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Juanita Jackson Mitchell was the leading pioneer of the civil rights movement in Maryland
.  Her career as a civil rights activist began in Baltimore in 1932 when she founded the Citywide Young People’s Forum
.  This organization became a vehicle for raising the consciousness of Baltimore’s oppressed African-American population
.  After becoming the first black woman to graduate from the University of Maryland School of Law in 1950, Juanita Mitchell took her fight to the courts.  The air was one of desegregation.  In the 1954 landmark decision of Brown v. Board of Education, the U.S. Supreme Court had pronounced the principle that segregated public schools were inherently unequal
.  In subsequent decisions, this principle was extended beyond public schools and reached to public transportation and public parks and bathing beaches.  On the Maryland front, Mrs. Mitchell was involved in many of the important civil rights cases, including the one which desegregated Sandy Point State Park
.  Through her efforts, Maryland recreational facilities and restaurants were desegregated and Baltimore became the first southern city to integrate its public schools after Brown v. Board of Education
.  In 1960, the question arose in Maryland whether racial segregation of the four state training schools, charged with the responsibility of rehabilitating juvenile delinquents, violated Fourteenth Amendment rights.  

While Mae Coleman and her son, Robert Myers, were living in Baltimore County, Robert attended the integrated public elementary school in Essex
.  While in this integrated educational setting, Robert had never been in trouble
.  When they moved to Baltimore City in 1958, Mrs. Coleman transferred her son to School 116 in Baltimore City
.  While attending this school, Robert got involved in some difficulty that led to a proceeding in the Juvenile Division of the Circuit Court of Baltimore City.  At the hearing on October 28, 1959, Judge Moylan adjudged Robert Myers to be a delinquent child and announced his intention to commit him to a state training school
.  The two such schools for boys were Maryland Training School, exclusively for white boys, and Boys’ Village, exclusively for Negro boys.  

If her son had to be committed to a training school at all, Mae Coleman wanted him to go to Maryland Training School rather than Boys’ Village
.  Because Robert had been attending school with “mixed groups,” Mae felt that her son would have a better chance of rehabilitation at an integrated school
.  Furthermore, Mrs. Coleman, having no transportation of her own, was concerned about being able to visit her son should he be committed to a training school.  Mrs. Coleman would have to take a forty-eight-mile bus ride from Baltimore City to Boys’ Village and would then have to walk two and a half miles after getting off the bus
.  Maryland Training School, on the other hand, was located near Towson, approximately ten miles from Baltimore
.  If Robert were detained at Maryland Training School, his mother could visit him every visiting day
.

Robert’s attorney in the juvenile proceeding, Tucker Dearing, moved that he be sent to Maryland Training School on the basis that Boys’ Village could not provide him with rehabilitation and educational training equal to that provided at Maryland Training School due to its racially segregated nature
.  Judge Moylan held the motion sub curia, and ordered that Myers be detained at the customary place for the detention of Negro boys, Boys’ Village
.  Robert remained at Boys’ Village until July 6, 1960.  During his eight-month detainment at Boys’ Village, Mae Coleman was only able to visit her son three times
.

On February 26, 1960, Robert Myers, by his mother and next friend, instituted an action in the Circuit Court of Baltimore City against the State Board of Public Welfare and the Boards of Managers of the four state training schools, Maryland Training School, Boys’ Village, Montrose School for Girls, and Barrett School for Girls
.  The statute establishing the Maryland training schools expressly required racial segregation of the schools.  Sections 657 and 659 of Article 27 of the Maryland Annotated Code, relating to the two boys’ schools, designated Boys’ Village and the Maryland Training School as public state agencies “for the care and reformation of colored male minors” and “of white male minors” respectively
.  The statute contained similar provisions for the two girls’ schools.  The suit challenged the constitutionality of this legislative policy of racial segregation.  In the bill of complaint, the plaintiff alleged that Maryland does not have authority to promulgate the statute because it enforces a racial classification that violates the Fourteenth Amendment
.

The suit was brought as a class action, in which Myers represented all Negro youths, male and female, who have been segregated in the use of the Maryland training schools and who have been denied the use of training school facilities equal to those offered to white youths in Maryland
.  The bill of complaint requested that the court enter a declaratory judgment declaring that “any rule, policy, custom, practice and usage pursuant to which the defendants deny to plaintiff and the members of the class commitment, admission or transfer to any of the schools on account of race and color contravenes the Fourteenth Amendment”
.  The complaint also asked the court to issue a permanent injunction restraining the defendants from denying plaintiff and other Negro youths commitment to any Maryland training school solely on account of their race
.  

Although the parties later agreed that the physical facilities in the four training schools were substantially equal, the complaint begged the question of whether the facilities set apart for Negro youths afford them equal protection of the law where those facilities are psychologically stigmatizing
.  In other words, the allegation was that racial segregation alone, apart from the physical condition of the schools, led to an inferior rehabilitation experience for black youths, as compared to the program offered to their white peers.

Robert Myers’ attorneys, Juanita Jackson Mitchell and Tucker Dearing, decided to sue the State Board of Public Welfare, the overseer of all the state training schools, as well as the Board of Managers of each individual school.  The plaintiff alleged, and the defendants conceded, that the State Board of Public Welfare is authorized, under Article 88A of the Maryland Annotated Code, to exercise supervision, direction and control over each of the four training schools and their Board of Managers
.  Some of the State Board’s specific duties involve establishing policies of admission and transfer for the various schools and developing a program within each training institution
.  Defendant Thomas Waxter was Secretary of the Board of Public Welfare
.  His fellow board members appointed him to Director of the State Department of Public Welfare
.  Members of the Board of Managers of each training school are appointed by the Governor and are responsible for the immediate control and management of their respective reform school
.

The bill of complaint alleged that the State Board of Public Welfare, Thomas Waxter and each Board of Managers have established and are maintaining the various training schools on a racially segregated basis
.  The plaintiff alleged that the defendants’ failure to admit Negro youths to all training facilities, solely on account of their race and color, is unlawful and constitutes a denial of their rights to the equal protection of the laws
.

Interestingly, the bill of complaint made reference to an out-of-court attempt by Tucker Dearing to eliminate racial segregation in the training schools.  On April 10, 1959, prior to instituting this action on behalf of Robert Myers, Dearing filed a petition with the State Board of Public Welfare demanding an end to the practice of racial segregation in the reform schools
.  On August 13, 1959, Dearing was heard before the State Board of Public Welfare
.  One month later, Thomas Waxter advised Dearing that his request for racial desegregation was denied and referred him to the legislative or judicial branch for any change in the training schools’ racial segregation policy
.  Because Dearing followed Waxter’s recommendation, the State Board of Public Welfare had no choice but to respond to the allegation that racially segregated training schools violated the Constitution.

In their answer to the plaintiff’s bill of complaint, the defendants claimed that the bill failed to state a cause of action in that the statute setting forth the legislative policy of conducting racially segregated training schools is a valid exercise of the state police power and, therefore, does not deprive the plaintiff of any constitutional rights
.  While the defendants admitted that each of the training institutions is operated on a racially segregated basis, they denied that they are responsible for the establishment of the schools
.  Instead, the training schools were created pursuant to statute.  The defendants further contended that they lack power to promulgate and enforce rules that conflict with the Maryland statutory scheme of racial segregation within the training schools
.  The defendants moved for a dismissal of the bill.

The parties went to trial on July 6, 1960.  Juanita Jackson Mitchell and Tucker Dearing appeared for the plaintiff, and Robert C. Murphy, the Assistant Attorney General of Maryland, appeared for the defendants
.  Coincidentally, Judge Moylan presided over the proceeding.  Although the trial lasted for only one day, the parties introduced various exhibits into evidence, and examined several witnesses.

One of the pivotal issues in the case was the relation of the educational component of the training schools to the state’s educational system in general.  If the training schools were comparable to the public schools of the state, what would be the effect of the recent Supreme Court decisions demanding integration of public schools?  This very question was raised in a letter dated October 21, 1955 from Thomas Kemp, Chairman of the State Board of Public Welfare, to Ferdinand Sybert, Attorney General of Maryland.  In this letter, Mr. Kemp described the expense of operating the Barrett School, the training institution reserved for Negro girls
.  Because there was such a small number of girls at the Barrett School, the State Department of Public Welfare was interested in transferring the girls at Barrett to the Montrose School for Girls, which had been caring for white girls only
.  Mr. Kemp obviously recognized that the statute establishing the two schools required racial segregation.  His question to Sybert was, “Do the Supreme Court public school cases invalidate the Maryland statutory requirement that the Montrose School limit its care to white girls?”

Sybert’s reply to Kemp, dated January 11, 1956, ultimately distinguished between Maryland’s training schools and its public schools to which the principles of Brown v. Board of Education applied
.    He noted that the reform schools, absent their educational aspect, would be purely correctional
.  In the letter, he admitted that there exists some confusion as to the proper classification of the training schools.  According to Sybert, the fact that the statutes creating the training schools were codified in the Criminal Law Article (Article 27 of the Maryland Annotated Code) suggested that they were correctional in nature.  However, he noted that these institutions exercised their powers under the supervision of the State Superintendent of Schools for many years.  Although he admitted that the training schools have to a degree been considered educational institutions, he was of the opinion that they were not included within the term “public education” in the sense that that term was used in Brown v. Board of Education
.

While Sybert recognized that education plays a role in the reformatory scheme of the training schools, he distinguished such institutions by the fact that “inmates” are legally confined there without the freedom to leave the premises.  From this, he reasoned that “desegregation could have the effect of enforcing social as well as educational association among inmates for twenty-four hours a day.”
  In other words, detainees of the training schools would be forced to confront integration of the races in all aspects of their lives, not just in the educational setting.  Sybert then made reference to a Maryland case, Williams v. Zimmerman, which pronounced the view of Maryland citizens with regard to racial segregation outside the educational sphere.  The court stated, “Elimination of discrimination in the fields of public action should not carry over into and destroy the historic view of our people that separation of the races in social matters is the accepted norm and has been the established policy and practice through the years.”
  Thus, as long as the training schools retained a social component, integration could not be justified as it was in the educational setting.    

Sybert’s ultimate conclusion reflected this confusion over whether to classify the training schools as educational facilities or correctional institutions.  The concluding sentence of his advice letter to Kemp reads, “In our opinion, the present case is not such a clear one as to warrant our taking the ‘extraordinary action’ of advising your Department to ignore the express will of the legislature.”
  In other words, it was not clear to him that the Supreme Court decision in Brown rendered the law regarding the training schools invalid. 

In a subsequent letter dated September 10, 1959, Ferdinand Sybert addressed the same question (i.e. constitutionality of the statute designating the training schools as racially segregated) but this time in response to an inquiry by Thomas Waxter, Secretary of the State Board of Public Welfare
.  Tucker Dearing’s August 1959 appearance before the State Board urging integration of the training schools had prompted this inquiry to the Attorney General
.  In his reply, Sybert reaffirmed his earlier conclusion discussed above, and further noted that since the last letter, a United States District Court case had come out that bears relation to the present situation
.  In Nichols v. McGee, the petitioner was a Negro inmate of the California state prison who contended that racial segregation within the prison violated his constitutional right of equal protection of the law
.  The Federal District Court remarked, “By no parity of reasoning can the rationale of Brown v. Board of Education be extended to state penal institutions where the inmates, and their control, pose difficulties not found in educational systems.  Federal courts have long been loath to interfere in the administration of state prisons.”
  

In order to refute the argument that the state training schools resembled prisons more closely than public schools, Mrs. Mitchell introduced into evidence a statement of information on the educational program at the Maryland Training School that had been prepared by that school’s superintendent, Elbert Fletcher
.  This report seemed to illustrate the crucial role of education in the training school environment.  All boys in the junior school of the training institution were required to attend the academic program for a full day.  According to the report, the regular public school curriculum was followed.  The school had twelve regular classroom teachers, a physical education teacher, an arts & crafts teacher, and a principal.  All boys in the senior school attended classes either half a day or a full day.  Like the junior school curriculum, the senior school covered content subjects and physical education.  Some of the subjects included arithmetic, science, English, history and language arts.  The senior school also offered a vocational program where the boys could learn specific trades, such as carpentry, electricity, farming, plumbing, and grounds maintenance.  All of the teachers in both schools were college graduates and most were fully certified as teachers by the state of Maryland.

Boys were placed in classes according to level of reading ability, intelligence quotient, previous public school experiences, and physical and social maturity level.  In the report, Mr. Fletcher wrote, “As much as possible we attempt to place them in a group somewhat like they would be attending in public school – providing their reading ability is equal to average reading level of the group.”
    

Thirty days before returning to the public school system, the Maryland Training School prepared an educational report, which made recommendations for placement in public school based on performance in the training school educational program
.  Mr. Fletcher wrote, “Public school authorities are quite cooperative and follow our recommendations wherever possible.  In the senior high school area credits in the various subject areas are recognized and accepted and the boy can proceed for the most part without too much loss.”

Juanita Mitchell called three officials affiliated with the State Board of Public Welfare as witnesses in the plaintiff’s case-in-chief.  The first witness, Dr. Alvin Thalheimer, was the Chairman of the State Board at the time of trial.  When questioned about the duties of the Board of Public Welfare, Dr. Thalheimer responded that the Board is responsible for the “supervision, policy-making and program projections of the four training schools.”
  He explained that while each school has its own Board of Directors, the State Board is the coordinating supervisory agency
.  He further stated that the four training schools are under his direct control
.

After establishing Dr. Thalheimer’s competency as an expert witness with regard to the training schools, Mrs. Mitchell questioned him about the purpose of the training schools.  The witness responded that the purpose was one of rehabilitation so that the minors can re-enter society as “useful members.”
  In fact, Dr. Thalheimer indicated that rehabilitation, as opposed to punishment, is the emphasis of the training school programs
.  Thus, the person ultimately responsible for the operation of the state training schools testified that the punishment objective inherent in the adult correctional system does not apply to the institutions created for the reformation of juvenile delinquents. The focus of the training schools is to continue the minor’s life in much the same way as if the minor had remained in society at large.

Mrs. Mitchell’s next focus with this witness was to surface evidence of plans to integrate the training schools.  Mrs. Mitchell first mentioned the Maryland Citizens’ Advisory Committee to the State Board of Public Welfare.  Dr. Thalheimer testified that this committee, which consists of ordinary people from the community, was designed to assist in the consideration of problems relating to delinquent children
.  Mrs. Mitchell then asked Thalheimer whether this committee had made a recommendation to the State Board of Public Welfare based on its consideration of the problem of racial segregation in the training schools.  Mr. Murphy objected to this question on the basis that the issue in the case was confined to whether the statutes in question were unconstitutional
.  Although the court sustained Murphy’s objection, Mrs. Mitchell had successfully drawn attention to the existence of doubt as to the effectiveness of racial segregation in the training schools.

The next piece of evidence introduced by Mrs. Mitchell was a pamphlet submitted by the Department of Public Welfare detailing their projected ten-year plan
.  Mrs. Mitchell inquired as to the absence in the plan of a provision requiring racial segregation in the training schools.  Dr. Thalheimer responded that the Department of Public Welfare, in drafting the plan, had predicted that the statute might be found unconstitutional
.  Based on this prediction, the Department decided to separate boys within the Maryland Training School and Boys’ Village based on their age, and not on their race.  Even though this may have been the case, the question remained why the Department of Public Welfare was skeptical of the continuing validity of racial segregation in the training schools.

In order to further demonstrate the Board’s likely contemplation of integrating the training schools, Mrs. Mitchell made reference to two facilities similar in institutional framework to the state reform schools, the Maryland Children’s Center and the state forestry camps.  Before commitment to a training school, juvenile delinquents are sent to the Maryland Children’s Center where studies are conducted in order to make a proper recommendation for treatment
.  After spending some time in a training school, a youngster may be transferred to a forestry camp as a final stage before release into the community
.  Like the training schools, these institutions were created by statute.  The witness recognized that these statutes did not expressly require that the institutions operate on a racially segregated basis
.  In fact, they were integrated facilities.  Significantly, the Board of Public Welfare exercised the same control over the forestry camps as it did over the training schools.  According to Dr. Thalheimer, “The Board made them integrated institutions.”
  

Mrs. Mitchell concluded her direct examination of Dr. Thalheimer with a powerful question: “If it were not for the present limitations in the statutes which created the four training schools…then the operation of the training schools would be on an integrated basis?”
  Although the court sustained Mr. Murphy’s objection to this question, Judge Moylan stated that he thought the answer was obvious based on the witness’ testimony
.  Therefore, at the close of Dr. Thalheimer’s lengthy testimony, one was left with an image of the Maryland training schools as places of rehabilitation that were racially segregated solely because the legislature had created them as such.

The plaintiff’s next witness was Raymond Manella, the Chief of the Division of Training Schools.  Mr. Manella had eighteen years of experience working with delinquent youth, and had been on the staff of the Department of Public Welfare for the past seven years
.  His testimony also revealed striking similarities between the training schools and public schools within the state’s education system.  He testified that the training schools have a summer vacation plan in August
.  Judge Moylan requested that the witness clarify this component of the program, and asked whether the kids “just walk out and go home and come back when they are supposed to report back to school.”
  Mr. Manella’s affirmative response seemed to cast doubt on the opposing contention that minors are confined to the training schools as if in penal institutions.  Rather, kids committed to the training schools enjoy the freedom of summer vacations just as they would in the public education system.

Mr. Manella further testified that the educational programs in the training schools have a tangible connection with the State Department of Education.  According to Manella’s testimony, a member of the staff of the State Superintendent of Schools is responsible for professional consultation to the training schools regarding their educational component
.  Inevitably, through this consultation, aspects of the public educational system are being filtered into the reform schools.

Finally, Manella’s testimony echoed a lot of what Dr. Thalheimer had said with respect to the primary function of the training schools.  Manella testified that education and rehabilitation are the primary focus of the total training school program
.  In fact, Manella stated that the minor in a training school spent more time in the academic environment than the average student in public school
.  Speaking of the rehabilitative purpose of the training schools, Manella explained, “The whole purpose is directed at the special training and rehabilitation of the youngsters, so that they can be prepared for return to the community as soon as they are ready.  Children are not sentenced to the training schools.  They are committed.  They are not found guilty.  They are adjudicated to be delinquent.”

In order to develop the effectiveness of the integrated program at the Maryland Children’s Center, Mrs. Mitchell called Martin Poland to the stand.  As Superintendent of the institution, Mr. Poland explained that the Maryland Children’s Center is a diagnostic facility
.  Once a child is adjudicated to be delinquent, the court sends him to this institution for study.  After thirty days of conducting studies, the Maryland Children’s Center returns the child to the court with a recommendation for treatment.  When asked about the success of racial integration, Mr. Poland responded, “We have never had any problem in this area whatsoever.  We have had some prejudiced youngsters of both races but it has not been a problem where they get into personal conflicts.  We handle that like any other problem.”
  

At the close of the plaintiff’s case-in-chief, the defendant recalled Raymond Manella, Chief of the Division on Training Schools.  On his cross-examination of Mr. Manella, Mr. Murphy had only managed to get the witness to reaffirm his testimony from direct examination.  For example, Mr. Manella reinforced that “…the program is not really geared to correctional measures such as would be the case with prisons and reformatories…some of our youngsters are in the training schools for non-criminal offenses in the adult sense.”
  By non-criminal offenses, Mr. Manella meant incorrigibility, running away and other minor transgressions
.  During Murphy’s direct examination, Manella also confirmed that the educational program at the training schools is developed under the supervision of the State Department of Education
. 

Most of Mr. Murphy’s direct examination of Raymond Manella focused on the cottage concept followed in the training schools.  Mr. Manella testified that this concept arose from the idea that juvenile delinquents would be better served through treatment centers, rather than penal institutions.  He explained, “The basis of this philosophy is that it seems that you won’t be able to successfully treat children for problems in anything approaching a penal or correctional type facility, so you have to reconstruct as much as you can in these small cottages which are meant to resemble homes, the family with the intimate kind of mother or father-child relationship which you must have in the community if you are going to produce healthy kids.”
  Elbert Fletcher, Superintendent of the Maryland Training School, would later clarify the role of the cottage parent.  According to Fletcher, such a figure acts as a counselor to whom the boys are encouraged to bring their problems
.  In this way, a cottage parent serves a role similar to that of the child’s natural parent.

Mr. Murphy followed with questions directed at the ineffectiveness of racial segregation within the cottage setting.  He asked Manella whether it would be natural for a Negro boy to look upon a white cottage parent in the way envisioned by the cottage philosophy.  Murphy was not successful in his line of questioning.  Mr. Manella responded, “…I think we have to train these youngsters for living in the world and in convincing them that a segregated world does not exist today.”
  

Mrs. Mitchell objected to Murphy’s final question regarding whether integration in this setting would lead to racial tension.  Mrs. Mitchell argued that in the recreational cases, the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals held that the possibility of racial tension or disturbance of the public peace is not a defense by the state for continuing the policy of racial segregation
.  The court sustained Mrs. Mitchell’s objection.

In her cross-examination of the state’s final witness, Elbert Fletcher, Mrs. Mitchell posed some powerful and effective questions.  Although the Superintendent of the Maryland Training School ultimately did not respond, the questions spoke for themselves.  She asked, “Is it true that when these boys are rehabilitated, they will have to come back into a heterogeneous society?  Isn’t it very important then that they have this heterogeneous experience so as to do a more effective job of rehabilitation?”

At the close of the trial testimony, the court was left with a significant question.  In order to determine whether the Supreme Court decisions in the public education cases prohibited racial segregation in the training schools, Judge Moylan had to decide whether the program in the reform schools approached that of the public school system.  Based on the evidence presented at trial, Judge Moylan was persuaded by the plaintiff’s case, and ultimately concluded that the Maryland training schools closely resembled the regular public schools of the state.  He found that the educational programs offered in the reform schools were so similar to those in the public schools that a minor committed to a training school “ can usually return to his former school in his neighborhood without academic difficulty.”
  In response to the defendants’ argument that the training schools were essentially correctional facilities, the judge declared that the reform schools were “basically schools, and not custody-centered institutions with education secondary.”
  Perhaps his simplest reason was the fact that the statutes that established the training schools specifically designated them as schools by name
.

Judge Moylan further concluded that the training schools are actually “a part of the State’s public education system.”
  The judge pointed out that the Maryland Training School, Montrose School, and Barrett School were statutorily made a part of the general educational system of the state
.  He found additional support for his conclusion in the fact that some of Maryland’s public schools admit only special groups of problem or handicapped children.  He also found convincing the fact that the Maryland Training School, in its inception, was placed under the supervision of the Department of Education.  He asserted that when the Department of Public Welfare gained control of the school in 1943, its basic character remained unaffected.  

Based on his findings of fact, Judge Moylan entered a declaratory decree that was very favorable to the plaintiff.  The decree declared that §§ 657 and 659-661 of Article 27 of the Maryland Annotated Code, which established racially segregated training schools in Maryland, violate the equal rights and due process clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment, and are therefore unconstitutional
.  It also permanently enjoined the defendants, their agents and successors in office, from denying the plaintiff and other Negro youths admission into a state training school on the sole basis of their race and color
.  The decree further ordered that the courts could not select a training school to which a minor is to be committed on the basis of the minor’s race and color
.  

The decree did not explicitly address the fate of Robert Myers.  However, when Judge Moylan entered the declaratory decree, he in effect granted the pending motion in the Juvenile Division for Myers to be committed to the Maryland Training School.  The judge passed an order discharging Robert from Boys’ Village and transferring him to the Maryland Training School.  Thus, the decision in the trial court not only impacted the life of Robert Myers and his mother, but also had a substantial effect on the black community as a whole.  In the battle for total desegregation, one more institution had been successfully integrated.

Following the Circuit Court’s decree, the defendants were quick to appeal.  They entered their order for appeal on July 7, 1960
.  The Maryland Court of Appeals granted the appeal, and ordered transmittal of the record transcript of the Baltimore City Circuit Court proceedings.  Appearing on the brief for appellants were C. Ferdinand Sybert, Attorney General, and Robert C. Murphy, Assistant Attorney General. Thurgood Marshall, Jack Greenburg, and Dearing & Toadvine joined Juanita Jackson Mitchell and Tucker R. Dearing on the brief for the appellee.  Judges Henderson, Brune, Hammond, Prescott and Horney were the appellate court judges.

In arguing that the statutes establishing all four training schools are unconstitutional, Mitchell and Dearing provided a statement of facts in their brief that recapped their most powerful trial testimony.  They pointed out that the training schools provide regular educational programs as required by state law
.  Education plays a substantial role in the reformatory scheme, as children from age eight to nineteen must attend the academic program for thirty to thirty-five hours a week.  Furthermore, the training school program is significantly tied to the public school system.  The State Department has a certification policy for the training schools, and a consultant on the staff of the State Superintendent of Schools advises the training schools with regard to educational matters
.  

Mitchell and Dearing also stated that integration had penetrated related institutions in Maryland, such as the Maryland Children’s Center, the state forestry camps, public schools, and special educational institutions
.  The Superintendent of the Maryland Children’s Center, Martin Poland, testified that integration of the races had not led to any abnormal problems in his institution.  The various public officials who operate the training schools would welcome integration
.  In fact, Raymond Manella, Chairman of the State Board of Public Welfare, testified that he did not believe that desegregation led to racial conflict.  Finally, the appellee reminded the Court that although the defendants argue that the reform schools are penal in nature, the Maryland state prisons have never been segregated
.  If anything, segregation within prisons presents the stronger argument, as “hardened criminals present special questions of discipline.”

Mitchell and Dearing began their argument section by stating that the United States Supreme Court had sent a clear and powerful message.  Government action that makes racial distinctions violates the constitutional rights contained in the Fourteenth Amendment
.  Because this principle had been extended to various kinds of institutions, “there is no justification…to single out the type of institution involved in this case and subject it to racial segregation.”
  They further argued that because the Maryland training schools are educational establishments, the doctrine of Brown v. Board of Education should apply to them
.  Finally, relying on Korematsu v. U.S., they asserted that racial classifications are “odious to free people’ and constitutionally “suspect.”
  Only when racial classifications are justified do they survive.  A special justification does not exist in the present case.

The crux of the appellants’ argument rested on the distinction between public schools and penal institutions.  They maintained that because the training schools are places of detention, they are more like prisons than public schools
.  Again, they relied primarily on Nichols v. McGee, where the District Court stated that the rationale of Brown v. Board of Education could not be extended to state penal institutions
.  Appellants also argued that the rehabilitation objective of the cottage setting would be destroyed if the training schools were integrated
.

The Maryland Court of Appeals upheld the outcome in the Baltimore City Circuit Court.  Judge Henderson held, “The Supreme Court cases declare that the Fourteenth Amendment is a bar to separation according to race, in educational facilities offered by the State, without regard to the type of school.”
  The court rejected appellants’ contention that the training schools are essentially correctional institutions, and was instead persuaded by the argument that the accent is on education and training rather than punishment
.  In response to the appellants’ argument that segregation is permissible in prisons, the court recognized that Maryland prisons have never been segregated
.  

Although the appellate court affirmed the unconstitutionality of racial segregation in the training schools, it ordered a modification of the decree.  The court held that Myers did not have standing to sue the Boards of Managers of Boys’ Village and the two girls’ schools
.  The court stated that the only necessary parties were the Board of Managers of the Maryland Training School and the State Board of Public Welfare, which has general supervision over the Maryland Training School
. 

On February 7, 1961, the Court of Appeals ordered modification of the lower court’s decree to apply only to the State Board of Public Welfare and to the Board of Managers of the Maryland Training School
.  In conformity with the decision of the Court of Appeals, the Baltimore City Circuit Court entered a modified declaratory decree.  The decree stated that the Maryland Training School for Boys is a part of the public education system of Maryland
.  It further declared that § 659 of Article 27 of the Maryland Annotated Code established this institution as a racially segregated public training school of Maryland
.  The part of § 659 that required separation of the Negro and white races in the school was adjudged to be inconsistent with the Fourteenth Amendment, and therefore unconstitutional
.  Finally, the court permanently enjoined the State Board of Public Welfare and the Maryland Training School’s Board of Managers from denying the plaintiff and other Negro youths, solely on the account of race and color, commitment, admission and transfer to the Maryland Training School.  Costs were to be paid by the defendants
.

Although the appellate court narrowed the breadth of the trial court’s holding, the case still represented victory for the civil rights movement in Maryland.  Its impact could be felt not only by Robert Myers, but also by the black community as a whole.  Juanita Jackson Mitchell had successfully knocked down one more barrier to civil equality for blacks.  However, one question remained.  What would be the effect of this decision on the policies of the other three training schools?  [I am still looking for information that will help answer this question.  I am also still trying to find media coverage on the case.  I would also like to try to speak to Juanita’s family members to find out how she viewed the impact of this case.]
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