


chapter vi

FEPC After the March

There were Jews and many Negroes in this agency.
Let's face it. That fact was the subject not only of
whispering campaigns but of derisive shouts on the
floor of Congress. Until Congress itself comes to be-
lieve citizenship is not a cass prerogative, there is
little hope of settling the problem at the grass roots.

Malcolm Rossl

Chainnan, FEPC

A ..Pnhilip Rajtoolph had alarge stake in the success of the FEPC. As
the agitational leader who pressured its establishment he was chief
beneficiary of its glory. As head of the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters the SEEC ~n”~ed a”overnmenfal *eaporLinJM ~ffortsJio
expand jiirisdiction ovcjiua®Gategx)ries of railrnad work-

NThus McNutt's PeremPtOl7 “postponement” of the FEPC'sj
railroad hearings was a double blow at Randolph” prestige and or-
ganizational leadership. Indeed Randolph never fully recovered the
enormous stature he had attained in 1941 and 1942.

Randolph lost face not only because the FEPC seemed dead. His
failure to wield the kind of protest which had boosted him to the pin-
nacle of leadership, however legitimate the reasons, spelled the end
of the March on Washington as a mass movement and reduced Ran-
dolph to the level of other major Negro leaders.

Were he purely aradical agitator he might have gone ahead w ith
the bold program ofthe MOW M. Had he done so, it is quite probable
that serious punitive action would have been taken against him. And
such martyrdom would have popularized the label, “American
GandJ?] which many had pinned on him. From what we have ob-
served of Randolph it seems likely that he was indeed tempted, but
he is the old radical turned practical through his very success as an
agitator-organizer. His radical style remained, its mode of speech and
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£ £/Mled. At the conclusion of the hearings,
and unions blatantly refused a directive to cease thei*fifcriminatojcv |
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action came naturally and sincerely into his contimiing activities, but
it was controlled anS compromised by “the art of the possible.”

Thus, it was not through the March that Randolph turned loose |

the pressure which would force the President to supersede Paul
McNutt. Milton Webster did not resign in protest from the FEPC
or risk his position as did Earl Dickerson in publicly violating
McNutt's authority. Rather, the protest that was unleashed took
channels which brought Randolph back into formal alliance with the
established organizational leadership—Negro and white.

Randolph’s “Baby”

the immediate form Ofrenewed co-operation consisted of pres-

sures (delegations and negotiations) broughtto bear ciuhe Adiaujis- N

jration to revitalize the FEPC Success was apparent in the issuance,

of a new executive order and the rescheduling of the railroad hear-
ing .2 The kecond_FEPC was removed from McNutt's control and
made anindependent agency w ithin the Office of Production Manage-
ment. Although the language of the new order was somewhat
stronger than the original, the weakness of the new FEPC was soon
ooerating railroads

anployment practices, The cases were then certified tcTPresident |
Roosevelt who appointed a special mediating committee, but this |
functioned as a mere “pigeon hole” and no action resulted. The ex- j
perience made clear the need of a statutory basis for the enforcement/
of FEPC decisions.

This was not the onlyifactor leading to agrowing conviction that
legislative supportfor FEPC was crucial.A congressional committee”
investigation into the authority of executive agencies subjected the
FEPC to considerable harassment.3A t the same time, the funds of the
reconstituted FEPC were brought under congressional control by a
measure forbidding the use of appropriations for agencies created by
executive order after one year unless specifically authorized by sta-

Thus the hope that Congress could be by-passed, with appro-
priations drawn from the Presidents general emergency funds, was
shattered. Even if there were no ambitions to establish the FEPC on
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apermanent basis, the retention of the wartime Presidents Committee J
would require a pressure-group strategy appropriate to influencing ji

the Congress. Y
Finafiy though the Normandy (“D-Day” landings were almost

a year away, there was increasing apprehension that postwar prob- «

lems were not far off that wartime “boom” would collapse in peace- |
time “bust.” M inority groups were especially vulnerable because they j
lacked job seniority, and the realization grew thatthe FEPC was only J

a temporary, emergency agency. Understandably, this led to a con-
flict of concerns between the pressures necessary to support the war-
time FEPC and the desire to establish a permanent agency. But as
long as the wartime FEPC fought for congressional appropriations,
the National Council for a Permanent FEPC had to subordinate its
efforts for legislation to lobbying for continuance of the temporary
presidential agency.

It should not be assumed that Randolph wasnow withoutafollow -
ing or without stature asaleader. Only by contrast with his previous
rise did his decline appear so steep. He n M_Shnred rho 4pndfinhip
buthjg8_pkce” atop j*akfisman for American Negroes was retained.
Moreover, his shift from the glamorous mass action of the March to
the more prosaic strategy of the National Council for a Permanent
FEPC was astutely timed to save his hold on the issue.

The>"tioiw | CouncU reprcsented_a broadeninpr of the alliance
behind”ie~*nvetdfapermanentFEPC. However, the new organiza-
tTén as first constructed enabled Randolph to maintain a tight grip
upon it. The Council's Washington office, opened early in 1944, was
manned by people of his choosing accustomed to regarding him as
**the C hief* (an informal title of respectful adulation by which Ran-
dolph is known in the BSCP). Mrs. Anna Arnold Hedgeman, who
headed the staff, came directly out of the MOW M.

The official policy-making arrangements in the National Council
were also conducive t i maintaining Randolph’s control.A wide
representation of organizamins drawn from minority, reUgious, labor
and liberal groups provided abroad facade of unity and shared leader-
ship. Nominally, even the chairmanship of the Council was shared
by Randolph with a co-chairman, the Rev. Allen Knight Chalmers.
Butthe device of limiting the size of the Executive Committee facili>
tated manipulation of the leadership. Though all co-operating organ-
izations had representation on the Executive Council the smaller
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Executive Committee made the practical decisions. To be sure, even
the Executive Committee was considerably broader than the MOW M
top levels had ever been. As an interracial organization this naturally
followed, but the particular groups represented were narrowly drawn
and it was not until 1946 that the NAACP, AFL, and CIO national
bodies were provided membership on the Executive Committee.5

The pattern of organization was a distinct carryover from the
MOW M. (It should be remembered that the March was still in ex-
istence, an affiliate of the National Council, and in process of hope-
fully preparing its National Non-Partisan Political Conference to be
held in Chicago, June, 1944, on the third anniversary of the 8802
Order.) Randolph proceeded to establish local affiliates of the Na-
tional Council which provided the basis for individual membership.
In this way he brought with him the personal following built up over
years of national touring. In many communities the MOW M simply-
transformed its operations into National Council activities. The core,
asw ith the March, was the nation-wide network of BSCP Divisions,
and their possessive attitude to the Council was the same as it had
been to the MOW M. Randolph continued his trips through the coun-
tiy but, whereas previously he had organized March on Washington
units, now he setup local councils for national FEPC legislation.

The organizational activity behind FEPC was now interracial—
at least officially. But in the early period of the National Council's
work, this was more apparentthan real. There were, to be sure, many
white groups affiliated with the Council, and Randolph received
support and funds from white, socialist, labor leaders like David
Dubinsky of the International Ladies Garment W orkers Union. But
the fear of Communist infiltration, and the priority white liberals
assigned to maintaining wartime unity, led Randolph to emphasize
work in the Negro group.

Subsequent organizational developments would find the Negro
community playing a definitely subordinate role in many campaigns
for state FEPC laws. Paradoxically, Randolph” National Council was
attacked for overemphasis on the Negro interest in FEPC. Thus,
Louis Kesselman has written:

Especially vigorous were the charges that the Negro viewpoint was
being represented to the exclusion of nearly all other minority groups and
that the committee was dominated by maividuals hand-picked by Ran-
dolph and loyal to his point of view. Puct of the criacism came from the
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Communists who were bitterly opfjosed to Randolph’s leadership, but
much of it came from non-Communist groups and individuals who were
concerned lestthe movementfail for lack of appeal to all minority groups.®

Actually, there was little pressure from non-Negroes for involve-
ment in the National Council until the war drew to a close. The
largest white minority group with a substantial interest in FEPC
was the Jewish community,7 but the forces atwork in Jewish organ-
izational programing during the war placed other issues in the fore-
front oftheir activities. P riority was naturally given to Jewish support
of the fight against Hider—a name which firm ly unified Jewish in-
terests behind the “arsenal of democracy” idea, .

This concern predated the war when American Jews had devel-I|
oped substantial programs to counteract anti-Semitic activities in the f'
United States anti abroad.9H uge jsunis were raised to succor the horde |
of refugees escaping the Hider terror, and horror grew as these |
brought news of whatthey had fled.10The magnitude of the persecu-/
tion overwhelmed the apathy of even the most disinterested American
Jews. Many reacted like Max Lemer: **Before | could get educated as|
to the relation between myself and Jews elsewhere in the world, six |
million of my brothers and sisters had to die.” 11 The stench from the 1
gas chambers and human furnaces at Dachau seepedinto every comer |
of American Jewish life. 1

Consequendy, employment discrimination against Jews, which
certainly existed,12 did not assume paramount importance in Jewish
organizational work until after Hider was defeated. Though there |

were definite steps taken to cope with the problem, its relative role |
was far less than that assigned fair employment by Negroes.13

Kesselman maintains that Jews were slow to act against employ-
ment discrimination even prior to the war, ascribing this to the <ha-

sha” “hush-hush” tactics pursued by the more conservative agen-
cies.l4 Xhe American Jewish Conunittee and the Anti-Defamation
League of the B’nai B'rith are generally assigned to the “quiet” cate-
gory whereas the American Jewish Congress has a history of “mass
activities such as protests againstthe present [Nazi] German govern-

ment a boycott against German-made goods and mass meetings.””15
The latter organization early established a Commission on Economic
Discrimination (in 1930).

However, these differences, with respect to FEPC, can be over-
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drawn. The American Jewish Congress was a part of the Chicago
Bureau on Jewish Employment Problems which explicitly restricted
itself to “non-militant methods.” 16 This Bureau, founded December,
1937 by the Congress and the B’nai B'rith was later joined by the
American Jewish Gommittee and the Jewish Labor Committee. All
of these played important roles in postwar campaigns for national and
state FEPC bills.

Further evidence of a conservative Jewish approach to the em-
ployment discrimination problem is found in a memorandum on
FEPC issued during the war. The Coordinating Committee of Jewish
Organizations Dealing W ith Employment Discrimination in W ar In-
dustries (established in 1941) criticised the FEPC for its primary re-
liance on the public hearing technique.17 It attacked “ extremist senti-
ment” and the “forces which clamor loudly for Utopia to arrive to-
morrow.” Emphasis was placed upon metliods “without fanfare and
without publicity/* reserving public hearings for situations where
less aggressive tactics fail. The approach of the FEPC, it was claimed,
“all too often serves to divide our citizenry—whatever the reasons
therefore—rather than unite them in a common cause.* Plainly the
war eflFort was uppermost in Jewish concern at the time, and to a
greater extent than in the comparable Negro organizations.

Thus, the Jewish groups were aware of the FEPC from the start
fnote thatthe establishmentofthe Coordinating Committee of Jewish
Of~2liizations coincided with the crwtion of the JbEPC). A nnmber
oFJews served on the FEPC staff and Jewish organizations supplied
it with cases of discrimination. But the secondary role wluch?IEPC
was assigned by Tews durintr the war was resented by Negrogs. The
Pittsburgh Courier caustically attacked the Jewish "leadership for
seeking to benefitfrom the FEPC without paying the price of a hard-
fought pressure campaign:

The Fair Employment Practice Committee was set up to combat job
discrimination against minority groups including JEWS and Negroes.
Jews did not help to force the creation of this agency. And, as amatter of
fact, they stood off on the sidelines to see how it was going before they
began to avail themselves of its power and authority. They didn't want
to go off on the deep end.

When they perceived that the FEPC might be of service to them, they
swung into line. They not only asked the Committee to add impetus to
its fight against discrimination of which Jews were the victims, but they
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insisted on bigger and better representation on the staff of the Committee.
They beganto demand jobs which the Committee had and someit did not
have.

Thatis all right. They deserve the jobs. But what did they do when
the Committee was recently knocked on its heels by the President” letter
of July 30? [transferring FEPC under McNutt.] Did they make any move
to keep the Committee in power and authority? Did they, as Negroes did,
rally to the aid of the Committee?

Maybe they did, but there is not much record of it.

There are some foxy Jews. W e believe that they should not be so foxy,
thatthey should FIGHT with usif they hope to share the benefits of our
fighting.18

The emotional pitch of this editorial, captioned uSome Jews Are
Like Foxes,* had marked anti-Semitic overtones. But, despite repeti-
tion of the stereotype **fosy Jews,* the Courier disclaimed any such
intent: “Intelligent, thoughtful Negro leadership deplores any evi-
dence of anti-Semitism among the Negro masses.> Moreover, they
called for united effort ana deplored die fact that *some Jews, as
some Negroes, do not realize that we should work together for the
common interest*’19T his hoped for co-operation would come about*
but not until after the war.

The last official action of the wartime FEPC recommended to
President Truman **thatyou continue to urge upon the Congress the

passage of [permanent FEPC] legislation. . . ., 20 When it became®
clearthatthe wartime agency was dead, a hard-foughtlobbying cam-'

paign was launched by the National Council in the Seventy-ninth
Congress (1945-1946).

In the House of Representatives, the bills were <bottled-upMin
the Rules Committee despite favorable action by the House Labor
Committee. To getabiill to the floor for avote, in the absence ofarule
from the Rules Committee, is a most difficult task. Efforts at both a
discharge petition and the Calendar Wednesday methods for by-
passing the Rules Committee failed.2l

\ W hen the Seventy-ninth Congress reconvened in January, 1946,
the Randolph forces succeeded in bringing the Senate bill to tie floor.

1This “Senate-first” strategy was assailed Ey “left-wing” groups who

\ accused Randolph of inept parliamentary management for not await-
ing House action.2 But the Negro leadership, including Randolph”
trade-union rival W illard Townsend, came to his defense, and the
National Council kept control of the issue.28

FEPC AFTER THE MARCH [*55]

hatever the merits of the competing strategies, and competing
organizational efforts to seize command of the issue, the Senate
smothered the FEPC bill. Despite the fact that President T"mhan
wa8J)nrecord asfavoring FIIPC, aswas the 1944 national platform of
the Republican party, it proved impossible to close debate, and the
bill succumbed to a Southern filibuster (January 18-February 7,
1946).24

The National Council moved swifdy in a desperate effort to save
the day. Technically, there was still time in the session to pass the biill
in the House and to obtain cloture in the Senate. A strategy confer-
ence met in Washington (February 22-23) and plans were laid to
threaten reprisals at the polls in the oncoming 1946 congressional
elections.

In rapid orderTSave FEPC Rallieswere held in New York (Madi-
son Square G ard”ijaild Chicago, ecnoing the days of the March On
Washington Movement.25 Indeed, Randolph attempted to organize
a new march under the aegis of the National Council. N or was this
mere bluster for the February 22 strategy conference:

... REPRESENTING 43NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND
28 LOCAL COUNCILS RECOMMENDED AS A MAJOR SUGGES-
TION SINCE POLITICAL STALEMATE SEEMS TO BE AT TOP
THAT WE HAVE A MARCH ON WASHINGTON.2®

Now that the war was over and there were definite signs of re-
cession and fear of unemployment,27 it would seem that conditions
were favorable for renewed militancy. But the situation was quite
different from the defense-emergency period. The liberal-labor and
other minority groups were now active once again in the civil rights
area, and FEPC was an attractive issue to feature in organizational
programing. Even Randolph was not willing to conceive of a new
march asan all-Negro activity.28

Furthermore the “left wingers” were pressing hard to capture
the issue at a time when they were no longer concerned with pre-
serving national unity. They were vigorous in attacks on the National
Council leadership, and would soon fill Madison Square Garden in a
threat to march on Washington themselves. The language they now
employed in their agitation is revealing of the changed situation in

which the “left wing” threatened to take over the militant civil rights
fight:
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WHERE WERE UR LEADERS?

. . . Were they on the firing line? No . . . respectable people don't
fight. They adopt resolutions. They gabble, they fuLminate, uiey deplore.
Every time the Negro masses get a collective notion that they want to
fight fire with fire ... meet mob violence with violence. String up a
white man every time a black man is sacrificed on the altar of white
supremacy. Our social respectable folks have a collective conniption fit.
W ell, there is nothing respectable about a rope around your throat.. ..

WEWILL MARCH ONWASHINGTON

Ultim ately this threat failed, but the renewal of militancy ]by the
“left.wing” made it exceedingly difficult for non-Communist reform
groups to adopt radical tactics for fear of losing organizational con-
trol. The Communists had two major advantages when such methods
were used:(1)They were highly disciplined and would prolong
meetings until their hard core remained after the less dedicated
masses* departed. (2) The emotional, agitational level necessary for
enthusiastic mass supportis not easily regulated. A Il negotiated agree-
ments, however satisfactory as reform accomplishments, are vulner-
able to charges of “cowardice” or “imprincipled compromise.” Thus,
mass-action organizational efforts during the Thirties and Forties
were feared by reformers even when they may have provided effec-
tive instruments for the attainment of their goals.

W hen the original March on Washington was endorsed, the same
danger had existed—up to the entry of the Soviet Union into the war.
However, the desperate state of Negro morale then prodded the
leadership into what was recognized as a risky course. Now, the
morale situation was not nearly so pressing, nor were Negroes w ith-
out white allies. These allies, however, (particularly the CIO) finally
rejected the march strategy, and the plans were dropped in favor of
electoral reprisals against anti-FEPC congressmen.8)

Despite a successful Democratic party primary fight against Mis-
souri Congressman Roger C. Slaughter, who had cast a crucial vote
in the Rules Committee blocking floor action on FEPC,3L the results
of the 1946 elections were very disappointing. Randolph regarded the
composition of the new Eightieth Congress (1947-1948) as proof
that a period of reaction haJ setin and as a typical characteristic of
postwar times. His activities now reflected aloss of confidence in the
feasibility of legislative-lobbying methods for achieving substantial
civil rights gains.

—

~

FEPC AFTER THE MARCH [" 7]

In 1944, Randolph had resisted great pressure from friends and
politicians who sought him as candidate for the new Congressional
districtwWch would give Harlem its first Negro congressman. Simi-
larly, he had then refused to endorse any presidential candidate <bn
account of the fact that | am connected with a movement which is
sponsoring Bills in the House and Senate for a Permanent Committee
on Fair Employment Practice which has bi-partisan support. . . ., 3

Now, in 1946, Randolph accepted the chairmanship of the Na- v
tional Educational Committee for aNew Party formed by many ex
socialists, socialists and other non-Communist liberals (e.g., W alterJ
Reuther, Norman Thomas, John Dewey and David Dubinsky).%
This was linked too, with the pre “Fair Deal” Truman who, it
seemed, had yielded to the prevailing “spirit of reaction.” The New
York Times reported, Randolph udenounces Truman emergency-
labor legislation proposals; urges formation of new political party., 8
In 1948, Randolph publicly endorsed Norman Thomas for presi-
dent.8

Actually, Truman had successfully placated the general Negro
conimunity with astrong speech to the NAACP and the Committee
on G vil Rights* forthright report of 1947.37 He achieved even greater
popularity among Negroes as aresult of the I"JCle”ocratic_party
national convention fight over civil rigEts which resulted in_tbe
niyierrat exodus.38 But Randolph, like many others, was convinced
Truman could not possibly win the election; liberals might just as
weU go down to defeatw ith principled minor parties.

Plainly, 1948 was a confusing year for reform politics, and for a
time it seemed that the traditional confines of the two-party system
were breached. Truman, of course, succeeded in aclassic upset against
seemingly insurmountable odds, which included the opposition of
Henry Wallace running on the Progressive party ticket and with
the support of the Communists. The Wallace movement helped make
the election year an important turning pointin liberal-labor politics;
a widespread campaign against Cominunist organizational infiltration
was spurred in reaction to this highwater mark of ~left-wing” in-
fluence.

The NAACP, Urban League, American Jewish Congress, CIO,
and many other groups “cleaned house” with increased vigor as the

“Spirit of Teheran” froze in the “Cold War.”3
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Sharing the Top

meanw hilte, following the 194(5filibuster and the general malaise
which engulfed liberals after the congressional elections of that year,
the National Council for a Pfiirmanaru- FFpr; ppfif>red bankrupt.
This condition was more than afigure of speech as the organization
was heavily in debt to individuals who had loaned money for the
unsuccessful campaign, to staff for back-pay, and to printers with
unpaid bills for propaganda materials.

Matters were made even worse by arift which developed between
Mrs. Hedgeman (the Executive Secretary) and Randolph. Mrs.
Hedgeman resignea in a public statement attacking the National
Council leadership when almost the entire staff was discharged as an
economy move.40 Recriminatory exchanges produced a minor scan-
dal, and it seemed to mark the end of the National Council. Such was

the situation described by Mrs. Hedgeman's successor, EImer Hen-
derson:

After the bitter filibuster and defeat of the bill in the 79th Congress in-
terest in the measure took a sharp decline and disillusionment and dis-
couragement overcame our supporters. A great amount of confusion was
created in the mind of the general public after the sudden resignation
of the former executive secretary and the recriminatioas which followed.
This confusion has never been cleared up and both Mr. Manly and | have
been confronted with it constantly. For nearly a year there was no ac-
rivity and no contact at all between our Washington o ce and the field.
During that period many people believed the issue dead and the National
Council disbanded.41

This was addressed to Roy W ilkins notin his NAACP capacity
but as chairman (since 1946) of the Executive Committee of the Na-
tional Council. Shordy before Mrs. Hedgeman” resignation, the
National Council had ceased to be entirely Randolph’s “baby.” He
continued as co-chairman, with the Rev. Allen Knight Chalmers, as
before butthe Council* organizational base was now greatly broad-
ened by sharing the top.

Previously, the NAACP (and the Urban League) had a rather
nominal affiliation with the"Council. W alter W hite could not move
against Randolph in an open maneuver because he personified the
issue in the Negro community; also, the “left-wing” problem forced
a measure of unity among the staunchly anti-Communist leaders.
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They defended Randolph on the Senate-first strategy and rejected a
united frontw ith Congressman Marcantomo's followers. But, beneath
the surface, there was fnction.42

A complex of factors were involved: the rupture over the March,
lingering resentments from the 1942 NAACP convention where Ran-
dolph Mtole the show/* disagreement over priormes for issues—the
NAACP was closely identified with competing issues such as anti-
polltax and anti-lynching bills—and general organizational rivalry for
funds and the loyalty of followers.

After the warTthe FEPC issue ("despite W alter W hite's reluc-
tance) was pven top priority by organizations in the civil nghts

field.48 This decision “rew nnt nf t-hp meed to concentrate pressures

m me Corigress on one bill. Although Jewish organizations now
worked closely with x“egro groups,# tne Jewish deiense agencies
could collaborate best on programs direcdy connected with Jewish
problems. FEPC as an issue was important to a number of groups: it
satisfied the Negro militants* emphasis on the laboring masses and
their neo-Marxian economic interpretation of poKtics it satisfied the
Negro conservatives operating in the puritanical Booker T. Washing-
ton tradition which glorified hard work and learning a trade as the
path to racial advancement and it satisfied the programatic needs of
the Jewish defense agencies because the importance of employment
discrimination against Jews was increased by the relative diminution
of anti-Semitic activities of the Coughlin variety in the postwar
period.46

The Jewish agencies, after the war, made substantial financial con-
tributions to the National Council, testified at legislative hearings,
provided propaganda materials and loaned the time of competent per-
sonnel. Following the post-fiibuster reorganization of the Council,
Arnold Aronson, representing the National Community Relations
Advisory Council (NCRAC), became secretary of the executive com-
mittee.46 He played aleading role along with Roy Wilkins from that
time on. Randolph remained a key figure, to be sure, but Wilkins
and Aronson assumed much of the active administrative direction of
the Council and, thereby, influenced policy and strategy greatly.
Under the skilled guidance of these experienced staff-men, a very
efhcient operation was made possible.

W ilkins and Aronson seem quite different from the “up-through-
the-ranks” leadership of the BSdP and the similar “idealists” attracted
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to Randolph” various movements, such asthe March.47 The accession
of these professionals reflected a change in the kind of organizational
leadership which was taking over the fair employment issue.

Agitational types, dominant in the March, had continued with
Randolph to control the National Council thus keeping possession o f
the FEPC “ball.” Their failure in the Seventy-ninth Congress though
suffered in collaboration with the staffs of other organizations coiid
eventuate in either outright seizure of the issue by others or co-
optation of competing leaders into commanding roles. Though the
NAACP did toy with the former strategy, it was not a real possibil-
ity .48N o single organization could monopolize the issue at that stage,
afederative effort was inescapable. Given Randolph’s pessimism over

what he regarded as the historically ordained postwar reaction, and
the deep financial indebtedness of the Council, the latter course was
readily accepted by all sides.

FEPC could not become the prime symbol of the civil rights fight
(prior to the Supreme Courts school desegregation decrees) without

ttracting those organizations with long-established interests at stake,
or could Randolph succeedin anationallobbying operation without
ngineering clear signs of broad and intense public support. In the
bsence of direct and spontaneous grass-roots pressures—as in the
ey-day of the March movement—he wielding of organizational en-
dorsements and activity must yjrmbolize the community of interests
involved. These organizations in turn needed the issue for the pro-
rams (and annual reports) which justify their existence and Ran-
olph needed them for the influence they represented, the talented
professionals theyipQSsessedaad-die fundsthey could supply.
r .TKe National Council, following the post-filibuster (1946) re-
organization, waswidely representative of allnon-Communist groups
interested in FEPC, at the policy-making top aswell asin affiliations
and supporting activities. Liberal, labor, church and minority groups
rallied to support FEPC bills introduced into Congress over the next
several years. Despite a succession of vigorous efforts, however, they
were without major political success.

The financial deficit with which the reorganized Council began
was never entirely overcome. ElImer Henderson, the Councirs re-
placement for Mrs. Hedgeman, had to go on a per diem basis after
little more than a year and later, reluctandy, resigned for a better
position. But the political situation was a greater factor in this failure
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than the shortage of funds which it helped produce. As Henderson
wrote, uW ith the election of a Republican Congress in 1946 and its
record in the First Session, many formerly active workers have ex-
pressed the belief that there is absolutely no chance for passage. 50
This was regarded as confirmed during the subsequent session of the
Eightieth Congress. *"Although committed to FEPC by their platform |
of 1944, Republican leaders evinced little interest in the issue and
made no effortto bring it out of committee and before Congress., co®

The National Council was utterly unsuccessful during the Eight-)
ieth Congress but Randolph, througn aa ~ierT) Id activity reminis-
cenTofrfte~MimdTrfigh"prr8§urcrvol?aportant new executive
ordeSTrom the Presi3ent.Br3r?”ayT ork Times front-page headline
announced "TRUMAN ORDERS END OF BIAS IN FORCES
AND FEDERAL JOBS/3This climaxed the organization by Ran-
dolph and Grant Reynolds of a civil disobedience campaign directed
primarily at segregation in the military services.53

Randolph had informed a Congressional committee, U personally
pledge myselfto openly counsel, aid and abet youth, both white and
Negro ... in an organized refusal to register and be drafted.”%
Senator Wayne Morse cautioned him, wit may well lead to indict-
ments for*txeason and very serious repercussions., 55 Randolph per-
sisted—shortly thereafter he mounted a usoapbox> outside the March
Community Bookstore, former headquarters of the MOW M, to spe-
cifically urge draft-eligible men in his audience not to register with
their draft boards and to refuse induction. “He announced he was
prepared to Oppose aJim Crow Army until | rot in jail.*, %6

Efforts to isolate Randolph from the rest of the Negro leadership
were largely unsuccessful, "though the NAACP could not o dally
endorse his activity and declared themselves ~dubious about this
method,J, they avoided outright condemnation.57 Indeed the effort
was gready aided when the NAACP announced the results of its poll
of draft-eligible Negro students which <ound . . . that 71 percent
were sympathetic with the A. Philip Randolph-Grant Reynolds civil
disobedience camoaign. . . ., 38

The Urban League executive, Lester Granger, played a similar
role. He was spokesman for agroup of prominent Negroes who met
w ith the Secretary of Defense, James V . Forrestal, and representatives
of the military branches. The Granger statement announced, aThe
group agreed that no one wanted to continue in an advisory capacity
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on the basis of continued segregation in the armed services.M® T his
point of view—of indirect support of Randolph® campaign—pre-
dominated over outright disassodation such as that offered the inves-
tigating Senate committee by a Negro member of the Massachusetts
FEPC. Even this was hedged by a reference to Negro loyalty Kn
another war. . . ., eoNo one asked the witness, Mr. Elwood S. Mc-
Kenney, concerning Negro behavior in peacetime.

Presidfint Truman was Ji 3K-in-a>position much like that of his
predecessor when he too confronted Randolph in the W hite Hnnstt.
TEe difference was tliat Truman was in the midst of a dii95cult presi-
dentiafeteafidn campaign and that civil rights was an important part
of his bid to northern urban voters.

As chamnan of the newly created League for Non-Violent Civil

N Disobedie”c Against M ilitary Scgfregratio® Randolph threatened or-

J "mzed nonconipiSn~Ar*haS military diST “unless President

JtoBanJssiies an ex"£utiy” ider.flgamsLj*gregation.,,gl But FEPC

was closely connected with this effort forrRandolph ar*ied that®

m ilitary service is aspeciesof FA**"*n~"La"S iO ~e aske” Senate
committee at apublic hearing

. . . how could any permanent Fair Employment Practices Commission
dare to criticise job discrimination in private industry if the Federal Gov-
ernment itself were simultaneously discriminating against Negro youth
in military installations all over the world?&2

Thus, the two extcuj*e *M "iefiected the dual demands upper-
jh Mhosfii~Negro protest activities ever since the defense emergency of
I pre-World Warll days. Randolph was again able to demonstrate the
V power of dramatic mass-action methods, when directed against a

President. The Congress, however, was less vulnerable to such strat-

egies. Reformers seeWng legislation are necessarily ensnared in lobby-
| ing operations, parliamentary log-rollings and procedural mazes*
\l which make it difficult to pinpoint responsibility and vitiate threats

of electoral reprisal.68 h f\

Mobilization and Frustration
tv
THE surprising resutts Of the 1948 election brought Harry Tru-
man back to the W lute House and a Democratic majority back to
Capitol H ill. W ith them came the high hopes ofthe National Council
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leaders (ignjingL_RandQ _ ..HliCLxegardedie simarinn. as,now
ripe for enactment of FEPC. Buriielaying tactics in both Houses
‘Tcept the .binFfrom floor action and the 19 9 session passed without
significant progress. This stalemate was intolerable to the proponents
who viewed the election as a mandate for civil rights.

A vigorous show of strength was called for by the NAACP which
took the initiative in forming a “National Emergency Civil Rights
Mobilization.” Organizational delegations ffom aH over the country
were called upon to descend on Washington (January 15-17, 1950)
to greet the reconvening Congress. "This d O¢ organization was
headed by Roy Wilkins, NAACP, as chairman Arnold Aronson,
NCRAC, secretary and Herbert M. Levy, American Q vil Liberties
Union (AGLU), assistant secretary. The effort, theoretically, was
broader than FEPC and, thus, broader than the National Council.
Actually, all otheritems were subordinated to the FEPC issue.

The directors of the Council and of the Mobilization overlapped,
but the public leadership of Wilkins made the NAACP's role more
recognizable and they deservedly received credit for the mobiliza-
tion”™ success. It seems plain that the separate efFort was also wel-
comed by the NAACP as a means to move Randolph from his
monopolization of the FEPC limelight.

Randolph” reaction to all this was what might be expected re-
served in public and, we may conjecture, rather less reservedly nega-
tive in private. The Black Worker reported

The National Council for aPermanent FEPC is to receive the coopera-
tion, in the present session of Congress, of the Civil Rights Mobilization
Committee. The Mobilization™ steering committee is functioning prin-
cipally asalobbying group among the various senators and representatives.

Although, Pres. Randolph, as Co-Chairman of the National Council for
a Permanent FEPC, sees no need for another co-ordinating organization
working principally for a Federal FEPC, he is nevertheless willing to give
his wholehearted cooperation to the Mobilization groups if such an effort
w ill hasten the federal anti-discrimination law.64

As amobilization, the effort was agreat success. There were 4,218
Kregularly accredited delegates . . . from 33 states., &5 The organ-
izers claimed, WALl observers, including veteran newspaper corres-
pondents, agreed that the Mobilization was the greatest mass lobby
in point of numbers and geographical dispersion that had ever come
to Washington on behalf of any legislation.”’6 Delegations swarmed
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over the Capitol buttonholing congressmen, and the leaders were
promised, at aW hite House conference with the President, “the FEP
would be broughtto avote ‘if it takes all summer.’ ” 6T

Butif FEPC was to be put across, the crucial test of the Mobiliza-
tion would be its ability to break the conservative Republican-D Ixie-
crat alliance.88 This required constant pressure on the bloc of liberal
Republicans and northern Democrats, many of whom were more ar-
dent before their urban, minority-group constituents than in behind-
the-scenes maneuvers. A sign of the failure to crack this coalition ap-
peared in the open hostility of the Republican leadership to the
Mobilization.

When delegations visited Congressman Joe Martin . . . Massachusetts
(Minority Leader) and Congressman Leslie Arends ... lllinois (Min-
ority W hip), and sought their aid for FEPC, each of them replied: IWhat
are you coming to us for? Why donh you go to your friends? You elected
the Democrats. Why are you asking us for help?’®

At first, it appeared that this was just bluster and that the huge
civil rights lobby of 1950 had succeeded in pressuring enough con-
gressmen to have its way. On January 20, an effort by Congressman
Eugene E. Cox (D.-Ga.), to restore the power of the Rules Commit-
tee to ubottle upMlegislation indefinitely, was defeated. (In 1949, a
“twenty-one day rule” had been enacted limiting the period of time
the Rules Committee could keep a bill from the floor.) This seemed
a crucial test and the civil rights proponents were jubiliant.7®

However, Speaker Sam Rayburn (D.-Tex.) refused to grant the
floor to the chairman of the committee ready to report favorably on
FEPC, so the same situation prevailed. Discharge petitions failed
again, but this.rime the “Calendar Wednesday” technigue succeeded
in bringing the measure to avote (February 22,1950).

The “House-Pirst” strategy was, at last, given achance, but what-
ever feelings lingered that Randolph had erred in 1946 for not fol-

lowing a similar course were soon dispelled. The opposition now
carried the day with a flanking agault on the hearf of the fair em-
ployment bill.A wfls pmpnRfld
man Samuel McConnell (R .-Pa.)*rippinp the measure oLalLenforce-
ment powers andj**carriedJiyua”te of 222 to 178. This was the
icfuaal test, with opponents voting for the amendment and pro-
ponents against.
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hough the “amended” bill was now passed, the proponents
termed it ua far cry from 4453 as originally introduced and
. unsatisfactory to all supporterT5f effective FEPC legislation., TL
They haa voted for the weak bill on final passage, however, hoping
that it would enable them to keep the issue alive and “force” the
Senate to act. But the situation again illustrated the complexity of
electoral mandates, as opponents in somewhat vulnerable situations
could point to their record vote ufor>FEPC. The proponents, of
course, sought to make clear that uthe friends of FEPC are the 178
Congressmen who opposed adoption of the McConnell amend-
ment.” 72
Shortly thereafter, on March 8,1950, the independent existence
of the NAACP-led Mobilization was ended in a merger with the
National Council A finalreport explained:

aince the Mobilization was not conceived as a permanent organization,
conferences were held with the executive committee of the National
Council for aPermanent FEPC, the pioneer organization behind this leg-
islation. It was agreed that the National Mobilization would cooperate with
it in aunited eftort to secure enactment pf FEPC m this Congress. This
involves practically no change, since the organizations sponsoring the Mo-
bilization have been the mainstays of the National Council.A new letter-
head has been issued: 'National Council for aPermanent FEPC in coopera-
rion with the National Emergency Civil Rights Mobilization’. .. .73

There was no explanation of why the separation had been main-
tained for two and one-half months following the Washington mobil-
ization. The question arises whether the Mobilization leadership
would have returned to the National Council had it been credited
with passage of an effective FEPC biill in the House. It is likely that a
successful new organization would have found little reason to re-
unite with the unsuccessful 4pioneer organization> if it sought to re-
tain full public creditforits victory.

The Wilkins-Aronson leadership put on a better lobbying show
than had the Randolph-Hedgeman group. At the same time, what-
ever organizational differences there were had far less to do with
success or failure thian the obstinate political hurdles institutionalized
in the American legislative system. The pathway between electoral
mandates and public policy is alabyrinth of obfuscating procedures
blocked by scattered and dimly identified wielders of great power.
To be sure, these can be made to yield eventually to a clear and ac-
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tively organized majority. But few matters are ever the subject of
widespread concern, and organizational efforts usually take place in
an arena of general apathy. The problem of how to pressure impor-
tant civil rights legislation through the American Congress condnues
to plague its advocates.

O f course there was no difficulty in knowing who the staunchest
opponents in the Senate were, when the joint National Council-avil
Rights Mobilization lobbyists turned to the upper chamber. The big
problem there would be how to close off debate after free speech
degenerated into all-out filibuster. But the parliamentary situation
still provided a murky screen behind which covert opposition to
FEPC could operate effectively. **Leaders of the Democratic party
boasting a majority in the Senate, were bold and vigorous in their
public affirmations of support for FEPC, but singularly weak, hesi-
tant, and inactive on the Senatefoor., T4

I? charge was Senator Scott Lucas (D .-1ll.) the majority leader,
nominaUy a firm advocate of FEPC. At the end of the first session
(October 19,1949), he had promised that it would reach the action
stage immediately after Congress reconvened. During the second ses-
sion, he issued periodic promises that it would be taken up at a suc-
cession of later points. A tlasthe declared it would be wise to waitfor
House action first but when the House acted, he and the President
put it off so that the expected filibuster would not wreck the ap-
propnations for the European Recovery Program.

Lucas assured the proponent lobbyists that the bill would soon be
acted on and declared:

the erhthﬁsié%ﬁ and detefrmlnatlgn wit wﬂlch aPFbuster aht %tfgldteﬂt

'deSiSfS 8™ fl  r*A determined fight wm be waged-and | mean

But the “filibuster” which followed was a sham. The bill was

moved on May 8, put to one side for two days while another matter
was debated, then was returned to for aleisurely consideration of the

technical motion that the bill should be the next order of business
before the Senate. The New York Times reported

men SenatorScottW Lucas of lllinois, M ajority Leader, moved ten

caled W ashington expected one of the tough-
est, most gruelllng f||hbusters in history to be started by the Southerners.

FEPC AFTER THE MARCH [167]

Developments have not borne this prediction out. Instead of all-night
sessions with hoarse and weary Southern Senators drawing crowded gal-
lenes9the Senate has quit before dinner time.7®

Two separate efforts were made to invoke cloture but each fell
short of the constitutional two-thirds (sixty-four favorable votes)
required by Senate rules.77 Actually, cloture would have failed even
if only two-thirds of those present and voting were the rule for
ending afilibuster.

May 19,1950 July 12,1950
Total Yea Nay Yea Nay Not

Vofing Voting
Total 96 52 32 12 55 33 8
Republicans 42 33 6 33 6 3
All Democrats 54 19 26 22 27 5
"Norfhern"t Dem’s. 32 19 6 22 6 4
"Southern"  Dem’s. 22 20 . 21 1

9981 ru Congressiona, ~C rd, Vol. 96, Part 6, 7299-7300 and Vol. 96, Part 8#

t. Includos all non*south9m senators.

North

Who killed Cock Robin?Could either of the major political
parties be saddled w ith the responsibility?

After the first cloture vote (May 19,1950), Crisis declared flatlv
DEMOCRATS FAIL FEPC/M And indeed, in the 1950 Senate, Re-
pubKcans had a better record, from the FEPC proponents, viewpoint,
than had the Democrats79 (see Table 3).

It was understood that another cloture effort would be made later
in that session, and the Crisis editorial was plainly directed at urging
the Democratic leadership on to stronger effort.80 They were partic-
ularly perturbed over the number of absentees (non-voting under
the circumstances was equivalent to a negative vote), several bein?r
from outside the Soyth. The statistical assessment of blame by CWw;j
was more evenly bipartisan, but with twelve votes providing the
margin of defeat, the Democrats showed up poorly

So neither the Republicans nor the Northern Democrats can blame the
Dmecrate. Cloture on FEPC was blocked by northern and western sena-
mnC RePublicans ~  twelve [actudly thirteen]
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Crisis did not editorialize on the second cloture vote (July 12)
but their earlier pressure did stimulate the Democrats to a somewhat
better effort (Table 3). The netRepublican vote for cloture remained
the same (despite individual changes) while the Democrats accounted
for the three additional votes. If we paraphrase the Crisis editorial
assessing the first cloture vote, there were now sufficient Democratic
votes outside the Solid South for cloture to have succeeded.had all
Republicans joined in the effort. But this is an involved and esoteric
argument offering litde solace to ardent Democrats seeking the p oliti-
cal support of the Negro and other minority-groups. Though there
were now twenty-two Democrats for cloture, the simple story told
by Crisis assigning party responsibility for the first cloture vote still
applied:

The Republicans produced 33 votes for cloture on the FEPC bill. They
should have—and could have—done better, but they did put the Demo-
crats in the shade. The man on the street cares little about the elaborate
excuses that w ill be offered. As far as he is concerned, the vote on the
FEPC proposition was 33 Republicans as against 19 [22 on the second at-
tempt] Democrats. In his book the Republicans are far ahead in proving
their friendship for FEPC.&

From the minority-group viewpoint, as a party the Republicans
showed up better than the Democrats—in the Senate.83 W hat of
the House? Here the crucial test was the vote on the amendment
introduced by Congressman McConnell substituting a uvoluntaryM
FEPC for the original b ill.introdugsd mby- CongressiB"HP"EgU
Apart from the fact that McConnell was a leading Republican and
that the Republican House Minority Leader supported the amend-
ment, the voting record (Table 4) reveals what was commonly

Table 4—House Vote, February 22,1950, on McConnell Substitute Amendment,
Eighty-First Congress*

Total Yea Nay Not Voting
Total 4317 222 178 3
Republicans 170 104 49 i
A ll Democrats 260 118 128 =
"Northern-  Dem'’s. 159 23 128 =
"Southern" Dem*™. 101 95 s
American Labor 1

* Source roll call in Congressional Record, Vol. 96, part 2, 2253-2254.
t Vacancies account for this discrepancy from the full membership of the House.
1 #North«rn## Includes all non*Southom Dtmocratt.
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understood most Republicans opposed FEPC with enforcement
powers and maintained that their proposed “FEPC” satisfied the
party's platform pledging enactment of FEPC legislation.8 This
the minority-group leaders would not accept, and they advised
their followers to vote against all congressmen supporting the
McConnell substitute.8

On the other hand, the Democratic, Speaker of the House had f

hindered the FEPC effort,86 and the Democrats constituted a major- w

ity of the House. Even so, only 49 Republicans voted against the
McConnell amendment compared with 128 Democrats. The 118
Democrats voting for the substitute included 23 from outside the
South who joined 104 Republicans to emasculate the proponents’ bill.j
W here was party responsibility to be placed? ~fesident CilW Ji

r

publicly most ardent for FEPC, had included it in his State of the V

Union Message convening the second session, and had been elected
desoite the 1948 crack in the Solid South over the civil rights fight.
Tfiere were questions raised concerning the vigor of his efforts be-
hind the scenes, but that situation was too obscure to be utilized for
effective campaign propaganda.

Arthur Krock haswritten:

Very seldom do informed observers agree with Representative Mar-
cantonio, yet a good many did when he remarked . . . *It is obvious to
everyone . . . that everybody wants civil rights as an issue but not as a
law, and that goes for Harry Truman, the Democratic party, and the Re-
publican party.*87

The charge that our political system makes it extremely difficult
to assess party responsibility was amply borne out in the divisions
over FEPC in the Eighty-first Congress.8

Following the second and final defeat in the Senate, Aronson ap-
praised the situation with respect to National Council hopes for
electoral reprisals and arenewed campaign in the next Congress:

In analysing the cloture vote, he [Aronson] pointed out that six Re-
publicans . . . and six non-Southern Democrats . . . had voted against
cloture on both tests. Only four of these men . . . are up for reelection
this year and all come from the states which are removed from centers of
minority group population and pressure. Even assuming that every other
member of the Senate could be prevailed upon to be present and to vote
favorably, he said, the thirty-three recorded negative votes supplemented
by the vote of Senator-elect Smathers, would be more than sufticient to
prevent cloture. Accordingly, Mr. Aronson concluded, prospects for civil

I
J
|
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rights legislation in the 82nd Congress appeared dim under the existing
cloture rule.®

The logical deduction from this was that the Senate rules had to
be changed, and a campaign was developed around that issue. In

1952, the National Council was again bypassed for a “Leadership
Conference On Civil Rights” with the major slogan, “ABOLISH

RULE 22 IN ,52,9 This campaign was without success—indeed
the anti-civil rights attack on the “twenty-one day rule” in the

House, which had been beaten down in the Eighty-first Congress,
was now triumphant and the power of the Rules Committee was

restored.9l

Though the issue of FEPC nominally has been kept alive in thel

Congress, the only bill to leave committee in either House, from the
1950 defeat through 1958, was on July 3,1952, reported out with
"tio possibility for action, only three days before adjournment. Per-
haps the most significantthing aboutthis Senate b ill was the deliberate
change in its tide to avoid the initials KFEPC.,»2 By now, other civil
rights issues dominated the activities of minority-group leaders hous-
ing and educational discrimination problems had moved to the fore-
front.98
FEPC was not a dead issue but it was superseded by other con-
, cerfiisan atime of full employment and congressional stalemate. TDis-
Icrimination was (ana remains) substantial with respectto the quality
|o fjobs opento minority workers. But, to the “man-in-the-street/ job
| discrimination has meant simply a total refusal to hire any minority
\persons. A It was the fear of apostwar depression and mass unemploy-
ment of minority workers wmch had raised the issue to the apex of
the civil rights batde. Tihus, though Negroes and other minority
groups were still victims of job discrimination, the Mread-and-
butter>urgency of the issue was greatly diluted.

State FEPC and Professional Leadership

though the National Council for a Permanent FEPC and the
National Emergency Ovu Rights Mobilization have faded trom ex-
istence, the issue continues high on the list of favored civil rights
demands.
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Efforts to enact FEPC legislation have continued on the state
levgl wnerej>roponents have scored a series of successes ever since
ew Y rlLle3~the wav in TJiere ( TanuaryT 1958]
Ithirteen stat” with enforceabte 1IEPC statutes.% HaK of these vic-
tones were obtained during tlie period of greatest agitation for a
permanent Federal FEPC (1945-1950). By 1949, seven of the states
had enacted FEPC with “teeth.”

W hen the National Council effort collapsed in the 1946 filibuster,
and the congressional elections which followed made the situation
seem hopeless, the proponents registered their strength locally where
it still counted. But this belief that the national fight was doomed
acted asakind of wself-confirming hypothesis,and the local activities
drained energies away from the national organization. Victorious
state groups, by their very successes, found the issue less urgent. De-
feated groups became all the more pessimistic. Other local programs
crowded the organizational budgets and the man-hours available to
the national campaigns.

Thus, EImer Henderson (National Council Executive Secretary)
informed Roy W ilkins in 1948:

In a number of states in the North and ~Vest, our local supporters
turned their attention to state bills. In states where they were successful,
they tended to feel their objectives achieved. In states where they lost they
became further disillusioned and discouraged. . . . One significant but in
a way important development for us has been the creation of so-called
permanent organizations as an outgrowth of the FEPC fights in many
areas. These organizations have paid professional leadership and their own
budgets and fund-raising problems.%

O f course, the 1950 Mobilization could not have been so success-
fulin the number of delegations which descended on W ashington had
the state groups not returned, for a time, to the national issue. But
the consequence of that failure repeated the experience of 1946.

Even during the height of the Mobilization, the state organiza-
tions were scarcely appendages of the National Council Mobiliza-
tion leadership. The character of the local FEPC organizations had
changed considerably from the initial period of National Council con-
trol. They now co-operated as entirely independent groups rather
than asmere branches of the Council.

Randolph, as the pioneer FEPC agitator, dominated the national
issue through most of 1946 and shared, rather than lost complete
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control thereafter. The necessarily centralized handling of alobbying
campaign at the AVashington level made it difficult for rival leaders
to capture the issue. As noted, this would have required the public
esteWishment of an obviously competing organization.
\3ut on the local level the hnljr of Rnn”*?]p” g p/< <|-&nt5 _£n1IQw-
ing evaporated with the demise of the March. At first (1944-1945)
"many of tKe state afiliates of thrNationdCouncil were dominated
by the BSCP and remaining MOW M activists, but whatever strength
they retained was restricted to the Negro conununity. Indeed, the
heritage of the March was such that they were distrustful of whites
and wary of Communist infiltration. The consequent charge that
Randolph over emphasized the Negro interest in FEPC w ill be re-
called.97 When he turned his attention to other matters during the
Eightieth Congress, Randolph” local contacts™ere broken and other
groups carried the issue into the State legislatures”

Generalizing about a large number of differently situated and
only loosely connected organizations while retaining fidelity to the
facts is a difficult business. State FEPC proponent groups varied from
place to place overthe country. There were im portant differences in
the demographic features of their locales; for example: the import-
ance of a Spanish-speaking population in Colorado and New Mexico
contrasted with the Midwest. NAACP branches were more vigorous
in Detroit than in Chicago where the Negro community has been
extremely difficult to organize effectively. The Jewish population
and, therefore, its organizations are not uniform ly distributed. These
organizations also vary in local strength, so that in Massachusetts the
American Jewish Congress was more importantthanin lllinois, where
the Anti-Defamatdon League and the other Jewish agencies predom-
inated. Furthermore, some of these factors differed at particular pe-
riods during the decade oflocal FEPC activity.®8

Despite these and other im portant differences®as awhole the state
organizations around the 1946 period took on an increasingly protes-
sionaUl character in their operations. That is, the active leadershTp of
many of the state campaigns was increasingly placed in the hands of
men who practiced human relations work as a career.)This had been
noted by Elmer Henderson in his 1948 analysis. The significance of
this is not simply that a more efficient management of the state cam-
paigns ensued, though that occurred. This efficiency also took place
on the national level with the bringing of professional personnel like
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W ilkins, Aronson and Maslow into top National Council posts after
1946.

In rhe states the pre-existent organizations which took over thg
F E~C I"e had operated for vears®with large professional staffs. To
bc/stire; these men were “un”le ""FJers” as eiiiployees of-the “lay”
boards of directors of their organizations. Many of these “lay” lead-
ers were also personally active in the state FEPC campaigns on deci-
sion-making levels. Nor is it possible for the professionals to operate
contxary to the explicit wishes of their boards. But the day-to-day
operations of these campaigns were performed by the professionals
who, unavoidably, made much of the actual determination of policy
and strategy.®

Theiogxsgsing role of the professionals is not introduced here to
criticize the later leadership behind the FEPC issue with labels of
“bureaucracy” or undemocratic procedures. On the contrary they
have devoted themselves with great energy to the task of educating
and activating the members ot their organizations and the general
community. Their work is a positive contribution to the future of
practical democracy if American ideals are to be more than mere
shibboleths. Randolph’s leadership of the March on Washington
Movement was certainly not more democratic as has been indicated
previously, it was less formalized and, therefore, more unrestricted.
But its mass movement orientation was substantially different, and
professionalization is an important item in that difference.

Community intergroup-relations programs have followed the his-
tory of social welfare and charity work m this respect. The profes-
sional today is an accepted and crucial leader in the operations of in-
stitutionalized “social work.>But this was not always the case; *Social
casework ... has had along general but a short professional his-
tory.” 10 It was inevitable that as communities and groups faced up
to the problems of intergroup relations—race riots, slum ghettos and
unequal economic ODportunity—that trained men would be called on
to do afull-time job. The FEPC issue picked up some of these men
early in its development when uMetropolitan Councils on Fair Em-
ployment Practice>were created m a number of cities. These par-
alleled the work, locally, of the Presidents national FEPC which also
hired such professionals. In 1946, the National Association of Inter-
group Relations Ofncials (NAIRO) was formed in explicit rec-
ognition of this trend. And, as noted, many of the major groups
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behind the state FEPC campaigns were organizations which oper-
ated on a large-scale professional basis long before the FEPC issue.

These organized groups are among the institutionalized channel
through which community action on minority-group problems ordin-
arily flows. They are generally limited in their political activities
because of their dependence on funds from sources which demand de-
ductibility underthe internal revenue laws. This tax-exemption prob-
lem is a serious obstacle to the organization of effective electoral
reprisals. The problem has increased with time and complicates the
political efforts of civil rights advocates on a number of issues. It
shapes the kinds of activities through which the affected organizations
may pursue their objectives, tending to make it safer to conduct
“educational” ratherthan forceful political camoaignsT101 ~~~ )

As the established organizations whose lay boards are composed
of prominent community leaders they are necessarily conservative in
their methods. Thek”ominant®*concern prartirp||ly, A test of
strategy and goals ordinarily leads to an emphasis upon maintaining
rapport with established wielders of power, i.e., Mhe people who
count. f But within the margins of activity which such conditions
allow, they carry considerable influence and often can be more effec-
tive than liie more militant leadership.

Consequendy, they do not tend to originate new issues through
such bold ventures asthe March which led to the FEPC, or the later
Truman orders following Randolphs civil disobedience campaign of

T1lle FAPC issue w”created whenNegro morale'*s'in a
cntical situation. The established Negro leadership followed Ran-
dolph with reluctance and with concern for the channels of influence
which they had so carefuUy constructed over thdfearsTi~7 Stions
w ith the W hite House and other high governmental and non-govem-
mental officials and leaders. A fter President Roosevelt established the
first FEPC, the issue gradually passed through the <gateway, 1°2 of
popular acceptance (among the public sympathetic to civil rights
goals) and became an increasingly important part of the programing
of human relations organizations. Indeed it was a sign that the issue

had "arrived” when the “professionals” took over. That leadership
/ continues the campaigns for FEPC in the states yet to be won and

\ sAjirs existing fair employment practice commissions on to more
leffective enforcement.
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Again the White House

campaigns for congressional enactment of FEPC became dor-
mant because of what was described as late as 1956 to be uan in-
formal coalition of Southern Democrats and conservative Republicans
[which has] continued to be the principal roadblock to any civil
rights le slatdon.” 18 However the national issue continued on the
presidential level where it first arose.

The political processes through which the President is selected
make him more vulnerable to civil rights balance-of-power pressures
than the Congress. The latter body contains representatives of varied
constituencies many of which are beyond the reach of FEPC advo-
cates. To win jSfew York or lllinois without the support of organized
minority groups is difficult enough to make presidential candidates
very sensitive to those interests. This is repeated in a number of
northern and western states. O f course, the Senators from those states
face similar pressures, but their influence is diluted by Senators other-
Ayise situated-most obviously, but not all, from the South. This dilu-
tion is further watered down by the apportionment of constituencies
in both Houses in a manner favorable to the less populated states.104

State FEPC campaigns suffer a similar handicap. A state legislator
from Chicago’s Negro Southside is obviously vulnerable to FEPC
pressures-even if that community is but little organized on the issue.
An lllinois governor is less vulnerable, but re*Ardless of party he can
be counted upon for at least public support of Negro demands. He
can win only with great difficulty if opposed by the bulk of urban
voters. W ith minor exceptions, it is the southern *"downstate® dis-
tricts which counterbalance the strength of the Cook County repre-
sentatives in the lllinois state legislature,cThe disproportionate repre-
sentation provided these non-metropolitan, areas is the problem yet
to be overcome in lllinois and several other states w ith substantial, but
concentrated, minority-group populations.106

The possibility thatthe Negro vote mightreturn to the Republi-
can party played atempting partin the campaign to re-elect President
Eisenhower. Similarly, the record of Adlai Stevenson as Governor of
Illinois during tw o state FEPC campaigns was importantin his appeals
to minority voters.18 The weight assigned to civil rights by presi-
dential hopefuls is a continuing and increasing process.

—_ =
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But no President ever had more reason to appreciate the power of >

minority voters than did Harry S. Tgaman.107 His executive order 4

establishing a T"air, Emplnympnf RnarH in Civil Sgnncc Commis
aon in 1948 reflected the pressure of A. Philip Randolphs civil
AsobediOTce campaign. It was issued on July 2, and was more than
remotely connected with the 1948 election campaign. The order
affected only government employment which was, technically, al-
ready covered by a provision of the Ramspeck Act of 1940.18 But
the Truman Board provided something of an enforcement mechanism
while the Ramspeck Act amounted to nothing more than a verbal
declaration.

The outbreak of the Korean warin 1950 raised the issue of amore
far reaching executive order once again. The proponents sought to
convince the President that the new emergency paralleled that of
1941 during which Roosevelt had established the first FEPC. Arnold
Aronson reported:

On July 16,1950, the National Council for aPermanent FEPC, through
its co-chairman, A. Philip Randolph, wired the president urging that he
*issue an Executive Order similar to President Roosevelt's 8802 ... asan
integral factor in mobilization of manpower against North Korean Com-
munist aggression. 109

Zgn-yetoary 2,1951, TrpipanJ&~ied Executive Order 1021Q aui
thorizing the Secretaries of the Defense and Coniinerce departments
to require and enforce nondiscrimination clauses in government con-
tracts. But the proponents were dissatisiSed and continued their pres-
sure. Opponents in Congress argued that specific legislative authoriza-
tion was necessary to set up any new machinery requiring additional
.expenditures. The proponents argued that there was sufficient existing
authority based on various statutes and that the Russell amendment
(which had led to the death of the original FEPC) would not require
congressional sanction for atleastaye |

A vigorous campaign was carried”oifto coincide with the simul-
taneous tenth anniversary of the first FEPC order and the first anni-

versary of the invasion of South Korea. The governors of seven states

proclaimed the date “Fair Employment Practice Day” and similar
proclamations were issued by the mayors of eight major cities. A

feature of the campaign was a commemorative ceremony at Roose-
velts grave in Hyde Park with Mrs. Roosevelt participating.
AFmally, Truman announced a new executive order (N o.10308,

FEPC AFTER THE MARCH [177;

Decemb ~ 3,1951) creating the Eresideatv"Dmmifree on C”*nvecnh-
meq| iGon fnirtr inmpUftnne_ 116 Committee was composed of eleven
members, five drawn from several government agencies and six repre-
senting the public. The function was an advisory one with the re-
sponsibility for enforcement resting with the heads of contracting
agencies™A. report was issued by this body which:

found the nondiscrimination clause, required by Executive Orders 8802
(1941) and 9346 (1943) to be in every contract entered into by an agency
or department of the Federal Government for materials, supplies, or serv-
ices, *almost forgotten, dead and buried under thousands of words of
standard legal and teciinical language in Government procurement con-
tracts.5110

AThe contract compliance agency was reconstituted by President
EisenHowe” s Executive Order 10479, on August 13,1953, and placed
under the chairmanship of Vice-President Nixon. Finally, on January
18,1955, Eisenhower issued another order (10590) establishing the
President® Committee on Government Employment Policy to re-
place Truman” Fair Employment Board. The two orders carry on
the earlier efforts in the fields of government employment and hiring
practices by private contractors to the government,

LNone of these presidential agencies has duplicated the Roosevek
FEPC in size of staff or scope of operations, nor has the public hear-
ing technique been restored to favor. They have, however, registered
definite gains via negotiations with top management. Though the
Vice-President was a staunch foe of FEPC when in the Congress, his
handling of the Committee on Government Contracts evoked favor-
able comment from FEPC proponents”

The large problem of employment discrimination remains for a
fully empowered and budgeted agency. The approach through the
contract clauses cannot reach far enough, and the small staff can
scarcely hope to cover the job even within its limited jurisdiction.

There is little likelihood, however, that the Negro will come
rapping at the W hite House door as sharply as he did in 1941 over
the issue of fair employment practices. FEPC as a prime symbol of
civil rights has given way in the public mind to other issues. But it
stands in readiness should the fear of large-scale unemployment and
depression reactivate its dramatic significance. Meanwhile, a steady
increase in minority-group economic opportunities continues to re-
fle ct substantial gains from the years of campaigning for FEPC.
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And it is a significant mark of his [the Negro's]
progress that he won most of these rights for himself
on the field of legal battle; in earlier campaigns for
simple justice he relied Ujpon the leadership of sympa-
thetic Southern whites, but in the series of historic
actions in which he regained the franchise and saw
the limits of legal segregation progressively narrowed,
he fought under his own banner and in his own right*

Harry Ashmore

An Epitaph for Dixie

F olttowing the war and the frustrating campaigns for a national
FEPC law, it seemed that Negro militancy had been exhausted and
that the spirit which once sustained the Al*rch was completely gone.
The NAACP continued its lawyers* work in preparing the endless
cases, running down citations, obtaining witnesses and filing briefs
w itfi little immediate contact with the mass of Negroes. The liberal
white leaders found scanty support for measures vitally affecting
Negro interests on the community level, and it was an unexpressed
belief in these circles that the bulk of Negroes simply could not be
organized effectively. The mood dropped back to the level of apathy
which Myrdal had explained as characteristic of lower classes gen-
erally and, therefore, of the Negro community more than of the
white.

A remarkable change has occurred over the pastfew years. Negro
self-reliance is increasingly a fact in American political life, North
and South. Xhere have been rimes when Negrro™ protest may have
been fiercei*but never before has ” Yfufcd dgmgnHs witl_gi*a”er
>e Bfidcnce inltfftnwn po~gj® W Kat has produced this energetic tone,
and where does it lead in the difficult trials to come? W hat are the
consequences for the leadership which must steer the organized
Negro protest?

EPILOGUE [179]

The long-run factors are those which have uplifted the Negro
from conditions of rural bondage and pulled him along in the general

.urban transformation. These are the forces reshaping the nation’s

economic structure and, inevitably, its socio-Dolitical patterns. Sec-
tional uniqueness, the Old South with its rigid stratification of caste
and class, is mortally wounded—despite the violent thrashing about
and the shrieks of defiance. And the surest sign of the nearing demise
of old-style white supremacy is the flouting of traditional caste roles
by southern Negroes. As the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. putit
to the 1956 NAACP convention in San Francisco: “You can never
understand the bus protest in Montgomery without understanding
that there is a brand-new N”*gro in the South’ with a new sense of
dignity and destiny.”

Among the short-run factors which have produced this renewal
of Negro militancy, echoing sharply the days of the March on Wash-
ington Movement, the clearest catalyst has been the decision of the
Supreme Court finding that segregation per se was a denial of rights
guaranteed by the American Constitution (Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation, 1954). Technically this was a ruling purely on legally re-
quireSISfj7) | segregation, but that was indeed a technicality to the
general populace (and this popular view—that all government-im-
posed segregation is unconstitutional-is fast becoming legally cor-
rect). For the Negro community it was a tremendous stimulant to
political organization and cohesiveness. Blamed or praised, the
NAACP was properly identified by whites and Negroes as the pri-
mary organization behind the litigation. Those who praised haiied the
NA_ACP for its leadership of the Negro to anew plateau in the strug-

gle for human equality. Those who condemned have managed to
circulate the widespread misconception that the NAACP is aradical

organization headed by irresponsible lieaders.

The paradox is that it was because the NAACP has been a
basically conservative body in its methods that the Supreme Court
became the battle ground on which the NAACP has so often fought.
For years, the NAACP was attacked by Negro militants for its
“legalistic” approach to Negro rights. It is ironical that the most
conservative strategy available, directed at what is historically our
most conservative political institution, should have brought the
NAACP to the forefront of the militant Negro protest today.

In the Forties, during the height of the March on Washington
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Movement, the “talented-tenth” methods of lobbying and litigation
were repudiated. Militants attacked the traditional leadership as too
concerned with politeness and respectability. It was this repudiation
which led to the rise of a new organization and the birth of the
FEPC issue. At the present time, the success of that epitome of
moderate strategy, litigation, has precipitated a situation in which
moderates are perceived asradicals. Such are the unanticipated conse-
quences of social tactics that the “conservatives” cannot shake the
radical label, at least not short of dropping all ejfforts to implement
the decision in the school cases. But that they surely w ill not do, for
among other reasons it is their organizational victory.

Furthermore, so bitter has the pro-segregationist camp become
that even the most moderate actions are inmediately castigated as if
they were revolutionary in nature. (E.g., the Autherine Lucy case,
which was simply an effort ta enroll-one Negro girl as a graduate
studentin the University of Alabama. This was not even dependent
on the 1954 Supreme Court decision.) This has relieved the moderate
Negro leaders of the necessity of defending their “middle way” from
the attacks of Negro radicals. The legal principle having been estab-
lished any move for implementation in the Deep South has been
greeted with such resistance that potential rivals have no choice but
to support the present leadership.

E~remist southern reaction to the Supreme Court decision, and
particularly to the intervention with federal troops in Little Rock,
Arkansas, has made it virtually impossible for moderate whites to
speak out in Deep South communities. Thus it is true that the com-
munication bridges between whites and Negroes have been destroyed
resulting in a short-run loss for interracial harmony, as traditionally-
conceived in the Deep South. This may be a heavy price to pay for
the gains obtained elsewhere, particularly for the groups immediately
involved who must operate in an oppressive atmosphere intimidated
by extremistgroups. Butit is anecessary price if the goals of moderate
Southern action are ever to advance from the level of platitude to the
concrete objectives capable of marking off specific increments of
progress.

One benefit is already registered—a moderate achievement as a
result of the breakdown of moderation in the Deep South. The
modest gains represented by the substance of the civil rights bill of
1957 are less im portant than the symbolic significance attached to the
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failure of the Southern senators to filibuster. The moderation which
could not be expressed publicly in deepest Dixie (with some heroic
exceptions) was strategically successful in the southern caucus of the
U.S. Senate. To say that it was merely politically astute to allow the
first civil rights bill in over eighty years to pass the Senate is to ignore
the real question—why was it politically astute? The answer is to be
found in the new political power of the Negro which has resulted
from the solidification of his organized protest.

Forif it is true that the W hite Citizen's Council has the NAACP
to thank for its growth in numbers, as is pointed out by those who
bemoan the resurgence of Negro militancy, it is equally true that the
NAACP has benefited organizationally from the immoderate attacks
upon it by white supremacist forces. The southern states have helped
produce Negro cohesion with their efforts to harass the NAACP
under barratry and other statutory interferences with the freedom
of organized political action. And this, in turn, has had dynamic
consequences for minority group politics.

Itis true that amiddle way between “now” and “never” has to be
found if ideals are to become reality without the price of transition
becoming too large. Even highly sympathetic friends of the Negro
may balk at paying the social costs should these involve the creation
of new and equally dire problems. But is it really fair to ask or
reasonable to expect the Negro to take on this responsibility as his
primary concern? The finding of the middle way is the task pre-
dominantly of the white community, and it is right that the white
leadership be “unreasonably” goaded into action by the Negro
organizations. Apart from this fitting the proper roles of victims and
culprits (the general white community has at a minimum been cul-
pably negligent), the Negro cannot maintain his reborn solidarity,
cannot conduct the political education of his people through the
calculated rationalism of the more-comfortably situated groups. The
big problem for the Negro leadership today is how to resist the easy
path of relying once again on white philanthropy for their primary
organizational sustenance.

This was the fundamental insight which A. Philip Randolph had
provided in his leadership. In away it is the lesson taught by Booker
T. Washington too. The difference is that Washington urged indi-
vidual self-reliance to demonstrate personal achievement, accepting
meekly what the whites might choose to acknowledge asthe Negrok
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due. For Randolph, and now for Dr. King, collective self-reliance is
cruciaTBotK tor individual selt-respect and the strategic strength of
tne organizeJ-protest.

Randolph sought to stimulate that sense of communal potency
through the all-Negro policy of the March. To some extentthis made
avirtue of the need to make do without the support of white allies,
and it reflected the lesson suffered in losing control of the National
Negro Congress to the Communists. Does the united Negro move-
ment of the present need a similar style of organization? If all that
were meant by this is the advisability of maintaining an all-Negro
membership there would be no real problem. The bulk of the
NAACP's membership has always been Negro, asis the new Martin
Luther King organization that grew out of the Montgomery, Ala-
bama, bus boycott. The real question is whether an organization
might not gain substantially from an emotional appeal of white-
exclusion asarallying cry. The dangers are the easy degeneration of
the tactic into racial chauvinism, and the fact that such an appeal is
bound to seem self-segregationist. Therefore, it is unlikely that white
exclusion as an organizational rallying cry makes much sense today.
O f course, appeals to self-reliance in terms of funds and leadership is
another matter.

The NAACP and the neo-Gandhian movement of Dr. King ap-
pear to be in close harmony at present in terms of their objectives
and the militancy with which their demands are made. But there is a
fundamental source of friction which could eruptin the future. Dr.
King*s movementw ill yet have to meetthe testof all mass movements.
On the one hand, the specific objective which created the Mont-
gomery boycott has been achieved. Can the fervor which sustained
the group in its short-term struggle be maintained or w ill gradual
apathy lead to its disintegration? Here the orthodox organizations
stand ready to take over asin the past. Dr. King may well be content
to let that happen, rationalizing tJie whole experience as atemporary
and local affair with purely limited objectives.

Thus far the movement has been kept alive, and a conference in
Montgomery of over five hundred Negroes recendy considered the
possibilities of further applying the passive resistance strategy. The
taste of national prominence, the sense of personal charisma in his
great success with the Negro masses may lead King to undertake a

large-scale national organization “supplementary” to the existing
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groups. Inevitably, that would produce a hidden competition for
funds and programatdc priorities. Moreover, should any substantial
violence erupt as a result of civil disobedience activities challenging
jim-crow ordinances, the pressure on the NAAQP leadership from
some of its more conservative supporters might lead to an open
schism.

There are no signs of this happening yet to any great extent. The
activity of the NAACP is bound up in the effort to integrate the
Southern public school system. That will be enough to solidify
the forces on both sides of the raciaF dispute. Then too, the limits
of the litigation method are fast approaching and the NAACP
is likely to look for anew method capable of satisfying militants and
conservatives within its supporting base. It seems very likely that a
simple non-partisan get-out-the-vote campaign w ill keep the Negro
leadership busy for the next several years. So long as this is resisted
by any state governments, the campaign cannot fail to provide a
source of cohesion around the established leaders. And in the North,
where the main problem w ill be mass apathy, a substantial increase
in Negro voting w ill surely provide great political strength. At the
same time, the extreme reaction likely to be faced in the Southern
school situation w ill contribute much propaganda material for over-
coming apathy in the North.

There has been too great an inferiority complex among Negroes
with respectto their leadership. A decided feeling persists that there
is more schism in the Negro community than elsewhere. Tihis reflects
the view that there should be but one Negro organization leading the
protest battle to which everyone can give wholehearted support, that
anything less is but petty bickering. Presumably, if only the leader
could be found to bring this about all would be well. Actually, the
organized protesttoday is castmore in this image than atany previous
time. But it is necessary to say that there is no more bickering in the
Negro community than there is in other comparable groups, e.g.,
Jews and Catholics. Furthermore, the idea that there would neces-
sarily be again from having a single organization is predicated on an
assumption which is questionable. The assumption is that there is a
singlepathtoracialadvancement.

Actually, the multiplicity of leaders and organizations (within
limits, of course) provides anumber of bases on which various strata
of the population can be brought together. A single organization
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would be rather hard put to rally all classes of Negroes, not to men-
tion the range of white sympathizers who can render useful support.
Xhus, amore efficient mobilization of the community can be brought
aboutby anumber of approaches around which segments of the total
group can rally. True, some of their efforts w ill duplicate and there
w ill be wasted energy expended in internecine strife. But there is no
utopia in organizational life, any more than elsewhere, and the alterna-
tive is an organization which can appeal only to a part of the com-
munity leaving the rest unorganized. Efficient group organization is
likely to be multiple-political rather than single-functional.

There are important differences between the 1941 situation and
that prevailing at present. There is no world-wide shooting war
against a totalitarian foe to reduce the national importance of the
Negro problem. The white press is no longer “lily-white” to the
degree it once was, and the country follows the news of Negro
politics closely, as do the politicians. Nor is the problem of civil
rights organization as complicated by the “left-wing” factionalism
which sapped its strength during the Thirties and Forties. Negroes
today are notwithout white allies who bring funds and organizational
assistance to bolster their cause. And despite the rivalry which is as
much the law of Negro organizational life as that found anywhere
else, the Negro leadership seems as united today as at the peak of the
March on Washington Movement.

W hether the Negro leadership w ill take action similar to that once

threatened by the March is not a “slide-rule” question. It is true that

have rejected the term “gradualism” and that a Negro using it
is likely to have the “handkerchief” knocked off his head. This has
led to an unfortunate misunderstanding of the Negro position. W hat
they have rejected is the use of the term “gradualism” to mean
motion rather than slow motion. Used as it has been, it became a
noxious symbol of complete unwillingness to make significant head-
way.

The NAACP has moved slowly, through many years of litigation
in alengthy series of court tests. The Supreme Court too has moved
slowly and broken with precedent, in recognition of the difiicult
social revolution involved, and ordered that its decree be effected
with deliberate speed* That is a form of gradualism which the
Negro community shows itself willing to accept.

Dr. King spoke for all the Negro leaders when he said
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Now if moderation means pressing on for justice with wise restraint
and calm reasonableness, then it is avirtue which all must seek to achieve
in this tense period of transition. But if moderation means slowing up in
the move toward freedom and capitulating to the whims and caprices of
the guardians of a deadening status quo, then moderation is atragic vice
which all men of good w ill must condemn.

The pleas for “moderation’ cannot be sincere if unaccompanied
by measurable progress. The problem is not created by the Negro
holding apolitical gun atthe Nation™ head and demanding the unjust
or the impossible. The problem is uUAn American Dilemma> created
out of our traditional ideals as inscribed in our fundamental law and
upheld by a unanimous verdict of our highest tribunal.

Those who argue that politics and law cannot be the pathway to
basic social change must descend from the level of moralistic plati-
tudes to work vigorously on levels which produce tangible results.
That is the task of opinion leaders from all walks of life and all
sections of our Nation. Indeed it is true that salvation is not of Caesar
—but political processes are inevitably the recourse of men who seek
to balance power with justice. No less a religious voice than Com-
monweal has rebutted the argument that this is not apolitical prob-
lem:

On the whole, the history of the Negro in America makes clear that
his lot has been improved by decisions and actions taken on the political
and economic levels, rather than on the *moral and spiritual plane.* . ..

g’rpuercl}I]egro’s most effective help has come from the court-house not the

The "basic* element remains what it has always been-legislation aimed
atinterracial justice, and the vigilance of the courts over the execution of
such legislation.

As the father of our Constdtntioh, James Madison- well under-
stood, liberty and faction are inseparable. Those who would dis-
courage the excesses of national disunity latent in organizational
politics over civil nghts must indeed act morally but, ineluctably,
they w ill have to act.



Chronology of Major

Events

January 1 1863
September 18,1895

May 18,1896

June, 1905
February 12,1909
October, 1911

Spring 1917

July, 28,1917

August 2,1920
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President Lincoln’s “Emancipation Proclamation”
declared an end to slavery in rebel territory.

Booker T. Washington® "Atlanta Compromise”
address.

The U.S. Supreme Court, in Plessy v. Fergusony
held racial segregation was not a violation of the
Fourteenth Amendmentif the facilities were equal.

Niagara conference of Negro leaders organized
by Dr. W. E. B. Du Bois.

NAACP founded.

National .Urban League formed by merger of
three social work organizations concentrating on
Negro problems.

A. Phip Randolph and Chandler Owen began
publishing The Messengerf Mhe only radical Ne-
gro magazine in America.w

NAACP protest parade on New York’s Fifth
Avenue.

Marcus..Garveys followers packed Madison
Square Garden in New York.

August 25,1925

May 29,1932
July 2,1932

August, 1935
February, 1936

April 9,1939

August 23,1939

September 1,1939

1940
April 28

May

May 26-June 4

September 27
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Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters organized.
Shordy tfiereafter Randolph became general or-
ganizer and in 1928 was elected president.

Bonus Army marched on Washington, D.C

Franklin D. Roosevelt's acceptance speech aspresi-

dential nominee pledged “ a new deal” to over-
come the depression.

Seventh W orld Congress of the Communist Inter-
national ushered in the era of the “Popular Front,**

National Negro Congress formed with A. P hiip
Randolph as president.

Seventy-five thousand persons heard Marion An.
derson sing at the Lincoln Memorial after die
OAR refused to permit her to perform in Consti-
tudon HalL

Nazi-&>viet neutrality pact ended the “Popular

Nazi invasion of Poland triggered start of W orld

A. Phip Randolph resigned as president of die
National Negro Congress charging Communist
domination.

Committee on Parricipation of Negroes in the Na-
tional Defense Program formed under Pittsburgh
Courier sponsorship and headed by Dr. Rayford
W . Logan.

Retreat from Dunkirk by the British Expedition-
ary Force.

President Roosevelt met with Negro leaders on
military discriminatioii.
Anti-lynching bill failed in the U.S. Senate.

W ar Department policy in regard to Negroes re-
leased by W hite House declared that ¢he policy

is not to intermingle colored and white en-
listed personnel in the same regimental organiza-

tions.” It .was implied that the Negro leaders en-
dorsed this policy.



November 5

December 29

1941

January 25

January 26

March 1
March 28-29

Aprilll

Aprill2

May 1

June 13
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Negro spokesmen for the Committee on Partici-
pation of Negroes in the National Defense Pro-
gram met with President Roosevelt.

Benjamin O. Davis, Sr. appointed the first Negro
brigadier general in the Regular Army of the
United States.

Roosevelt reelected. Henry A. Wallace elected
Vice President.

President Roosevelt® Arsenal of Democracy** ad-
dress pledged American industrial aid to Britain.

A. Philip Randolph proposed that ten-thousand
Negroes march on Washmgton to demand an end
to racial discrimination in defense employment
and in the military services.

Designated National Defense Day by the NAACP
which organized protest meetings in twenty-three
states.

Randolph's union newspaper, The Black Workery
published a call to march on Washington.

Negro Firemen's Conference organized by the
Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters.

Sidney Hillman, co-director of the Office of Pro-
duction Management (OP M), urged defense-con-
tractor employers to eliminate discriminatory hir-
ing practices.

Randolph announced that Mlans for an all-out
march of ten thousand Negroes on Washington
are in the making and a call will be issued in
the next few weeks.

The March on “Vashington Committee issued a
formal call for Negroes to march on Washington
onJuly L

Conference in New York*s City Hall between
Mayor LaGuardia, Mrs. Roosevelt and the lead-
ers of the March.

Randolph called to Washington to confer Mn
your project.”

June 15

June 18
-II
lllr
,ll
June 28

July 1

July 19
October 20-21

December 7

1942

January 1520
February 16-17
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President Roosevelt issued an official memoran-
dum to the OPM that ul shall expectthe Office of
Production Management to take immediate steps
to facilitate the full utilization of our productive
manpowers’

President Roosevelt and aids conferred with lead-
ers of the March on Washington Committee. The
President appointed a committee under Mayor
LaGuardia to evolve a suitaDle plan.

Nazi Germany invaded the Soviet Union. Ameri-
can Communists shifted from opposition to sup-
port of the Allied cause in World W ar Il.

Mayor LaGuardia conferred with MOWC lead-
ers in New York City on the text of a proposed
Presidential order.

National NAACP conference in Houston, Texas.

President Roosevelt issued Executive Order 8802
establishing the Presidents* Committee on Fair
Employment Practices (FEPC).

Randolph broadcast a radio announcement “post-
poning” the march.

The Youth Division of the Negro March Com-
mittee protested the decision to call off the July 1
march.

The date on which Negroes had been scheduled
to march on Washington. A victory celebration
replaced the march.

President Roosevelt named his appointees to the

FEPC staged first public hearing on employment
discrimination in Los Angeles, California.

Pearl Harbor attacked by the Japanese and the
United States became a belligerentin W orld W ar

FEPC pubKc hearings in Chicago, lllinois.
FEPC public hearings in New York City.
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March 5

March 20

April

June 16

June 18-20

June 26

July 2

July 14-19

July 25

July 30

August 4

August 6

August 14

August 31

September 26-27
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The Bureau of Employment Security revealed
that in the period from September, 1941 to Febru-
ary, 1942 more than half of the available employ-
ment opportunities were closed to Negroes.

Fifty Negro organizations* delegates informed the
Office of Facts and Figures, director, Archibald
MacLeish, **that the Negro people were cool to
the war effort** because of continuing racial dis-
crimination.

The March planned a series of great rallies to
demonstrate Negro strength and continuing dis-
satisfaction.

Eighteen-thousand Negroes packed New York*s
MOWM raUy.

FEPC public hearings on employment discrimina-
tion in Birmingham” Alabama.

Twelve-thousand Negroes over-flow Chicago
rally of the MOW M.

Odell Waller, Negro sharecropper, executed.

National NAACP convention. Randolph awarded
the Spingam medal as the outstanding Negro of
1941.

“Silent Parade” protesting the execution of Odell
W aller held by the New York MOW M.

President Roosevelt placed FEPC under the juris-
diction of the War Manpower Commission.

MOWM plans are developed for a culminating
mass-protest rally scheduled for September 4 in
Washington, D.C.

The Presidents secretary, in aletter to Randolph,
pleads “extreme pressure” on President Roose-
velt® time precludes his meeting with acommittee
of Negro leaders.

A MjiantMM OW M rally is held in St. Louis* Mis-
souri.

Randolph advised Washington MOW M to “post-
pone” their plans for alarge-scale rally.

Detroit Conference of the MOWM. "Walter
W hite and Lester Granger withdrew.

December 30

1943

January 11

February 15

May 27

June 3-6

June 7

June 20
July 4

August 1
September 15

1944 to date

June 25-26, 1944
November 7,1944

March 12,1945
Aprfl 12,1945

May 7,1945

January 18-
February 7,1946
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MOWM announced it was planning to employ
Gandhian civil-obedience tactics to break down
racial segregation.

Paul McNutt, head of WMC, ordered FEPC to
“postpone** ifs scheduled public hearings on rail-
road employment discrimination.

“Save FEPC Conference” in Washington® D.C.

President Roosevelts Executive Order 9346 re-
constituted the FEPC.

NAACP Emergency W ar Conference in Detroit,
Michigan.

“Left-wing” sponsored mass rally in Madison
Square Garden.

Raceriot in Detroit, Michigan.

“We Are Americans Too” convention of the
MOWM.

Harlem race riot.

FEPC public hearings on railroad discrimination.

National MOWM “Non-Partisan Political Con-
ference.”

Roosevelt reelected. Harry S. Truman elected
Vice President.

First state FEPC established in New York.

President Roosevelt died and Harry S. Truman
inaugurated President.

Germany surrendered.

Senate filibuster killed Federal FEPC bill.
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February 28,1946

August 14,1946

October 19,1946
October 29,1947

March 22,1948

March 31,1948

July 26,1948

November 2,1948
January 15-17,1950

February 22,1950

March 8,1950

May 19,1950

June 25,1950
February 2,1951

December 3,1951

WHEN NEGROES MARCH

“Save FEPC Rally” in Madison Square Garden,
New York.

President Truman announced the surrender of
Japan.

Last national conference of the MOW M.

Report of President Truman” Committee on Civil
Rights.

A. Philip Randolph and other Negro leaders con-
ferred with President Truman.

Randolph and Grant Reynolds initiated a civil-
disobedience campaign against military discrim-

President Truman issued two executive orders
9980 and 9981 creating aTFair Jimplojntnent Board
to eliminate racial discrimination in Federal em-
ployment, and a Presidents, Committee on Equal-
ity of Treatment and Opportunity in the Armed
Services.

Truman elected.

National Emergency Civil Rights Mobilization in
Washington, D.C., initiated by the NAACP.

FEPC proponents were defeated in a crucial vote
in U.S. House of Representatives.

The National Emergency Civil Rights Mobiliza-
tion merged with the National CouncU for a Per-
manent FEPC.

FEPC proponents failed to overcome Senate fili-
buster. Another vote on cloture defeated on July

Outbreak of Korean W ar.

President Truman issued Executive Order
10210 forbidding discrimination by government
contractors.

President Truman” Executive Order 10308 cre-
ated the Presidents* Committee on Government
Contract Compliance.

August 13,1953

May 17,1954

January 18,1955

December 20,1956

May 17,1957
September 9,1957

September 24,1957

CHRONOLOGY OF MAJOR EVENTS [ 93]

President Eisenhower® Executive Order 10479 re-
constituted the contract compliance agency, plac-
ing it under the chairmanship of the Vice Presi-
dent.

The U.S. Supreme Court ruled that racially segre-
gated public schools are inherendy unequal in vio-
lation of the Fourteenth Amendment. The Plessy
(1896) “separate but equal” doctrine overruled.

President Eisenhower (Executive Order 10590)
established the PresidentsS5Committee on Govern-
ment Policy to enforce a non-discriminatory pol-
icy in Federal employment.

Year-long boycott of public buses by Negroes of
Montgomery, Alabama ends in victory after U.S.
Supreme Court orders an end to segregated seat-
ing.

Negro Prayer Pilgrimage to Washington, D.C.

First Federal civil rights bill in eighty-two years
enacted.

President Eisenhower ordered Federal troops to
Litde Rockt Arkansas, to restore order after school
integration rioting.
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dolph and four other top Negro lead-
ers to meet with him on August 7
(BSCP files). Behind the scenes,
Randolph and Morris Milgram of
W DL had conducted important nego-
tiations with Attorney General Fran-
cis Biddle who handled the FEPC
problem for the President at the time.

79. The publisher of the New York
Amsterdam News9 in an article
strongly critical of Randolph” hand-
ling of the MOWM (July 31,1943, p.
2), wrote concerning Randolph” ex-
periences organizing the Pullman
porters “~Personally | knew the Pull-
man set-up in Chicago . . . knew
something of the activities of the
company union. Moreover, | knew
that Randolph could have just about
written his own ticket if he had
abandoned his fight for an independ-
ent organization for the porters. It
would have meant selling out his
friends and the men, and Randolph
held fast. 1 was there! | know men
who deserted him for a price! | knew
newspapers that deserted him for a
price, and 1 know Randolph merely
wept and kept going forward.”

BARRIERS PREVENT PICKET-
ING OF SENATE WING OF
CAPITOL OR OFFICE BUILDING.
LINE WOULD HAVE TO EX-
TEND BEYOND CAPITOL RES-
ERVATIONS MAKING A LINE
OF ONE MILE IN CIRCUMFER-
ENCE WOULD REQUIRE BE-
TWEEN 500 AND 1000 PERSONS
TO BE EFFECTIVE. LOCAL COM-
MITTEE VOTED TO ESTABLISH
LINE. PHYSICAL REQUIRE-
MENTS PREVENT ESTABLISH-
MENT BEFORE WEEK OR TEN
DAYS. NAACP AND ANTI POLL
TAX LEAGUE OPPOSE PICKET
IN TOTOY

81. E. Pauline Myers, The March
on Washington Movement Mobilizes
A Gigantic Crusade For Freedom
(New York: MOWM, undated pam-
phlet), pp.10ff. Also, Dwight Mac-
donald, aThe Novel Case of Winfred
%1” N VR February 20

82. Written by a well known white
journalist and his wife, Nancy and
Dwight Macdonald (New York:
MOWM, undated but probably
1943). The authors were involved in
an abortive effort to establish a white
“Friends of the MOWM.”

83. March 21,1943. Randolph” re-
ply (Aprill6y 1943) insisted that the
decline was largely a press relations
rather than a grass-roots loss. He
pointed to Roosevelt’s success in the
face of a hostile press as well as his
‘wn experience in organizing the
Brotherhood despite opposition from
the Negro press. Furthermore, “it is
no reflection upon the movement that
there is internal strife and even dis-
sension. We have it in the A, F. of L.,

C. I. « and even in Congress.”

he
80.  The March sought to surroundBut Randolph was on the defensive.

the Capitol with a picket line but
Randolph was telegraphed, Novem-
ber 21,1942, by the Washington
MOWM chairman:

“UNABLE TO LAUNCH PICKET
LINE FOR MONDAY. LEGAL

See WA Reply To My Critics,which
appeared in six weekly installments in
the Chicago Defender, June 12,19,
26; July 3 10,17,1943; each on p . 13
84. June 7,1943 Murray, Negro
Handbook 1944, op. cit.yp. 220,
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85. Crtsis, July 1943, p. 211.

86. Pittsburgh Courier. June 19.
1943, p . 13.

87.1bid.
 88. See Ruchames, op. Cit™ pp. 55-

89. Executive Order 9346, May 27,
1943. The FEPC was removed from
McNutt's jurisdiction and established
as an independent agency within, but
not subordinate to, the OPM.

90. Mupay, Negro Handbook
1944t op. cit™ p. 220. On June 26,1943,
the Pittsburgh Courier front-paged
the headline, *RACE RIOTS SWRFP
“"NATION,16 Dead, Over 300 Hurt
in Michigan, Texas, Mississippi.” This
was the issue immediately preceding
the MOW M convention. On August
1* 1943, a riot broke out in Harlem,
N.Y. See Murray, op. citt pp. 43-50.
For a study of the Detroit riot see
Alfred M. Lee and Norman D.
Humphrey, Race Riot (New York:
Dryden Press, 1943).

91.Murray, 1944, op. cit., p. 45.

92.lbid®» Had the MOWM con-
ference not" been postponed from
May, any civil disobedience action
launched by the Detroit MOWM
might well have received the blame
for setting off the riot

19433 ~ shurgh Courier, July 10,

94. Later the Committee on Racial
Equality (CORE) of the Fellow-
ship of Reconciliation (a Christian
pacifist group) and the Howard Uni-
versity chapter of the NAACP waged
successful forays into Jim Crow ter-
ritory. Cf~ George M. Hauser, Eras~
mg The Color Line (New York: Fel-
lowship Publications, 1947), a pam-
phlet with a foreword by A. Hiilip
Randolph. Randolph” 1948 civU dis-
obedience campaign aganst discrimi-
nation in the military services has
been noted previously. The bus boy-
cotts in Montgomery, Alabama and
Tallahassee, Florida provide recent
examples of political 4non-coopera-
rion” by Negroes.

95. By now, the Negro press regu-
larly carried full page advertisements
offering war jobs. Cf., the New York
Age, July 17,1943, p .12 the Peopled
Voice, September 25,1943, p. 7. This

unquestionably reduced rank and fil©-
N

militancy.

96. July 4,1943, p .12. The New
York Amsterdam News all but ignored
the MOWM convention. The issue
of July 3 contained nothing on July
10, they ran a front page captioned
picture of Randolph but no story on
July 17, S. W. 1. Grarlington wrote
what amounted to an obituaxy of the
March in his column '“Generally
Speaking,Mp .11. The Chicago De-
fender ran a small p. 1story, July 10,

97. Pittsburgh Courier, July 10,

98. July 10,1943.

99. See the detailed account of
these panels in the Fittshitrgh Courier.
July 10, 1943, p . 12.

100. The attendance can be in-
ferred from the size of the vote to re-
tain the important Negroes-only
membership policy (102 to 2); New
York Times, July 4,1943, p .12. Ran-
dolph had previously declared diat
M conference of five hundred dele-
gates is a good conference.MLetter to
Pauli Murray, Aprill6,1943.

101 The National Executive Sec-

retary was let go a few months after
the convention. Some question had
been raised of incompetency, but the
primary reason (she was not replaced)
was financial. The treasurers report
of October 30,1943 revealed an in-
debtedness of $2,091.15 with but
$86.85 on hand. By now the BSCP had
poured close to $50,000 into the
March.

102. A. Philip Randolph, “March
On Washington Movement Presents
Program For the Negro,Min Logan
(ed.), op. citt p . 145.

103. The Black Worker, July
1944, p. 3. 7

104. A vice-president of the BSCP
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answered our question concerning
why the name of the MOWM had
been retained; it “ee¢+ was not
changed because it kind of dissolved
into the Council for a permanent
FEPC.MAnother MOWM leader ac-
tually declared <the name of the or-
ganization W AS changed,Mso strong
was his recollection that Mhe Na-
tional Council for a Permanent
FEPC . . . was the successor to die
MOWM.” He even named a white
lawyer, active in the National Coun-
cil, as the man who *was elected
Chairman . . . after the name was
changed.* Of course he was trying to
recall happenings of thirteen years ago

Notes to Chapter VI

1. All Manner of Men (New York: ¢

Reynal and Hitchcock, 1948), p. 83.

2. Executive Order 9346, May 27,
1943. The railroad hearings began the
following September 15.

3. U.S. Congress, House, To In-
vestigate Executive Agencies: Hearings
before the Special Oommittee to In-
vestigate Executive Agencies, House
of Representatives, 78th Cong., 1st
and 2nd Sess., on H. Res. 102 (Wash-
ington Government Printm? Office,
1944), Part 2.

4. Will Maslow, 4EPC-A Case
History in Parliamentary Maneuver,w
University of Chicago Law Review,
X111 (June, 1946), pp. 412-414.

5. Kesselman, op. cit., p. 39.

6. Ibid., pp. 38-39.

7. The position of Jews during the
war is described by H. M. Kallen,
National Solidarity and the Jewish
Minority,M Annals 223 (September,
1942). On «'defense** organizations, see
R. M. Maclver et al.,, Report on the
Jewish Community Relations Agen-
cies (New York: National Com-
munity Relations Advisory Council,

and specifically warned, Nf this |
am not certain,but it is revealing of
when the March died as a matter of
perception by its active leaders. Ran-
dolph, too, now stresses the NMempo-
rary and limited purpose” of the
March primarily in terms of the
FEPC.

105. Report by A. Philip Randolph,
National Director National Confer-
ence, March on Washington Move-
ment, (Chicago, lllinois, October 19.
1946).

106. Letter of February 24,1944
BSCP files.

107. January 23,1947.

vocated by organizational leaders. A
1940 statement declared 'The disas-
trous effects of the war on the Jews
of Central and Eastern Europe, in-
tensely tragic as it is, is a part of a
calamity almost world-wide in scope.
HappUy, ur countxjr is not a party
m this conflict. Convinced as we are
f 'he .futility of war, knowing as we
do its incalculable material and moral
costs, we hope and pray it may be
possible for our country to remain at
peace.> Executive Committee of the
American Jewish Committee,4Annual
Report,M The American Jewish Year
Book 5701} V ol.42, (Harry Schneid-
erman (ed.) [Philadelphia Jewish
Publication Society of America.
1940]), p. 643.

+9. the rise of “hate groups” in
this country during the post-World
War | era is well known e.g.,, TTie
Coughlin, German-American Bund,
SUver Shirt movements, and the cam-
paign of Henry Ford”~ Dearborn In-
dependent. See Donald S. Strong,
Organized Anti-Semitism In America
(Washington: American CouncU on

Direct intervention was not ad-
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Public Affairs,1941).In Britain, the
Mosley group was much weaker than
its counterparts in the U.S. {ibid.ypp.
11- 12). Indeed Gunnar Myrdal ob-
served: “It is the present writer”™ im-
pression that anti-Semitism, as he ob-
observed it in America during the
last years before the Second World
War, probably was somewhat
stronger than in Germany before the
Nazi regime.” (An American Di-
lemmayop. cit.yp .1186.) Public opin-
ion polls showed substantial anti-Jew-
ish prejudice during the period prior
to and during World War Il. See
Hadley Cantnl and Mildred Strunk
(eds.), Public Opinion 1935-1946
(Princeton:  Princeton  University
Press, 1951)f pp. 381-388; a Fortune
poll of July, 1939 (ibid.yp. 383) found
10.8% of its sample believed Jews
amake respected and useful citizens
so long as they don’t try to mingle
socially where they are not wanted”;
31.8% thought Mome measures should
be taken to prevent Jews from get-
ting too much power in the business
world” 10.1% wanted to “make it a
policy to deport Jews from this coun-
try to some new homeland as fast as it
can be done without inhumanity~~
38.9% felt iQews have the same stand-
ing as any other peoples and they
should be treated iu all ways exactly
as any other Americans”>9.5% “don’t
know” or “refused to answer.”

10. Joseph C. Hyman, Twenty-
Five Years of American Aid to Jews
Overseas A Record of the Joint
Distribution Committeefw The Ameri®
can Jewish Year Book S7009 VoL 41
(1939-1940), 141.

tL The Role of the American
Jew (New York: American Jewish
Congress, undated pamphlet), p. 9.

12. Cf. Mhe Mirage of the Eco-
nomic Jew,w in Graeber and Britt,
op. cityPart Six U.S, President, Fair
Employment Practice Committee,
First Reporty op. cit.9 and Final Re®
port, op. cit.; Arnold Aronson, Tost-
swar  Employment  Discrimination

Against Jews (report of National
Community Relations  Advisory
Council, undated); J. X. Cohen, Who
Discriminates and How? (American
Jewish Congress, undated) and, Al-
bert J. Weiss, aPost-war Employment
Discrimination” Jewisb Social Ser*
vice Quarterlyy XXI11 (June,1947),
396-405-

13. This is readily established by
contrasting attention to the issue in
Negro and Jewish yearbooks. Fre-
quent references have been made
herein to Murray” Negro Handbook.
Cf. American Jewish Year Book9
Harry Schneiderman (ed.), succeeded
by Morris Fine with VoL 51f op. ctty
during war and post-war years. The
first substantial reference is in Geral-
dine Rosenfield, ~Combating Anti-
Semitism, 47.(1945-1946 , 280,
281,284, 285. Two important national
conferences of major Jewish organiza-
tions during the war failed to men-
tion FilPC in their proceedings see
Alexander S. Kohanski (ed.), The
American Jewish Conference Its Or-
ganization and Proceedings of the
First Session August 29 to September
2,7 N.K (New York:
American Jewish Conference, 1944);
ibid. Proceedings of the Second Ses-
sion, December 3-5, 1944, Pittsburgh
Pa. (New York: American Jewish
Conference, 1945).

14. Kesselman, op. cityp .102.

15. Maurice J. Karpf, Jewish Com®
rmmity Organization in the United
States (New York: Bloch Publishing
Company,1938), p. 64.

16. Bureau on Jewish Employment
Problems, What Price Employment
Barriers: Report of Activityy1938-1940
(Chicago undated pamphlet), p. 2.

17. "Memorandum Subject:. Presi-
denrs Committee on Fair Employ-
ment Practice,MJanuary 22,1943 (dit-
toed copy).

18. August 22,1942, p. 6.

+19. /Witf. Cf. “Negroes and Jews,”
editorial, New York Amsterdam
News, August 22,1942, p. 6; and
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Kenneth B. dark, “Candor About
Negro-JewishRelarions,” CO7«7777Z-
taryyl (February,1946), 8.

20. FEPC, Final Report, op. cit,
p. Vi.

21. Maslow, op. cit provides
thorough analysis of the parliamen-
tary battle in the Seventy-ninth Con-
gress. See also Ruchames, op. cit.ypp.
199-206.

22. Peopled Voicey December 1,
1945, p .18 February 16,1946, p. 20;
March 2,1946, p .16. Cf. Manuscript,
No. 36 (November 19,1945) p. 3.

23. Kesselman, op. city pp. 158-
160.

24. Arthur Kxock characterized it
as “A Filibuster That Kept Banker’s
Hours” and claimed: “The advocates
of the disputed measure [FEPC] are
merely making a show of their ad-
vocacy to relieve themselves of im-
mediate political pressure and are
quite willing to blame the Senate rules
for their failure.® New York Timesy
February 14,1946, p. 24.

25. The New York Times (March
1,1946, p. 23) estimated 15,000 persons
attended the Madison Square Garden
rally held February 28,1946. Cf. R. G.
Martin, aFEPC Rally/* New Repub-
licy CIV (March 18,1946), 379.

26. Telegram from Allen Knight
Chalmers and A. PhUip Randolph, co-
chairmen, to constituent organizations
composing the National Council for
a Permanent FEPC, March 22,1946.
The NAACP participated in the
February 22 conference but it is not
clear whether they endorsed the plan
for a new march; see Crtsts, March,
1946, p. 74.

27. The importance of the postwar
employment concern is revealed in
the enactment of the uFull Employ-
ment a few days after the FEPC
filibuster ended. See Stephen K, Bailey,
Congress Makes a Law: The Story
Behind the Employment Act of 1946
(New York: Columbia University
Press, 1950).

28. ir'When the proponents of

FEPC plans its proposed new March
on Washington, all segments of the
population will be urged to ) m—not
just Negroes as the original move-
ment provided.® Manuscript® No. 50
dFebruary 26,1946), p. 5.

29. Full-page ad for the Madison
Square Garden “Negro Freedom
Rally™ Peoples VoiceyJune 14,1947,
p. 20.

30. LA. Philip Randolph” proposed
MARCH ON WASHINGTON as
a strategy in the FEPU fight has run
afoul of the National CIO Commit-
tee to Abolish Discrimination, which
has addressed him a 2-page letter of
objections®” Manuscript No. 56
(April 9,1946), p. 5. On electoral re-
prisal activity, see Henry Lee Moon,
“The Negro Vote In 1946” Cr
LIl (October 1946) 306-308.

31. WFEPC Foe Defeated/7 Crisisy

LIl (September, 1946), 265.

32. New York Timesy Aprill3
1944, p .11;and April19,1944, p - 15.

33. Press release, October 25,1944.

34. A. P. Randolph et al.y 4deas
For A New Party: A Symposium”
Antioch Review V1 (December,
1946) , 602-624. James A. Wechsler
declared that Mome of the ablest fig-
ures in labor’s top echelons. ¢¢ ¢
were involved in the new-party
move; “The Liberal’'s Vote and '48 =
Commentaryy 1V (September,1947),
217.

3. “A. Philip Randolph  Neox;
York Times Indexy 1946yp . 1959. This
was in reaction to Truman” plan to
draft strikers in key industries.

36. A. Philip Randolph, <Why |
Voted For Nonnan Thomas/> Black
W orkery November,1948, p. 2.

37. Crsts declared Truman”s speech

most comprehensive and forth-
right statement on the rights of mi-
nonties in a democracy, and on the
duty of the government to secure
and safeguard them that has ever been
made by a President of the United
States” in editorial,LIV (August,
1947) , 233. Also, see U.S. President’s
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Committee on Civil Rights, To Secure
These Rights (Washingtons Govem-
ment Printing Office, 1947), and com-
ments thereon in Crists, LIV (De-
cember, 1947), 361,and LV (January,
1948), 10-11.

38. See the editorial analyses in
Crisis, LV (January,1948), 9; and
LV (September,1948)f 361.

39. In the 1946 C1O convention, a
deft-right> split was assiduously
avoided, though with difficulty. The
big break came in 1948 and was com-
pleted by 1949. See Robert Bendiness
series of articles in the Nation, fCLO
Tightrope Act/” CLXin (November
30 1947) 601; “Murray’s Limited
Purge” CLXVII (December 15,1949),
361-363; “Surgery in die CK),”
CLXIX (November 12f 1949), 458-
459, Cf. Max Kamplemany The Com-
munist "Party vs The CIO (New
York: Praeger, 195). On the NAAC3P
and the Urban League, see Record,
op. city and editorials in Crisis, wKeep
An Eye On The Communists, 4 Lla
(April,1948),105, wihe NAACP and
the Communists,” LX (March, 1949),
72. American Jewish Congress actions
date from 1948; two constituent “left-
wing” groups, the American Jewish
Labor Council and the Jewish Peo-
ple's Fraternal Order, and the metro-
politan Detroit chapter were finally
ousted in 1949; New York Timesy
June 8,1949, p .12, and November 11,
1949, p. 22. Also at this time, Congress-
man Powell removed the editor of
his newspaper and changed its politi-
cal orientation; see The Peoples
Voice, December 27,1947, p. 3.

40. Her original resignation, July
15,1946, cited only the financial crisis.
At the August 2 National Council
Board of Directors meeting, IVirs.
Hedgeman submitted a second state-
ment declaring, # do not bd”eve that
the National Council for a Perma-
nent FEPC as presendy coc”tuted
is utilizing effectively the established
political affiliations necessary to enact-
ment of such legislation.n Mrs. Hedge-

man was urged to separate her critd-
cisms from her resignation since it
Acontained the inference of an indict-
ment of the Council which might im-
pair the future welfare of the FEPC
movement” Though she would not
accede to this request, the Board ac-
cepted her resignation 4/ith gratitude
for the sigiuncant contribution she
has made to the cause of fair employ-
ment practices” Minutes of meeting;
BSCP files.

41. Letter to Mr. Roy W.ilkins,

January 7,1948.

42. A close associate of Randolph
confidentially attacked the election of
Wilkins as a aTrojan Horse.w TTiere
was less rivalry with the Urban
League (its exclusive social-service
function made it less competitive for
program than the NAACP)t and
Randolph had to urge Lester Granger
to come on the reorganized Board of
Directors.

43. White wrote Randolph and
Chalmers asking to “disassociate my-
self) from a Council wire to Senator
Taft which asked priority of FEPC
over anti-lynching and and-poll tax
bills. He argued that ~despite its rec-
ord of more than a quarter of a cen-
tury in support of anti-lynching legis-
ladon, the NAACP has abstemiously
refrained from asking priority for that
legislation.w White was a member of
the Council’s strategy committee.
(February 27,1948 BSCP files.) In
1950 Roy Wilkins, as chairman of the
Council’s executive committee, wrote
to Senators: aMajor religious, laborf
civic, veterans, racial and ethnic or-
ganizations have declared FEPC to
be ¢he most fundamental, of all pend-
ing civil rights bills.w (January 4,
1950 BSCP files.) In June, 1949,
AFL, QO, NAACP and NOIAC
spokesmen <united in urging that top
priority be given to FEP among all
civil rights measures.” Arnold Aron-
son, <€€Employment,w American Jew-
ish Year Book 1950, V6L 51 op. cit”
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44. From 1948 to 1953 the Ameri-
can Jewish Congress and NAACP is-
sued a joint annual report, Civil
Rights in the United States: A Bal-
ance Sheet of Group Relations. Jew-
ish organizations have ako submitted
briefs to support Negro cases as
“friends of the court.” This activity
was not entirely new; Rabbis EmU G.
Hirsch and Stephen S. Wise were
among the signers of the 1909 Lincoln
birthday call for the conference which
established the NAACP.

45. ~"Organized anti-Semitic ac-
tivity, which began to decline after
the war, continued at a low ebb dur-
ing the year under review [1949].*
George Kellman, M\nti-Jewish Agita-
tionw American Jewish Year Book
1950y VoL 51,0p. cit9 p .110. Cf.
Arnold Forster and Benjamin R. Ep-
stein, Cross-Currents (Garden City:
Doubleday & Co., 1956).

46. NCRAC was established after
the war to co-ordinate the work of
Jewish agencies engaged in community
relations activities. Aronson, who
earlier came frdm the Chicago Bureau
on Jewish Employment Problems,
was in charge of employment work
for NCRAC. See Maclver, op. ctty
for an interesting example of the con-
flict between organizational sover-
eignty and functional allocation of
programs which led to the 1952 with-
drawal of the American Jewish Com-
mittee and the Anti-Defamation
League from NCRAC. Cf. Selma Gn
Hirsh, Ildewish Community Rela-
tions,w American Jemiish Year Book
1953, V ol.54, op. city 162 fF.

47. See the sketch of BSCP lead-
ers in Murray Kempton, Fart of Our
Tvme: Some Rums and Monuments
of the Thirties (New York Simon &
Schuster, 1955), ch. 8.

48. Manuscript reported a <rivalry
of Negro leadership”~“According to
some NAACP officials, the independ-
ent efforts of that organization were
not too welcome in the FEPC fight.
Randolph, it is claimed, wanted to

prove he was big enough to do the job
without Walter White. This was dis-
cussed in the recent NAACP Board
meeting where a resolution was
adopted to set up a new FEPC com-
mittee to carry on the fight on the
ground that Randolphs group had
been given its chance without inter-
ference.”

The report further stressed that
Walter White, Roy Woflkins, and
other NAACP representatives at the
February 22 strategy conference fol-
lowing the filibuster absented them-
selves when a resolution was adopted
“extending a vote of confidence to
the leadership of Randolph and Anne
Hedgeman . . . and condemning any
move on the part of any other organi-
zatdon to set up a competing commit-
tee.” No. 60 (February 26,1946), p.

49. Letter to Wilkins, op. cCit.

50. Ruchames, op. cityp. 206. Cf.
Arnold Aronson and Samuel Spiegler,
“Does the Republican Party Want
the Negro Vote?” Cr/«V, LVI (De-
cember 1949) 364; editorial, “Demo-
crats Faa on FEPC,” CnVv LVII
(June, 1950), 374; and Alan Barth,
uThe Democrats And FEPC™ Re-
porter, VII (August 5,1952),13.

51. July 26,1948 Executive Order

9980 established what the New York
Times referred to as a “little FEPC"
(July 27,1948, p .1),a Fair Employ-
ment Board was charged with enforc-
ing the Presidents order to eliminate
bias in Federal employment. Execu-
tive Order 9981, issued simultane-
ously, ~ established the Presidents
Committee on Equality of Treatment
and Opportunity in the Armed Serv-
ice to implement the order to end
military discrimination aas rapidly as
possible, having due regard to the
time required to effectuate any neces-
sary changes without impairing ef-
ticiency. ?r morale.” (New York
Timesy ibid.) On the significance of
Executive Order 9980, see Arnold
Aronson, “Employment”
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Jewish Year Book 1950y op. cit™ Vol.
51,p p .106-108.

52. New York Timesy July 27,
1948.

53. Grant Reynolds, LA Triumph
For Civil Disobedience’” Nation®
CLXVIl (August 28,1948), 228.

54. New York Timesy Aprill,
1948, p. L

55. Ibid. Cf. US. Congress, Con-
gressional Recordy Eightieth Congress,
Second Session, V ol.94, Part 4, (April
12,1948, Senate) 4312-4318.

56. July 18
1948, p. 36.

57. “"Fighting The Jim Crow
Armyfw Crisis, LV (M ay,1948),136.
This article referred to Randolph as
manifesting ahis usual eloquence and
sincerity.5 The same issue reprinted
a PM editorial by Max Lemer con-
taining the significant statement,
~Randolph and Reynolds come closer
to the true feelings of the masses of
American Negroes ... than their
more cautious and circumspect col-
leagues.” p .154.

58. New York TimesyJune 5,1948,
p .16.

59.lbtdy April 27,1948, p .17.

60. Ibidy April 2,1948, p .18.

61.lbid, June 27,1948, p. 35. There
was some question as to whether the
executive order issued by Truman
precluded *“segregation” the term
used in the order was “discrimina-
tion.” The Negro leaders regarded
segregation as prima-facie evidence of
discrimination and welcomed the
order as <courageous.wTheir view was
later accepted by the Supreme Court
in the school segregation cases which
reversed the “separate but equal” doc-
trine. Cf. Oliver Brown et al. v.
Board of Education of Top"W,
Shawnee County, Kansasf et al. 347
V' S. 483 (1954). Randolph regarded
the executive orders as a victory and
called 0S the civil disobedience cam-
paign. Cf. Grant Reynolds, op. Cit.

fore Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate, 80th Congress, 2nd Sess.
(Washington: Government Printing
Office,1948), p. 686-

63. To be sure, this is a compara-
tive statement. Given sufficient in-
tensity of a crisis in public morale,
Congress could not remain aloof.
However, it seems a sound generali-
zation that the pressures would have
to be more intense and involve a
broader range of interests to move
the legislative branch compared with
the executive. The sheer number of
individuals, with differently based
power positions who would have to
be made vulnerable, produces an im-
portant difference. Also important is
the seniority system of selecting pow-
erful heads of committees. Thus, the
Congress is a more conservative insti-
tution than is the office of President.
Cf. Stephen K. Bailey, op. city ch.
XIl-

64. Black Workety February, 1950,

. L
P 65. National Emergency Civil
Rights Mobilization “To All Sponsor-
ing Organizations” BSCP files March
8 1950. This report reveals that “a
total of 410 persons was not accredited
because credentials were found not to
be in order.wlt is likely that this repre-
sented the ~left-wing”™ groups which
sought to participate in the Mobiliza-
tion; see Roy Wailkins, report that
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(R.-S. Dak.), uNo,w by Representa-
tive Clifford P. Case (R.-NJ.), Col-
liersyCXVI1I (July 28,1951),20 ff.
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375.
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had top prionty throughout the for-
ties.

94. This was strikingly illustrated
to the writer at a <Workshop Con-
ference on Human Relations™ spon-
sored by District 31,United Steel
Workers of America, CIO (April 21,
1951),in Chicago. TTie participants,
many of whom were Negroes, re-
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95. fhe thirteen states are Colo-
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StateSy Federal—State—Municipal™ Pub-
lic Affairs Bulletin No. 93 (Washing-
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