences covered?
1) Section 2: Penalties on school officials?
2) Section 3: Penalties on anyone who prevents

'colored children’ from attending school by
using threats or intimidation?

(W]



Additional Questions to Consider.

Why do you think the school directors appealed the
Circuit Court’s decision to the Illinois Supreme
Court?

Is the decision of the State Supreme Court in this
case a victory for human rights, or for
taxpayers, or both? Explain.

Why did the Supreme Court decide not to comment on the
possibility of "separate but equal" schools in District
67?

What conclusions can you draw about the legal status of
civil rights of black children in the Bloomington-
Normal area in the 1870s?

What conclusions can you draw about how individuals
viewed their civic responsibilities in advancing human
rights in the area in the 1870s?

How would you describe relations between ethnic groups
and between different economic or social groups
in your school today?

Questions Pertaining to History’s Habits of Mind and
its Vital Themes and Narratives

Did Chase V. Stephenson have any impact on the school
in which you attend today?

The stated reasoning behind the first injunction was
to stop the spending of taxpayer’s monies for a second
school building. What was the unintended outcome of
the citizens’ actions?

What would have been the most probable outcome of this
case had it taken place in a Southern state?

How does the decision of Chase V. Stephenson compare
to the decision in Brown v. the Board of Education of
Topeka (1954)7?

Recommended Activity

Have the students choose a role of one of the
particinants in the original case (David Stephenson,
James A. Chase, a taxpayer, a student, or Judge
Tipton) . Have them write a newspaper article stating
their reasons for their involvement/decision in this
case.
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Extensions:
A. Ask students to read about Plessy v. Ferguson, 1898,
and Brown v. the Board of Education of Topeka, 1954,
to learn about segregation and desegregation.

B. Ask students to read about the Thirteenth and
Fourteenth Amendment to the United States
Constitution to learn about civil rights.

Bibliography:
A. Readings for students

Walter, Mildred Pitts. The Girl on the Outside. New York:
Lothrop, Lee, and Shepard Books, 1982.

A fictional re-creation of the 1957 integration of Little Rock’'s
Central High School, focusing on the experiences of two girl
students, one white, the other black.

Bargar, Gary W. Life is Not Fair. New York: Clarion Books,
1984.

Louis and his family are upset when a black family moves next
door in 1958, but Louis realizes that his new neighbor is a
better friend than the junior high "cools."

B. Readings for teachers

Paul, Arnold M. ed. Black Americans and the Supreme Court Since
Emancipation: Betrayal or Protection? New York: Holt,
Rinehart, and Winston, 1972.

Ziegler, Benjamin Munn. ed. Desegregation and The Supreme Court.
Boston: D. C. Heath and Company, 1958.



Document 1.
DAILY PANTAGRAPH,
Friday, January 26, 1872.

McLean Circuit Court - January Term, 1872
Thursday, January 25

The forenoon was occupied by motions, arguments and trials
by court.

A bill was filed by Stevenson, Paul, Shorthose and Gunnell
vs. the School Directors of district No. 6, of the town of
Danvers, praying for an injunction restraining the said directors
from building a school house for two colored children in the
district. It appears that some time since a Southern teacher was
employed by the directors to teach the district school, who with
the consent of the directors excluded the colored children from
the school; against which exclusion some of the people of the
district protested. When the teacher applied to the County
Superintendent for a certificate, he failed to get one on the
ground that he did not pass a sufficiently good examination.
That of course ended his teaching in this county. The directors
next called an election for late Monday, to decide whether a
school house should be built for the separate use of the colored
children. The election went by default, those in favor of
building carrying the day by large majority; and the minority
file this bill for injunction. On application of complainants
the court granted a temporary injunction, restraining the
directors from building until the case is heard and the
injunction either dissolved or made perpetual.




Document 2.
DAILY PANTAGRAPH,
Thursday, February 1, 1872

McLean Circuit Court - January Term, 1872
Wednesday, January 31.

Court met at the usual hour. There were no jury trials, the
whole of the day being occupied in the hearing of motions, and
arguments and trial of cruses by court.

The injunction case of Stevenson, Paul. Shorthose and
Gunnell vs. The School Directors, of District No. 6, of Danvers
Township, was argued. It appears that during the two or three
day’s delay in getting out the temporary injunction, the edifice
intended for the reception of the colored children of the
district was completed, and the defendants the doing of a thing
already done; and move to dissolve the injunction. Complainants’
counsel opposed that motion, and enter a cross-motion to enjoin
the directors from employing a teacher and conducting a separate
school for the colored children. They claim that the older
building (which is almost new) can comfortably accommodate all
the children--white and black; that the causes that led the
directors to take steps to build a separate house for the colored
children, were partiality and prejudice and that the proceedings
were not regular, the call for an election being "to vote a tax
to build another school house," the returns of the election, as
made by the directors, being that the majority had voted to have
a tax levied and build a separate school house for the colored
children. Defendant’s counsel claimed that, not partiality and
prejudice, but the fact that the colored children are filthy and
unfit for the other children’s society, was the cause of their
desire to build a separate house; they claim also that there is
not room enough for all the children that attend the school. The
case was not decided.
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Document 3.
Chancery Court Book 26
Wednesday, May 21st 1873

David Stephenson Thomas Shorthose
John J. Gunnell and William Paul
vs. Bill for Injunction
James A. Chase Ward P. Johnson and
Daniel Glaughbough School Directors
of Dis. No. 6. Town 24 N.R.I.W 3d P.M.

And now at this day came the complainants by Rowell &
Hamilton their attys. and the defendants by Gapen & Ewing the
attys - and submit this cause to the court upon the Bill and
answer thereto with the exhibits on file and the supplemental
Bill and answer thereto. And the court being fully advised in
the premises upon the allegations of the Bill & Supplemental Bill
& answers thereto. Doth order adjudge & and decree that the
school Directors of District No. 6 Town Twenty four Range 1 West
of the 3d P.M. and their successors in office be perpetually
enjoined from occupying or using the building described in said
bill lately erected upon their school house got for the purpose
of carrying on a school for colored children exclusively at the
expense of said District ordered further that the Defendants pay
the costs of this proceeding within six days from this date.

And now said Defendants by their Solicitors pray an appeal
from the Decree of this court to the Supreme court of this State
which is allowed on said Defendants giving Bond in the sum of Two
Hundred Dollars with security by consent to be approved by the
clerk of this court and by consent sixty days are allowed said
Defendants to file herein their Bond and Certificate of Evidence.

10



Document 4.
The Bill in Chancery

JAMES A. CHASE et al
V.
DAVID STEPHENSON et al

1. Public Schools. The free schools of the State are
public institutions, and in their management and control the law
contemplates that they should be so managed that all children
within the district, between the ages of six and twenty-one
years, regardless of race or color, shall have equal and the same
right to participate in the benefits to be derived therefrom.

2. Same - powers of directors in the management and
control. While the directors very properly have large and
discretionary powers in regard to the management and control of
schools, in order to increase their usefulness, they have no
power to make class distinctions, nor can they discriminate
between scholars on account of their color, race, or social
position.

3. Same - colored children. The directors have no power
to keep and maintain a separate school solely to instruct three
or four colored children of the district, when they can be
accommodated at the school house with the other scholars of the
district.

4. And if the directors attempt to do so, any tax-payer of
the district has a right to interfere to prevent the public funds
from being used in such unauthorized manner.

APPEAL from the Circuit Court of McLean county; the Hon.
THOMAS F. TIPTON, Judge, presiding.

Messrs. GAPEN & EWING, for the appellants.
Messrs. ROWELL & HAMILTON, for the appellees.

Mr. JUSTICE CRAIG delivered the opinion of the Court:
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Document 5.
The Decree of the Illinois Supreme Court
(1874)

The cause was heard upon bill, answer and exhibits, and a
decree rendered that appellants, directors of a certain school
district, be perpetually enjoined from occupying or using the
building named in the bill for the purpose of carrying on a
school for colored children, exclusively, at the expense of the
district.

The bill was originally filed for the purpose of restraining
appellants from erecting a school house, twelve feet wide and
fourteen feet long, for the exclusive purpose of educating four
colored children in the district. Before the injunction was
served, the building was completed. Appellees then filed a
supplemental bill, in which they charged, that, after the
completion of the building, appellants employed a teacher, and
have kept a school in the building for no other purpose than to
teach two colored children in the district; that appellants have
given the teacher a warrant on the township treasurer, to pay for
her services out of the school funds.

It is further alleged, that appellants will, unless
enjoined, continue to occupy the building erected as a school
house at the public expense, for no other purpose than to educate
two colored children separate from the other children in the
district.

It is further alleged, that there is ample room in the
school house which was erected three years before, on the same
lot, to accommodate all the children in the district.

Several questions of minor importance have been raised by
appellants, which it is unnecessary to consider.

The point in the bill in this case is, that appellants, in
order to keep some four colored children from attending the same
school in the district that is provided for others, erected a
small house on the same lot where the other school house stands,
and, at the expense of the tax-payers, propose to employ an
additional teacher to instruct the colored children, in this
small building, separate and apart from the other-children in the
district; and these facts are substantially admitted by the
answer.

The bill is filed by four tax-payers of the district, to
prevent the directors from a misappropriation of the public
funds, in which, in common with the public, they have a direct
interest.

It is insisted by appellants, that the provision of the
statute that declares that the directors shall establish and keep
in operation for at least six months in each year, and longer, if
practicable, a sufficient number of schools for the proper
accommodation of all the children in the district over the age of
six and under twenty-one years, and that they may adopt and
enforce all necessary rules and regulations for the management
and government of the schools, gives them the power and fully
sustains their action in this case.

10
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The free schools of the State are public institutions, and
in their management and control the law contemplates that they
should be so managed that all children within the district,
between the ages of six and twenty-one years, regardless of race
or color, shall have equal and the same right to participate in
the benefits to be derived therefrom.

While the directors, very properly, have large and
discretionary powers in regard to the management and control of
schools, in order to increase their usefulness, they have no
power to make class distinctions, neither can they discriminate
between scholars on account of their color, race or social
position.

If the school house was too small to accommodate all the
scholars in the district, it would have been eminently proper for
the directors to have enlarged the building. But this they did
not see proper to do; and it is apparent, from the record, that
the erection of the small house on the same lot where the school
house stood was not on account of the incapacity of the school
house to accommodate all the scholars in the district, but the
sole and only object seems to have been to exclude the colored
children in the district from participating in the benefits the
other children received from the free schools.

Had the district contained colored children sufficient for
one school, and white children for another, and had the
directors, in good faith, provided a separate room for each,
where the facilities for instruction were entirely equal, that
would have presented a question not raised by this record, and
upon which we express no opinion.

But the conduct of the directors in this case, in the
attempt to keep and maintain a school solely to instruct three or
four colored children of the district, when they can be
accommodated at the school house with the other scholars of the
district, can only be regarded as a fraud upon the tax-payers of
the district, any one of whom has a right to interfere to prevent
the public funds from being squandered in such a reckless,
unauthorized manner.

As we view the case, we perceive no error in the decree of
the circuit court. It will therefore be affirmed.

11 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Document 6.
DAILY STATE JOURNAL.
Springfield, Illinois
Tuesday Morning, Feb. 10, 1874
THE CITY

Colored Children in the Public Schools.

The following is the text of the bill introduced in the
Senate by dir. Henry, to secure to colored children the benefits
of the colored schools: '

Section 1. Be it enacted by the People of the State of
Illinois, represented in the General Assembly, That all directors
of schools, boards of education, or other school officers, whose
duty it is or may hereafter be to provide in their respective
jurisdictions schools for the education of all children between
the ages of six and twenty-one years, are prohibited from
excluding, directly or indirectly, any such child from such
school on account of the color of said child.

Section 2. Any such school officer or offices as are
mentioned in the foregoing section, or any person who shall
exclude or aid in the exclusion from the public schools of any
child who is entitled to the benefits of such school, on account
of such child’s color, shall be fined, upon conviction in any sum
not less than $3 nor more than $100 each for every such offense.

Section 3. Any person who shall by threats menace, or
intimidation prevent any colored child entitled to attend a
public school in this State from attending the same, shall, upon
conviction, be fined in any sum not exceeding $25.
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Document 1.
DAILY PANTAGRAPH,
Friday, January 26, 1872.

DAILY-PANTAGRAPH,

:rmou, e < - JANUARY 26, 1872,
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Jee M TERM, 1872

S ‘Tmmmxv. Jaouary 25.

“'The "forenoon ‘was: occupled by motlom,
arguments and trials- by court. *
Z_A-blll.was-filed by-slevensot,—Paul,- Short-
.bose and Guanell vs ihe. 8chool” Directors of

Ing-for an lnjuncuon restralolog: Lhe said di-
| rectors from building. & school house for two

L-etbployed.by-t the_diréctors-to_teach_the.dls-|
trict school; who- with the - consent: of the'dl-

.4bo—sebool,—lgn|m&—whleh-—uclmlmumﬂf‘
_the. pcople.ot..t.be_dlltdct_protesud—When—-
the teacher applied to the Connty. Superin-.
tendent fora certificate,’ he falled to get one |
|-ontke.ground ibat bs did not:pass a- suftizient=+
“ly good- examination. ThH3t 6f course ended
|-bis teaching in this county.---The direc:ors:
-next ¢alled "an _elaction _for Tast Slonday, to

decida whetbor-,s achool bouse- should be
L ouilt_Gor_the. separate-~use—-of - the—colored-|
children. The eloction went by defanlt, those
In favor of building carrying the day by large |
[Eajoiiti; and the mioorlty file tLis bili for 1n. |
'—junctlolr“On'lppllutlon'of'comphlnWﬂhe '
-court.graoted .a-temporary injunctlon, re-
straining the directors from building until the
—case-iy Neard—and— tﬁzin]uuchon ellhelr dis.

'“dlattlcrNo:'O*of'tho“towr‘of'Danvan‘?uy- '

"ciﬂorod"ehudren In ‘the district: - ~It-appears |
| thktsome time sliice™ s smﬂmmj

. :acton_ucludoda-um-co!ored—chlldren—{mm—-

solved of mada perpetual.
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Document 2.
DAILY PANTAGRAPH,
Thursday, February 1, 1872.

‘PANTAGRAPH

| msmr—-w-—-rmaumr-x,.am.

MeLEAN CIRCUIT COURT—JANUAs: |
TERM, 1872,
WEDNEIDAY, January 31, |
" Court met at the ugual hour. Thero were
no jury trials, the whole of the. day Lelng oe-
cupled in the hearing of motlons, and argu.
ments and trial of ciuses by court.

The Injunction caso of Stevenson, l‘ml._
Shortlose and Guunell vs. The School DiI-
‘rectors, of District No. 0, of Danvers Towu. |
ship, was argued. It appears that dnrlng the
two of throe days, delay in getting- .out the | i
temporary lnjuncugn, \he edlﬂu ‘-lnlondul

i ..“'aimn‘.lrudy done ; sud-move
% ; Giilpfee *ihe tojunction. Oomlilh”""
mﬂ“&w that motion, and enter &
croms-motion 1o enjuia the diretors from em-
-ployinge-tpacher-and and-conducting- & s«parate
echool for the colored children. They claim
that the older building _(which s
almost pew) can comfortably  ac-
comodate all . the children—white and
black ; that the caus s th. t led the diectos
to take steps to bulld a separate boute for the

colored children, were partiality anl pr ju-
dice and that the proceedings were not reg-
ular, the ¢all for an elec:ion heing.'- vite a
tax to build amothar echo,t lLirise,” tie re-
turns of the election, as wide by Lhu directors,
being that the majorny had voted to have a
t.x levied and build a separa'e schoul house
for tbe colored clildren. Defendant’s
Tcounsél dlaiined THaY, TIOC PAFTIAITY ATt pregn:=-
dice, but the fact that the colored children are
filthy and unfit for the othar children’s soci-
ety, was the cause of their desire to build a
separate house; they claim 2l .o that there is
not rooma ennugh fur all tha chililron that at-
tend the schoul. The casy was not decided.

The evidence in the mechanic’s lisn case of
Whitmer & Michell and others vs Irice
Keitl was heard by court, but not d-cid=d.

A decree of divorca was granted in the
case of Susan Sslizman vs. Nicholas Saltz-
man, comphinant to reznue her aaiden
name and pay costs.
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Document 3.
Chancery Court Book 26
Wednesday, May 21st 1873.
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Document 6.
DAILY STATE JOURNAL.
Tuesday Morning, Feb. 10, 1874.

Dalyg §iaie ifnmfvml.

— T
SPRINGPTELD, [LLINOIN

P ESDAT MORNING, FED. 10, 1874

e i coemm s -ttt b memags s e mearis s e .
— e fme ek eme s tmaeml - —— = v e See———

THE [CI1TY.

—— T T e e o
—_— . —_— - - —eeai—-

. e

" Colored Children in tie Pablic Scaoolz.
SThe following is the text of the Lill

introduced in the Senate by 3ir. LUenrys

to secure to colored children the buge-

fits of the colored schools:

Secerion 1. Beit enacted by the People of 1he
Siate of [ilimots, reprosénted in the General s
sembly, That all directors of achools, boards of
vduentivz, or other school otlicers, whose dary it
je ur ey heretfter ot provide In their regpe -
tive 'uiiscictone gchouis for the educetion ol ail
chitdren hetween the sges of =ix aud twentrone
vears, are prohibited from exciazding,” dlrectly or
Indirectly. xnv such ‘child from =uca scLool o
account of tie color of sxid ehiid.

see. 2. AT stch school offfcer wr oflerre as
are mentionéd in the furegoing seetion, orauy
person who shal excindeor aid in the cxdlasvion
trom the pulitic aciivais of sy child who f« enti.
tled 1o the hyietits of sach schoul. un acconut of
suchl clithi’s color, shall e tized, upon co viction.
1 any suul hot Jess than 3 nor ore than $1W
carh for everv such offenee,

SKCOL O ANY person who sLall Ly tirente naen.
ace. o tutuntdation prevent any colvred calld en.
titled to atteed A public sehivol i this State fioin
attending the ssme, ehall, apon cownviction, be
ficed in any sum not exceediug 323.
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