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Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka
347 U.S. 483, 74 S.Ct. 686, 98 L.Ed. 873 (1954).

Mr. Chief Justice Warren delivered the opinion of the Court.

These cases come to us from the States of Kansas, South Carolina,
Virginia, and Delaware. They are premised on different facts and different lnc‘n]
conditions, but a common legal question justifies their consideration together in
this consolidated opinion.

In each of the cases, minors of the Negro race, through their legal
representatives, seek the aid of the courts in obtaining admission to the public
schools of their community on a nonsegregated basis. In each instance, they
have 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 plaintiffs of the equal protection of the laws under the
Fourteenth Amendment. 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 s 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
separate. In the Delaware case, the Supreme Court of Delaware adhered to that
doctrine, but ordered that the plaintiffs be admitted t
because of their superiority to the Negro schools.
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t‘he‘letter and the spirit of the Amendments and wished them to have the most
limited effect. %at others in Congress and the state legislatures had in mind
cannot be determined with any degree of certainty.

An additional reason for the inconclusive nature of the Amendment’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 almost
nonexistent, and practically all of the race were illiterate. In fact, any education
of Negroes was forbidden by law in some states. Today, in contrast, many

Negroes have achieved outstanding success in the arts and sciences as well as & jum
in the business and professional world. It is true that public school education at gl }
the time of the Amendment had advanced further in the North, but the effect K
of the Amendment on Northern States was generally ignored in the congres- “:]t-
sional debates. Even in the North, the conditions of public education did not
approximate those existing today. The curriculum was usually rudimentary; ﬂ::ic
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 ﬂ j:"
unknown. As a consequence, it is not surprising that there should be so little in p
the history of the Fourteenth Amendment relating to its intended effect on m l
public education. “-
’ iy W
In the first cases in this Court construing the Fourteenth Ame_m;lment,
decided shortly after its adoption, the Court interpreted it as pI_'oscrlbmg all Jp—r
state-imposed discriminations against the Negro race. The c}octrme_ of “‘sepa-
rate but equal”’ did not make its appearance in this Court until 1896 in the case -
of Plessy v. Ferguson, supra, involving not education but transportation. Iﬂﬂ‘
American courts have since labored with the doctrine for over half a century. IPI " p
this Court, there have been six cases involving the ‘“‘separate but e'qual o :1_
doctrine in the field of public education. In Cumming v. Board of Education of "
Richmond County, 175 U.S. 528, and Gong Lum v. Rice, 275 U.s. 78,11the ml
validity of the doctrine itself was not challenged. In more recent cases, a 01(11 oy
the graduate school level, inequality was found in that specific benefits enJ_OYeE;]1
by white students were denied to Negro students of the same edut.:at}on . :’
i i is i i Canada, 305 U.S. 337; Sipuel —
qualifications. State of Missouri ex rel. Gaines v. 3 > ’
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v. Board of Regents of University of Oklahoma, 3 637. In none of ‘ ,-l
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these cases was it necessary to reexmiﬂe the doitrlgelf:t if("}?ll"es;?y reserved gt ol'
Negro plaintiff. And in Sweatt v. Painfer, Supra, 12, TS B napplicable -
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P_lleC reSpDﬂS_ib_ihtleia_ eveT[:)(i?;fvi]feis”:l pril;cipul instrument in .'I.\\l'ilkl'lllllg thv
th.n R Cltlzeqs 1sp'in prei:)aring him for later professional training, and in
Chﬂd' i C]:lltura] é’ﬂ l;e '01'mally to his environment. In these days, it 18 (l(lsul)lful
o hlm’ St ;sonably be expected to succeed in life if he is denied the
B any 'Chﬂdfmay (It.lflcation Such an opportunity, where the state has under-
Eplfg;t‘zglgio?fidinii is a riéht which must be made available to all on equal
a )
terms.

We come then to the question presented: Does s{-;:n-u:nl‘mn' ‘l'!'- l‘-hil]:lr:"u:;
public schools solely on the basis of race, even _thnug]\ the ph‘\.-‘u’.;_ !!. u'l itie .”:rm
other ‘‘tangible” factors may be equ_nl, (lt'pl‘l\'(" the children of the minority
group of equal educational opportunities? We believe that it does.

In Sweatt v. Painter, supra, in finding 111;_11 a q-;:n-«,::nvd law .‘-l.‘h{N(P! for
Negroes could not provide them equal U(ILIC{H'I(HIH] opportunities, 1_!11:- f'm.'l.
relied in large part on ‘‘those qualities which are Illl';lpf}hlt‘ of uh_u-um'
measurement but which make for greatness in a law school I:) .W:'I,uur!.n v.
Oklahoma State Regents, supra, the Court, in requiring that a Negro admitted
to a white graduate school be treated like all other students, again resorted to
intangible considerations: ‘“. .. his ability to study, to engage in :hwu»-'!nn:i :mlf!
exchange views with other students, and, in general, to learn his profession
Such considerations apply with added force to children in grade and high
schools. To separate them from others of similar age and qualifications solely
because of their race generates a feeling of inferiority as to their status in the
community that may affect their hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to be
undone. The effect of this separation 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
mental effect upon the colored children. The imp
sanction of the law; for the policy of separating t}
as denoting the inferiority of the negro group. A
motivation of a child to learn. Segregatior
has a tendency to [retard] the education
children and to deprive them of some of
racial[ly] integrated school system.”’
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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 protection of the laws guaranteed by the Fourteenth,
Amendment. This disposition makes unnecessary any discussion whether such

segregation also violates the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment.

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 considerable complexity. On reargu-
ment, 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 segregation 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 Questions 4 and 5
previously propounded by the Court for the reargument this Term. The
Attorney General of the United States is again invited to participate. The
Attorneys General of the states requiring or permitting segregation in public
education will also be permitted to appear as amici curiae upon request to do so
by September 15, 1954, and submission of briefs by October 1, 1954.

It is so ordered.

Bolling v. Sharpe

347 U.S. 497, 74 S.Ct. 693, 98 L.Ed. 884 (1954).
Mr. Chief Justice Warren delivered the opinion of the Court.

This case challenges the validity of segregation in the public schools of the
District of Columbia. The petitioners, minors of the Negro race,_allege th;ait
such segregation deprives them of due process of: law under the Flft};, Ama;ll?t -
ment.  They were refused admission to a public sch(?ol attende:d Oy g i i
children solely because of their race. They sought the aid of the DlSt_I‘lCtd c})lur:
for the District of Columbia in obtaining admission. Tha'F court d1smlsie C}: EIE
complaint. The Court granted a writ of certiorari }:_aefore judgment in (¥ eenc?;z
of Appeals because of the importance of the constitutional question pres :

344 U.S. 873. teenth

We have this day held that the Equal Prot_ecf:ion Cle_luse of the an:lr es{)llic
Amendment prohibits the states from maintaining r?mgl ly segrigi %iffl:;rent
schools. The legal problem in the District of C_olumb%a is somer’.i of Columz
however. The Fifth Amendment, which is applicable in the DlshrlcFOurteenth
bia, does not contain an equal protection. clause a2 hdoes tcg ts of equal
Amendment which applies only to the states. But. it e cmildegl St
protection and due process, both stemming from our AmErllfanl ws” is a more
are not mutually exclusive. The “eq_uai protectn?‘rclI of tr:ce:ls of law,” and,
explicit safeguard of prohibited unfairness than u‘etp hangeable phrases.
therefore, we do not imply that the two are 'alway 2 1rl; ) unjustifiable as to
But, as this Court has recognized, discrimination B0 Nt

be violative of due process.

Classifications based solely upon race must be

' rv to our traditions e © Lt ?
T L 2 Cont{ggb this Court declared the principle 1;1:1:1_t1 t (113
R oo 1 it . esent form, forbids, so far as civll an

constitution of the United States, in it_s pre G e
political ri;hts are concerned, discrimination by the general gover

scrutinized with par?;icular
and hence constitutionally
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