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This year marks the 60th anniversary of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. It is not an understatement to say that this 

landmark civil rights legislation, enacted in the heart of the 
Civil Rights Movement, has transformed American society. 
Title II of the Civil Rights Act, which prohibited  
discrimination in places of “public accommodation,” was 
prominently utilized during the 1960s to combat lunch  
counters, restaurants, hotels, and other commercial establish-
ments that refused to serve 
Black Americans. Title IV 
empowered the federal 
Departments of Education and 
Justice to hold accountability 
school districts who failed to 
comply with Brown v. Board 
of Education. Title VII, 
perhaps the most well-known 
provision of the law, prohib-
ited discrimination in  
employment discrimination, 
led to the creation of the 
Equal Employment 
Opportunity Commission, and 
has been used by millions of 
Americans. Yet there is one 
provision of the Civil Rights 
Act that, by almost all 
accounts, has failed to live up 
to its potential: Title VI.  

Title VI of the Civil 
Rights Act has a lofty objective. It provides that recipients of 
federal financial assistance (i.e., mostly federal funding) 
cannot discriminate on the basis of race, color, or national 
origin. Considering that each year the federal government 
provides billions of dollars to practically every major aspect 
of American life—schools, transportation, law enforcement, 
prisons, health care, agriculture—the reach of Title VI is 
massive. As President John F. Kennedy explained when 
signing the legislation:  

Direct discrimination by Federal, State, or local 
governments is prohibited by the Constitution. But 

indirect discrimination, through the use of Federal 
funds, is just as invidious; and it should not be 
necessary to resort to the courts to prevent each 
individual violation. 

And Title VI’s reach is not limited to only intentional 
discrimination (i.e., disparate treatment). Shortly after the 
enactment of the Civil Rights Act, the Department of Justice 
recognized that Title VI also prohibits actions that are 

facially nondiscrimination but 
nonetheless result in discrim-
ination (i.e., disparate impact).  

The unutilized potential 
of Title VI has not gone unno-
ticed. Some prominent civil 
rights leaders have referred to 
Title VI as the “sleeping 
giant” of the Civil Rights Act. 
For decades, many civil rights 
advocates, especially in the 
environmental justice 
moment, have demanded that 
the federal government use 
Title VI more aggressively to 
address the discrimination and 
pollution impacting frontline 
communities and other 
communities that are most 
directly impacted by environ-
mental harms. In the after-
math of the killing of Michael 

Brown by law enforcement officials in Ferguson, Missouri 
and then the killings of George Floyd and Breonna Taylor by 
the Minneapolis and Louisville Police Departments respec-
tively, racial justice advocates argued that Title VI should be 
utilized to hold law enforcement agencies accountability for 
the unjustified killing of Black and Brown individuals and 
that the federal government, including the Department of 
Justice, withhold funding from agencies involved in such 
conduct. 
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In response to these calls, there have been recent efforts 
to bolster Title VI enforcement efforts. President Biden, at 
the start of his administration, signed a number of executive 
orders designed to address systemic discrimination and 
increase equal opportunity. In implementing those executive 
orders, a number of federal agencies took steps to enhance 
their Title VI programs. Relatedly, in September 2021, the 
U.S. Department of Justice’s Associate Attorney General, 
Vanita Gupta, ordered a review of the Justice Department’s 
implementation and administrative enforcement of Title VI 
and other analogous statutes that prohibit discrimination in 
federal financial assistance. In a June 2022 blogpost where 
she outlined the steps the Department will take to bolster its 
Title VI protocol following the review, she quoted President 
John J. Kennedy in writing: “Simply justice requires that 
public funds, to which taxpayers of all races contribute, not 
be spent in any fashion which encourages, entrenches, or 
results in racial discrimination.” 

Yet despite these actions, Title VI has retained its more 
limited profile. And there are reasons why Title VI has not 
gained the prominence other provisions of the Civil Rights 
Act have enjoyed. First, unlike other sections of the legisla-
tion, Title VI places a heavy premium on “voluntary  
compliance.” While Titles II, IV, and VII allow a relatively 
straightforward path for individuals who believe they are 
harmed to file suit in federal court, Title VI erects a number 
of roadblocks for federal agencies who provide the federal 
funding before they are authorized to file suit. For example, 
those agencies are required, at each step of the process, to 
engage with their federal funding recipients to explore 
whether they are willing to pursue voluntary compliance. 
Additionally, federal agencies may feel constrained in 
suspending or terminating funding to an entity in response to 
a finding of discrimination. (For example, suspending federal 
funding to a hospital that has engaged in discrimination but 

is otherwise providing life-saving medical care may have 
unintended consequences.)  

Second, in 2001, the Supreme Court issued its opinion 
in Alexander v. Sandoval, where it held that Title VI’s 
private right of action only extend to claims of disparate 
treatment, not disparate impact. As such, only the federal 
agency that provided the federal funding has the statutory 
authority to bring an action against a recipient asserting 
disparate impact discrimination. Given that most forms of 
contemporary systemic discrimination involve elements of 
disparate impact, the ability to pursue such claims under 
Title VI rests solely within the discretion of federal agencies. 
And since the priorities of those agencies often change 
dramatically across administrations, it can be challenging to 
rely solely on executive agency enforcement to address these 
concerns. 

Additionally, disparate impact provisions in federal civil 
rights laws, including Title VI, have faced increased scrutiny 
in recent year from litigants who assert that disparate impact 
liability is not authorized by statute and is inconsistent with 
the Constitution’s Equal Protection Clause. Those arguments 
have found increased receptivity from conservative judges 
who are skeptical of expansive readings of federal civil 
rights protections. Most notably, in 2023, the Louisiana 
Attorney General filed suit against the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), after EPA opened a disparate 
impact investigation into state agencies to determine whether 
those agencies had used federal funds to discriminate by 
failing to adequately protect communities of color adjacent 
to pollutant-emitting facilities. In January 2024, the federal 
district court judge accepted Louisiana’s arguments and 
enjoined both the EPA and DOJ from imposing “any  
disparate-impact-based requirements against the State or any 
State agency” in civil rights cases under Title VI of the Civil 
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Negating Objections to Housing Decommodification 
through Strategic Tenant Movement Support for  

Comprehensive Economic and Social Rights 
Thomas Silverstein

A growing chorus of community organizing, civil rights, 
and affordable housing groups is coalescing around the 

demand for transformative 
investments in social housing 
as a key to solving our 
housing crisis, ending  
homelessness, facilitating a 
just carbon transition, and 
remedying racial injustice. 
Social housing is decommod-
ified housing and can take the 
form of public housing, other 
state or municipally owned 
housing, community land 
trusts, limited equity cooper-
atives, and housing owned and operated by mission-driven 
nonprofits. If built and operated in accordance with housing 
justice principles, social housing really does have the  
potential to deliver on these lofty but essential goals. At the 
same time, we are far from winning transformative invest-
ments in social housing, and, in order to get to the place 
where victory is near at hand, we, as a housing justice move-
ment, need to understand not only why Congress did not pass 
the significant affordable (but not necessarily social) housing 
investments of Build Back Better but also how opponents 
prevented the public housing program from becoming our 
country’s transformative investment in social housing. In 
national, state, and local fights in the middle third of the 
twentieth century, real industry groups worked hand-in-glove 
with homeowners to oppose public housing, often resorting 
to both red-baiting and race-baiting in furtherance of their 
goals. To not repeat that saga, we must carry on the fight for 
social housing in the context of a broader movement for a 
holistic set of economic rights that drives a wedge between 
industry groups and a sizeable proportion of homeowners. 

In light of the federal government’s retreat from 
expanding affordable housing supply through the public 
housing program, the United States’ two primary vehicles for 
meeting growing affordable housing need are the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program and the 
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program. A curious fact 
about these two programs is that, while they have their oppo-
nents on the right (largely motivated by austerity logic), the 
posture of the real estate industry towards them is relatively 
sanguine. When considering how the programs function, it is 
not hard to see why: both programs adopt the neoliberal 

logic of leveraging the private sector to meet social welfare 
needs; provide massive subsidy to for-profit (and some non-

profit) developers, landlords, 
and property managers; and 
leave the basic structure of the 
housing market in place. 
When there are proposals to 
tackle the affordable housing 
crisis by expanding these 
programs as Build Back Better 
would have done, the opposi-
tion does not come from the 
kinds of industry groups that 
played a significant role in 
throttling the public housing 

program in the middle of the twentieth century. 
Why not, then, pursue an approach to solving the 

housing crisis that would garner industry support, driving a 
wedge between homeowners and industry but positioning 
tenants on the side of industry? Unpacking the reasons why 
could be the subject of its own article, but, briefly, it is 
important to make three observations. First, although the 
LIHTC and HCV programs can be tweaked around the edges 
to better conform with social housing principles such as 
those articulated by the Alliance for Housing Justice, in oper-
ation, they typically do not, and attempts to better ensure that 
they do (such as by requiring permanent affordability or 
nonprofit ownership) would undercut the very industry 
support posited as a potential benefit in the fight for Build 
Back Better. Second, both programs have significant scal-
ability issues with tax credits deriving some of their value 
from their scarcity (thereby meaning that more available tax 
credits could mean lower tax credit equity prices) and 
vouchers boosting the market power of landlords to increase 
rents and thereby the per-household cost of assistance. Third, 
both programs, to differing degrees (with LIHTC by far the 
worse offender than the HCV program), are inefficient 
insofar as they build intermediaries, who are all motivated to 
achieve their desired profit margin, into the process of 
providing affordable housing. 

If we want to solve the problems that we need to solve 
and to do so in ways that are consistent with housing justice 
principles, scalable and efficient social housing is the ticket, 
but it is the ticket to a train that industry is not going to want 
to board. Industry will not support the demand for  

(Continued on page 6)

 

We must carry on the fight for social 
housing in the context of a broader 

movement for a holistic set of  
economic rights that drives a wedge 

between industry groups and a  
sizeable proportion of homeowners. 



Rights Act. In April 2024, 23 Republican Attorneys General 
sent a letter to the EPA asking the agency to start a rule-
making process to amend its Title VI regulations to remove 
the disparate impact provisions. The letter mirrors that argu-
ments adopted by the district court in the Louisiana v. EPA 
litigation. 

This all begs the question: is it simply too late to try to 
revive Title VI? Given the headwinds blocking meaningful 
use of the statute, it might be tempting to abandon efforts. 
However, notwithstanding these challenges, there is a way to 
continue to robustly and effectively use Title VI to ensure 
recipients do not engage in unlawful discrimination. As set 
forth in greater detail below, by switching from a back-end 
enforcement model to a front-end compliance model, Title 
VI can still be used to ensure that federal financial assistance 
is not used to propagate unlawful discrimination. 

Historically, federal agencies have relied on an admin-
istrative enforcement model to enforce Title VI. Under this 
approach, agencies open investigations after they receive a 
discrimination complaint or obtain other evidence that 
suggests a recipient may have engaged in unlawful conduct. 
If the agency establishes that 
discrimination has occurred 
(or if, more likely, the recip-
ient decides to engage in 
voluntary compliance discus-
sions), the agency and recip-
ient work together to remedy 
any alleged discrimination 
and hopefully take steps to 
ensure it does not happen 
again. In this framework, the 
agency is only mobilized to 
act after the alleged bad 
actions have occurred. On the 
other hand, under a compli-
ance model, agencies would 
start working recipients before 
any allegations of discrim-
ination have been made (and possibly even before the recip-
ient has received the federal funding). Rather than waiting 
for bad actions to occur, agencies would proactively engage 
with recipients to “issue spot” places of potential concern 
and develop effective solutions. Hopefully, there would 
never need to be an investigation, because the discrimination 
never takes place. 

A front-end compliance model has a number of advan-
tages of relying solely on back-end enforcement. First, a 
front-end approach provides federal funding recipients (and 
applicants seeking those funds) with the opportunity to take 
proactive steps to prevent discrimination from occurring in 
the first place. If federal agencies provided information and 
guidance about compliance, and also closely monitored their 
recipients, they could create an “early warning system.” 
Such a system would allow recipients to promptly take 

corrective action if there are indications of discrimination; 
federal agencies could also adjust their funding patterns 
accordingly. An “early warning system” is also likely to be 
more productively received by recipients than a back-end 
“gotcha” investigation notice. 

Second, a front-end approach is much more likely than 
a back-end approach to lead to quicker reforms and changes 
by recipients. Administration enforcement and litigation are 
time-intensive processes. Most of the federal agencies’ Title 
VI regulations do not have time restrictions, and it is not 
uncommon for agencies to take years to investigate a 
complaint. Even if an agency makes a finding of discrim-
ination, a recipient can litigate that determination in federal 
court, which can also take years. And as noted above, an 
investigation notice or finding of discrimination is not likely 
to be well received by recipients, increasing their resistance 
and the overall timeline.  Front-end compliance, on the other 
hand, allows the agency to work collaboratively with the 
recipient from the beginning.  

Third, a front-end compliance model is consistent with 
the purpose and intention of the statutory text. Unlike other 

provisions of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, Title VI places a 
premium on voluntary 
compliance. Congress clearly 
wanted federal agencies to 
work closely with recipients 
to ensure that the statute’s 
antidiscrimination mandate is 
satisfied. This makes sense. 
Federal funding goes to crit-
ical aspects of our society: 
health care, public safety, 
education, and more; 
Congress would want to make 
sure that any discrimination 
that occurs is cured quickly. 
Moreover, Congress likely 
appreciated that one of the 

remedies of a Title VI violation—suspension or termination 
of federal funding—is difficult to implement given the crit-
ical and often necessary services provided by recipients of 
federal funding. 

Fourth, a front-end model sidesteps any litigation expo-
sure. In working proactively and collaboratively with recip-
ients, federal agencies do not need to rely on legal liability 
constructs like disparate treatment or disparate impact to 
address concerns about potential discrimination. Rather, 
agencies are simply working to ensure that their recipients 
are complying with the terms and conditions of their grants 
and contracts.  

Some federal agencies have already begun to experi-
ment with a front-end, compliance-based approach to Title 
VI. In 2007, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (DOT) 
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Julius Rosenwald was a son of German Jewish immigrants 
who, in 1895, made the astute decision to buy into a small, 

unknown mail-order business called Sears, Roebuck. Thanks 
in part to his astute management, Sears was extraordinarily 
successful — the Amazon.com of its day — and Rosenwald 
became wealthy beyond his 
wildest dreams. As an obser-
vant Jew, Rosenwald had 
been raised to consider the 
thoughtful sharing of wealth a 
responsibility. And as one 
who had grown up in 
Springfield, Illinois, across 
the street from Abraham 
Lincoln’s home, he was aware 
of the 1908 race riot there; he 
began to see violence against 
African Americans as akin to 
the pogroms driving increasing numbers of Jews from 
Europe. Rosenwald began to see assistance to African 
Americans as a way to use his wealth in a socially respon-
sible way. 

Discussion of the philanthropy of Julius Rosenwald 
often focuses on the encouragement and financial support he 
offered to African Americans through the building of 4,977 
schoolhouses across 15 states. This work, initiated by 
Rosenwald as a friend and admirer of Booker T. 
Washington, strengthened communities and created the 
opportunity for elementary education where previously there 
had been none. A third of all African American children in 
the South from 1920-1950s benefited from the education 
they received in these Rosenwald schools. 

But there was another avenue by which the Julius 
Rosenwald Fund supported the work of African Americans: 
the Rosenwald Fellowship program. This support provided 
remarkable sustenance to the “talented tenth,” as W.E.B. 
DuBois called the men and women who would become the 
first generations of black leaders in the arts and in scholar-
ship, “fellows” who would attract wide attention and respect. 
In particular, it was recipients of Rosenwald fellowships who 
provided much of the insight and scholarly research that led 
to the 1954 Supreme Court decision Brown v. Board of 
Education of Topeka that struck down the legal concept of 
“separate but equal.” 

The fellowship program was created in 1928 and imple-
mented the following year. Rosenwald had just handed over 
management of his charitable foundation to a professional, 
Edwin Embree, a man he had met when they both served on 
the board of the Rockefeller Foundation. 

Embree, the grandson of a prominent abolitionist, shared 
Rosenwald’s commitment to promoting opportunity for 
African Americans. One of his first proposals as head of the 
Rosenwald Fund (as noted in the executive committee 
minutes) was to create a program offering financial assis-

tance to “individuals of excep-
tional promise.” 

Rosenwald died in 1932, 
but the Fund went on until 
1948, awarding 588 fellow-
ships to African Americans 
and 222 to “white 
Southerners.” The names of 
these fellows read like a 
Who’s Who of achievement 
in fields from the arts to inter-
national diplomacy. James 
Weldon Johnson, author of 

“Lift Every Voice and Sing,” and acclaimed opera singer 
Marian Anderson, were among the first fellows; author 
James Baldwin and painter Jacob Lawrence were some of 
the last. In 1931 a fellowship went to future Nobel Peace 
Prize winner Ralph Bunche. 

 

The Rosenwald Fellows and Brown  
v. Board 

In 1944 a 
Rosenwald 
fellowship 
enabled a young 
Pauli Murray, 
who had just 
graduated as 
valedictorian of 
her class at 
Howard 
University Law 
School, to 
continue her 
legal studies at the University of California at Berkeley. The 
restrictive housing covenants she encountered there infuri-
ated her and, as she later wrote in her memoir, "Song in a 
Weary Throat", “fueled my determination to find the key to a 
successful legal attack upon racial segregation.” 

In a seminar paper she argued that the impact of the 
“separate but equal” policy enshrined in the Plessy v. 
Ferguson case did “violence to the personality of the indi-

(Continued on page 16)
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transformative investments in social housing, because, in the 
mirror image of LIHTC and HCV, they will not be leveraged 
to play their neoliberal role of social welfare provider, they 
will not receive massive subsidy, and the structure of the 
housing market will in fact change. 

Understanding how transformative investments in social 
housing would change the housing market requires under-
standing two related imperfections of the current market: 
scarcity and lack of competition. Housing, overall, in some 
places, and for poor and working class households,  
everywhere, is too scarce. The causes of this are complex, 
but, while it would be possible to mitigate the harm of  
scarcity through measures like zoning reform and interest 
rate cuts without fundamental transforming the market, 
market-based solutions to housing scarcity ultimately face 
scalability problems because, 
beyond a certain point, the 
profit accrued by building 
new housing is offset by 
reductions in the value of the 
same actors’ existing  
holdings. At a point even 
further down the line, the 
price point for newly 
constructed housing in a 
glutted market would be 
lower than cost inputs, such 
as labor and materials, that 
are not as easy to affect with 
housing and land use policy 
tools as is the cost of land. 

Real estate sector  
incumbents that benefit from scarcity and lack of competi-
tion, ranging from multinational corporations to individual 
homeowners, have obvious incentive to fight against the 
abundance and competition represented by scaled-up social 
housing. Together, the real estate industry and homeowners 
have tremendous political power, both in terms of the money 
to influence elections and in terms of actual votes as nearly 
two-thirds of households in the United States own their 
homes. If they move in lockstep, the reality is that we cannot 
win. To win, it will be necessary to cleave economically 
precarious homeowners from financially secure ones and the 
real estate industry. Effectuating that cleavage will require an 
agenda that goes beyond housing. 

As the long list of types of social housing suggests, 
social housing is not one particular thing, but the most 
consistent common thread across these types of housing is 
that social housing is not treated as a commodity. Although it 
might not be realistic for all housing to be social housing, the 
fight for social housing cannot be neutral as to what propor-
tion of total housing is social housing. That is true both 
because increasing the share of the pie that is comprised of 
social housing would result in more households having their 

needs met in a manner that is affordable to them and because 
the commodification of the balance of the housing market 
makes the provision of social housing more difficult. One 
reason why commodification makes social housing produc-
tion harder is that, if land is a highly valued commodity, 
social housing developers may find themselves being outbid 
for scarce land by for-profit developers. Additionally, the 
more profits exist in the real estate sector, the more industry 
actors can invest those funds in lobbying against public 
funding of social housing production with the goal of 
limiting the supply of housing that is capable of undercutting 
incumbent landlords on cost. If industry lobbying were not 
effective at shaping public policy, corporations would not 
invest vast sums of money in the enterprise. Presumably, 
these outcomes would occur less and less as more house-

holds’ needs are met by the 
social sector. Crowding out 
the for-profit market is there-
fore an important step. 

Meaningfully achieving 
that crowding out requires not 
only massive investment but 
also a rethinking of who can 
and should live in social 
housing. In general, our 
dominant affordable housing 
programs are highly means 
tested. Households lose 
subsidy and, in some 
instances, dwellings, if their 
incomes rise above certain 
thresholds that are typically 

framed as percentages of the Area Median Income (AMI) for 
the metropolitan region or rural county in which they live. 
Existing programs vary slightly in their details, but none 
meaningfully serve households with incomes above 80% of 
AMI. In reality, the vast majority of households living in 
affordable housing have incomes at or below 60% of AMI 
and a considerable portion have incomes at or below 30% of 
AMI. Unsurprisingly, just 43% of households nationally 
have incomes at or below 80% of AMI, and just 14% of 
households have incomes at or below 30% of AMI. 

That data suggests that a policy regime cannot credibly 
claim to crowd out the private market if it cedes the housing 
needs of 57% of households (or even 86% of households) to 
that private market. Crowding out the private market there-
fore requires either an abandonment of means testing or 
higher eligibility ceilings (e.g., 200% of AMI) such that the 
private market would be left with a small sliver of wealthy 
households to serve. This move away from stringent means 
testing should not be confused with a shift towards a 
different kind of rigid, mixed-income model wherein house-
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Life in Grants Pass 
John Square III and Helen Cruz 

 

According to HUD, there were an estimated 653,100 
people experiencing homelessness in 2023, which is 

approximately 20 out of 
every 10,000 people in the 
United States. Unfortunately, 
many unhoused individuals 
are burdened with fines 
imposed by cities for sleeping 
in parks and other public 
spaces. I recently had the 
opportunity to speak with 
Helen, a formerly unhoused 
person who has dedicated 
herself to advocating for the 
homeless community. After 
her husband, two dogs, and 
she were forcibly removed from their encampment and the 
city issued her thousands of dollars in fines for sleeping in 
parks, Helen decided that something had to be done.  

Grants Pass, Oregon v. Johnson concerned the rights of 
homeless individuals in Grants Pass, Oregon. The case 
centered around the city's ordinances that penalized homeless 
people for sleeping or camping in public spaces. These kinds 
of restrictions are found in municipalities all across the 
country. The plaintiffs—a group of homeless individuals—
argued that these ordinances effectively criminalized home-
lessness and violated Eighth Amendment protections against 
cruel and unusual punishment. The ruling in Grants Pass 
upholding the local ordinance is likely to have devastating 
effects on the homeless community in America. Helen and I 
discussed her experiences with homelessness and the poten-
tial implications of the Grants Pass case in a conversation 
presented below. 

John Square III:  
Today we are joined by Helen, an advocate for the 

homeless community who was previously unhoused in 
Grants Pass, Oregon. Thank you for joining us, Helen! 

Helen Cruz: Thank you for having me. 
John:  The first question is how did experiencing home-

lessness affect your view of America?  
Helen:  It didn't really affect my view of America, but 

what it did affect was my faith in humanity in general. You 
know, the way that people are so inhumane and cruel 
towards the homeless communities. I just don't think it's 
right. 

John:  How would you explain the problems with the 
current sheltering system to those who haven't interacted 
with it?  

Helen:   Well,  from my own experience. I know that at 
our shelter here, the Gospel Rescue Mission, what they  

basically do is they give you a blackout period for thirty 
days. If you go into the mission, they make you work for 

them, but they also want you 
to find a job. And if you do 
find a job, then you have to 
give them 10% of your wages.  

You have to sign in, you 
have to sign out. There's no 
smoking. They wake you up 
at 6:30 every morning. You 
don't have control of your 
own medication. It's almost 
like a jail setting—you have 
to surrender your medication 
to them. Then, if you have any 
kind of [physical disability], if 

you have to walk with a walker or a cane, and, you know, if 
you can't work for him and they don't have a bed for you. 

John:  I did not know that.  
Helen:  I mean, they can put people out in the street 

with a vest on to clean up litter and stuff like that? 
Which is fine— I get that part of it. But if you're not 

able to do that because you have some type of disability, then 
they won't even take you. 

John:  So if you can’t work you're left to fend for  
yourself? 

Helen:  Yeah.  
John:   So the next question: How did the law in Grants 

Pass affect you?  
Helen:  Oh, it affected me in many ways. When I was 

living in the park—me and my husband—I was dealing with 
something in town. The next thing I knew, I got a call from 
him saying they had completely swept our camp. Left him 
and my two dogs sitting on the curb. They rolled up my tent 
like it was a burrito, dragging it down the sidewalk like it 
was a sack of potatoes, threw it in the back of their truck, and 
told me that I could pick it up at the police station. And when 
I picked it up at the police station, my tent poles were all 
broken and they just dumped it in the middle of the parking 
lot. I had photos, I had paperwork, I had everything in there. 
And because I had a little ice chest in there, my entire 
thing…everything…it was soaked. 

John:  That kind of goes back to what you were 
mentioning about, experiencing homelessness, that it made 
you not necessarily think poorly about the country, but about 
the humanity of the people in the country.  

Helen:  Yeah! I mean, the way that people treat people. 
The community here in Grants Pass thinks that [the] home-
less should not even be around there. There is a whole watch 

(Continued on page 10)
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holds of many income levels live in the same developments 
but in rigid proportions (e.g., 20% of units for households at 
or below 30% of AMI, 20% of units for households above 
30% of AMI and at or below 50% of AMI, 20% of units for 
households above 50% of AMI and at or below 80% of AMI, 
20% of units for households 
above 80% of AMI and at or 
below 120% of AMI, and 
20% of units for households 
above 120% of AMI). We 
would not artificially cap the 
proportion of units available 
to the lowest income tenants. 
Instead, socially housing 
would ideally be open to and 
affordable to all with all 
households paying no more 
than a set percentage of their 
income in rent (preferably 
less than the current norm of 
30%) and with subsidy, 
potentially including but not 
limited to cross-subsidy from 
tenants whose rent contrib-
utions exceed the cost of providing their units, making it 
possible to sustainably house lower income households. As 
households’ incomes rise, they would not be pushed out of 
social housing – as sometimes happens with extant afford-
able housing, depending on the subsidy program – but 
instead would merely pay more rent in absolute terms, but 
not relative to their incomes. 

Eligibility for social housing for middle-income house-
holds will not automatically translate into occupancy and, 
indeed, income-based rents may be unappealing to house-
holds that could find private market-rate housing available 
for which they might only need to pay 10% or 15% of their 
income. In some markets, like the San Francisco Bay Area, 
where it can be challenging for middle-income households to 
find market-rate housing they can afford, the cost of social 
housing will be appealing, but we cannot design a social 
housing system that is only sustainable in the hottest real 
estate markets. More is needed. Fortunately, that more, rather 
than caving to the potentially discriminatory preferences of 
middle-income households (through means like capping the 
proportion of extremely low-income households in a given 
development), actually enhances quality of life for low-
income households. Specifically, amenities, high building 
quality, attractive design, and prime location should all make 
social housing desirable to everyone, regardless of income 
level. 

Building housing that is physically and geographically 
desirable will do a lot to attract a socioeconomically diverse 
group of residents to social housing communities, but it will 
not, on its own, sway the kinds of homeowners who teamed 
up with the real estate industry to oppose public housing. 

Homeownership, ironically due in significant part to federal 
policy interventions that were roughly contemporaneous 
with the creation of the public housing program, has been an 
effective wealth creation mechanism for many families. 
Middle-class white families, in particular, have done pretty 

well for themselves with 
federally-backed mortgages 
and the mortgage interest 
deduction. 

Public policy can make 
that version of success less 
essential. It can do this by 
narrowing the gap between 
being a social housing tenant 
and a homeowner in our 
society. To do so, a policy 
need not even be perceived of 
as particularly radical. For 
example, the otherwise very 
regressive Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act of 2017, passed during the 
Trump Administration, 
rendered the mortgage interest 
deduction superfluous for 

millions of homeowners by significantly increasing the  
standard deduction for all taxpayers, whether renters or 
homeowners. That change did not hurt the financial  
position of these homeowners. Indeed, nearly all are  
benefiting financially from the increase in the standard 
deduction. 

While we should grab the low hanging fruit that is 
within reach, it will not be possible to neutralize homeowner 
opposition and convert some of that opposition to support 
without achieving some more ambitious wins. To figure out 
what those more transformative changes might be, it helps to 
ask: what does the wealth associated with homeownership 
buy? Among other things, it could buy the ability to afford 
deductibles and co-pays needed to access medical care, 
higher education tuition, private school tuition in places 
where public elementary and secondary schools are strug-
gling, childcare, nutritious food, and a secure retirement. 
Whether cast as needs or merely as desirable attributes of a 
good life in a prosperous country, government has the power 
to render them irrelevant as reasons to cling to a commod-
ified housing system. With Medicare-for-All, free public 
higher education, better funded public elementary and 
secondary education, subsidized childcare, expanded food 
assistance, and more generous Social Security benefits, the 
utility of an extra, say, $50,000 in home equity will shrink 
dramatically. 

Public policy can reduce the marginal benefit of greater 
household wealth gained through home equity accumulation 
within one’s lifetime by increasing quality of life and 
meeting basic needs through public goods, but can it lessen 

(Negating Objections to Housing Decommodification, Continued from page 6)
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the appeal of being able to convey generational housing 
wealth to one’s heirs? To a degree, the answer is yes. To the 
extent that a desire to secure their children’s health, well-
being, and economic security motivates people to leave 
wealth to the next generation, the health, education, child-
care, nutrition, and retirement interventions noted above are 
just as germane looking forward as they are in the present. 
Beyond that, it is worth observing that, if we are able to peel 
off the homeowners who may be able to use their housing 
wealth to meet their needs through the end of their lives but 
who would not have anything left to leave at that point, we 
will already have the basis for a coalition of renters and less 
economically secure homeowners that comprises a super-
majority of the population. The high end of the range of esti-
mates of U.S. households that receive an inheritance at any 
point in their lives tops out at about 40%. And, if we decide 
to prioritize the intergenerational transfer of modest amounts 
of housing wealth, that goal can be accommodated within a 
social housing system through the expansion of some 
existing community land trust and limited equity cooperative 
models. 

Of course, the point of all of this is not to suggest that 
the housing justice movement can fix the housing crisis and 
win the objective of scaled-up social housing simply by 
accomplishing the much “easier” goal of solving every other 
major domestic policy chal-
lenge facing the United 
States. Rather, the point is 
that there is a critical need for 
greater interconnectedness 
among movements for social, 
economic, and racial justice in 
this country. Organizers are 
already fighting for policies to 
meet our needs with respect 
to health, education, child-
care, nutrition, and retirement. 
Some of that work is taking 
place within the same organi-
zations that are doing critical 
housing justice work. Even 
when that is not the case, the organized base of the groups 
advancing this work outside of housing policy often overlaps 
with the organized base of the housing justice movement. 
The rudimentary pieces of a more interconnected movement 
are present; they just need to be put together. 

Connecting those dots is not just important for better 
positioning the housing justice movement to win homeowner 
support through an agenda that decreases the incentive to 
support ever-increasing home prices, it is also important 
because of another lesson from the middle of the twentieth 
century: if there is not sufficient mutual accountability, 
portions of a broad progressive coalition may sell each other 
out to achieve their own wins. The most egregious examples 
of this unfolding include domestic workers and farm workers 

not being protected by the Fair Labor Standards Act and the 
Social Security Act, exemptions that both had the intent and 
impact of harming Black workers. Avoiding similar 
outcomes in the future is clearly important. 

There are green shoots that are suggestive of the poten-
tial for a more interconnected, mutually accountable move-
ment. Teachers’ and nurses’ unions have started to support 
housing justice demands, both through collective bargaining 
with their employers and through policy advocacy. The Debt 
Collective has fought to liberate poor and working-class 
people from the burden of student loan debt, medical debt, 
consumer debt, and housing debt. At the federal level, there 
was intensive coordination around the Coronavirus Aid, 
Relief, and Economic Security Act and the American Rescue 
Plan Act, but, underscoring that green shoots are a start 
rather than a finish, a collaborative approach to Build Back 
Better could not prevent the outcome of an Inflation 
Reduction Act that offered a great deal for the environmental 
movement and relatively little for others. We still need to 
become stronger in addition to becoming more intercon-
nected and mutually accountable. 

The human need for housing is inextricably linked to 
other basic human needs. By situating the fight to meet that 
need alongside the fights to meet other similarly essential 
needs, the housing justice movement would reclaim the most 

aspirational rhetoric of the 
New Deal Era, working to 
secure, in the words of 
President Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt, “freedom from 
want.” By working towards 
the decommodification of 
housing, the movement has 
the potential to unwind one of 
the more harmful aspects of 
the nuanced legacy of the 
New Deal, the creation of a 
housing finance systems 
oriented towards ever-
increasing home values and, 
frequently, racial and 

economic exclusion. It would do so by giving homeowners 
who at least occasionally benefit from that system a viable 
alternative, thereby driving a wedge in the decades-old alli-
ance of real estate industry groups and homeowners. By 
doing the work through a more interconnected, mutually 
accountable movement, those who are organizing for 
housing justice would increase the chances of victory and of 
not being left behind.  n 
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group out here. They call themselves Park Watch, okay? And 
they will go around and they harass. They're more vigilant 
than even some of the homeless out here, they harass the 
homeless community. They belittle them. They put them on 
Facebook, degrading them like they're animals or something.  

John:  You participated in multiple organizing efforts 
around the Supreme Court case and spoke at the rally on the 
steps on the day of oral arguments. What called you to get 
involved?  

Helen:  Well, the day they took everything I own I went 
down and I filed an appeal for the park exclusion—a park 
exclusion here is if you get two tickets within the same park, 
they can exclude you from that park. After what they've done 
to my stuff and left my husband sitting on the curb with my 
two dogs, I was mad. So I went down and I asked all my 
paperwork to file an appeal. And when I got there, they 
didn't have the paperwork for it. Nobody had ever done it 
before. So I had to physically hand-write my own appeal. 
And so I did, and I submitted it to the city council. Even 
though, you know, they didn't rule in my favor or our favor, 
nevertheless, it's opened up a big can of worms. And, you 
know, look at where it's gotten me so far. You know, I 
wanted to see something different. And I want to see a 
change.  

John:  That leads me to my next question. What are 
your thoughts on the ruling in Grants Pass? Do you buy the 
Court’s reasoning? 

Helen:  Well, Jeremiah [Hayden], a reporter for Street 
Roots…I actually had a discussion with him, and I pretty 
much told him that, to me, it's appalling that nine people 
dressed in little black robes hold the fate of somebody's life 
in their hands. The fact that they have so much power. I just 
don't think it's right,  

John:  So, in terms of the case [Grants Pass], what do 
you believe the Grants Pass case calls us to do? 

Helen:  I think the call to action would be to build more 
housing and get a hold of your local and state governors and 
senators. I mean, right now, the city and city Council of 
Grants Pass are the ones that hold our fate in their hands. 
You know, we were allotted  $9.37 million of American 
rescue money for affordable housing and public health.  Do 
you know what they're doing with that money? They're 
building a swimming pool.  

John:  That’s ridiculous.  
Helen:  Yeah, for $11 million. That blows my mind, and 

I am so frustrated. And, you know, when I go to my city 
council—and I'm always there—they see me coming through 
the door. It's like, oh, God, here she comes. But you know 
what? I'll go in there, and I got an entire community of 
Grants Pass that are against the homeless, and I'm the only 
one standing up there going, “Hey, no, this ain't right.”  

I don't do [politics] very much, but I learned a lot when I 
was in DC this last time. Get all your politicians, your local 
politicians keep beating them down with emails and stuff 
like that, you know, get some housing built.  

John:  I agree. I’m going to transition to questions about 
housing policy. So—and you might have just answered 
this— what is one policy you would change to solve, home-
lessness in America? 

Helen: Build houses. Build housing. Build, build, build. 
I mean, there it's not it's not going to get solved unless you 
start putting up structure, you know, and even in Grants Pass, 
they have one [shelter] Gospel Rescue Mission. Then we had 
six little houses we called Boundary Village, but they were 
only supposed to be transitional housing. You're supposed to 
be in there for six months, get on your feet, and then you're 
supposed to transition out of there into a home of your own. 
But we have no place to transition to. None. One percent of 
housing in Grants Pass is all we have. It's very frustrating.  

John:  If housing were a fundamental right, like the 
right to free speech or education, how do you think things 
would be different in our country? 

Helen:  You know, if [housing] was a right, like 
freedom of speech…until society as a whole realizes that 
people who are homeless are not going to go away, I don't 
see much [changing].  

You know, Jesus was homeless. If we can't come 
together as individuals then how are we going to come 
together as a nation? 

John:  Do you think that if there were the same protec-
tions as there are with the right to bear arms and free 
speech… that if [the right to housing] was something that 
people were generally more inclined to protest about or how 
you said to advocate for a change to their local and state 
politicians… How would that affect the homeless 
population? 

Helen:  Right now the homeless community over here is 
scared. I can try to get together rallies and stuff like that, but 
the fact of the matter is that they're intimidated. They're 
afraid of the repercussions that are going to happen. You 
know, and I don't think that it's fair for them to be bullied. 

You know, to be homeless is not a choice. We're out 
here because we didn't have a choice. Something may have 
happened in our lives that put us in the position that we're in 
right now, you know? And we don't want to be out here, but 
we have no place to go. This has impacted the entire United 
States. 

And back to Grants Pass, when I moved here there were 
16,000 people, I'd been here four decades. But it's grown and 
then this [case] went nationwide. It breaks my heart to think 
that America has fallen so far down when it comes to 
humanity. Yeah. You know, hey, I don't get it. Political red 
tape and policies that just don't make sense to me.  How 
about we just come back to the basics? Be kind to each other, 
one another. Just come back to the basics a little bit. Quit 
putting all these measures and policies and everything out 
there.  

John:  Is there anything else that you would like to add 
to the record? 
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Helen:  [Message to the homeless community] Don’t be 
afraid to be heard. Because if you aren’t, I don't see anything 
changing. When I am asked, “What do you think is going to 
happen if they rule in favor of Grants Pass?” All hell is 
going to break loose. “What if they rule in favor of the 
homeless?” I don't see much change because our city 
council will not do anything over here. You know, they have 
used $9.37 million for everything else except for what they 
were supposed to use for. And, you know, I don't know if 
you read up on Tracy Rosenthal, she's from, New Republic 
magazine. She’s got a pretty good article going in there, too. 
She was here, and I gave her a tour of Grants Pass and the 
parks and let her see first-hand. It's pretty bad over here. 
They turned off all the water. 

John:  Wait, in the parks? 
Helen:  Yeah! They turned it off. They turned off the 

water fountains. They lock the bathrooms at night. So I 
reached out to some folks in D.C.: Ann Olivia with the 
National Alliance for Homelessness and some of her people 
over there, and they donated money. I go deliver sandwiches 
every Tuesday to everyone in the parks. Well, there was no 
water there. So, Ann Olivia and the Alliance were kind 
enough to donate some money to me, and I've spent most of 
my time delivering water because it's 103 [degrees] here.  

 

John:  It's very hot this summer. So I can't imagine—
that's so inhumane.  

Helen:  Yeah. If people would stand up for themselves 
and just say, hey, it's not right. And then we need the other 
side to go, “Hey, you know what? We're just one paycheck 
away from being where they are.” They need to realize that.  
And instead of being so mean, try a little kindness. It’s not a 
handout it is a hand-up. 

––––––––––––––– 
 

In the wake of the Grants Pass, Oregon v. Johnson 
ruling, Helen urges that it is more crucial than ever for indi-
viduals to advocate for the homeless community by reaching 
out to their local and state officials. This decision empha-
sizes the growing need for compassionate solutions for those 
experiencing homelessness, highlighting the need for 
policies that prioritize human dignity and access to essential 
resources.   n 

 
 
John Square III is a rising second-year law student at 

the Howard University School of Law and a Law & Policy 
Intern at PRRAC.  

Helen Cruz is a resident of Grants Pass, Oregon and a 
housing rights activist. 

(Life in Grants Pass, Continued from page 10)

(Continued on page 13)

Resources



12  •  Poverty & Race Vol. 33, No. 2   •   May – August, 2024

Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a “Title VI 
Circular,” a document providing guidance to its funding 
recipients about how to ensure they comply with their  
nondiscrimination obligations under Title VI. By affirma-
tively laying out the steps that recipients can take to avoid 
developing practices and policies that may result in discrim-
ination, the Circular sets forth a roadmap for Title VI  
compliance. Moreover, the Circular does not only address 
intentional discrimination; it also directs recipients to eval-
uate whether any actions (e.g., changes to a transit route or a 
station location) would have a disproportional and adverse 
impact on individuals of color (or other protected classes). 
To the extent those actions would have that impact, recip-
ients are asked to consider alternative options as well as if 
there are ways to mitigate the adverse effect. 

In 2021, DOT built upon 
this effort when it issued a 
Department-wide “Title VI 
Order.”  Unlike the Circular, 
which is limited to the FTA, 
the Order applies to all of 
DOT. As noted in the intro-
duction, “[t]his Order’s over-
riding objective is to ensure 
all DOT assisted programs are 
implemented in compliance 
with Title VI so that all members of the public enjoy equality 
of opportunity, regardless of race, color, or national origin 
(including limited English proficiency).” To that end, it 
provides a framework for making sure that all DOT compo-
nents establish and maintain programs and policies to ensure 
Title VI compliance. For example, the order requires that 
DOT components conduct a Title VI assessment of each 
applicant seeking federal funds, to help guarantee, before any 
grant is made, that the applicant is not planning to use the 
funding in a way to furthers discrimination. The Order also 
requires recipients of DOT funding to create community 
participation plans, to ensure that all relevant stakeholders—
including communities of color and people with limited 
English proficiency—have a meaningful opportunity to 
engage with the recipient and ensure that there are not Title 
VI violations. 

The steps taken by DOT are illustrative of ways that 
federal agencies can move away from an enforcement-only 
approach to Title VI and think creatively how to ensure 
maximum compliance with Title VI. But they only represent 
the beginning phases of a process under which federal 
agencies can reimagine how they use Title VI proactively 
and innovatively to work with their recipients and work to 
prevent discrimination. After sixty years, it is past time to 
wake up the sleeping giant.  n 
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vidual affected whether he is white or black.” Continuing her 
work after graduation, she researched and wrote a 740-page 
book called “States’ Laws on Race and Color,” detailing the 
varying segregation laws in each of the states. Thurgood 
Marshall later called this extraordinary work the “Bible of 
Brown v. Board.” 

A few years later, Marshall, as director of the Legal 
Defense and Education Fund of the NAACP and working 
towards a legal challenge to segregation in education, drew 
on this work as well as on input from an exceptional group of 
men and women, many of whose careers had been assisted 
by Rosenwald fellowships. 

Robert Lee Carter, for example, graduated from 
Howard University Law School with the highest grade point 
average in the school’s history. A Rosenwald fellowship in 
1940 enabled him to continue his legal studies at Columbia 
University where he wrote a thesis exploring the “due 
process” clause of the 14th Amendment and the ways it had 
been used to challenge state laws allowing discrimination. 
Starting in 1944, he was on the staff of the NAACP’s Legal 
Defense Fund. 

Mamie Phipps Clark and her husband Kenneth B. 
Clark were psychologists who had been granted Rosenwald 
fellowships in 1940 to study the effects of awareness of 
racial difference on young children. Their research included 
the famous experiment in which children were asked to 
choose which of two dolls they identified with (the moment 
brilliantly captured in a photograph by another Rosenwald 
fellow, Gordon Parks). The Clarks determined that the 
separation from white peers that they experienced severely 
undermined their sense of self-confidence and self-worth. 

Carter recruited the Clarks for the NAACP’s legal work. 
and they testified in several early lawsuits challenging school 
segregation. They also wrote a paper, “The Effects of 
Segregation and the Consequences of Desegregation: A 
Social Science Statement,” and recruited 30 other scholars 
and psychologists—among whom were two more Rosenwald 
fellows, sociologists Ira DeA. Reid and E. Franklin 
Frazier—to sign it. 

As the several legal challenges to school segregation 
were gathered into Brown v. Board of Education, and in 
response to questions raised by the Court, Marshall deter-
mined to bolster his arguments with historical context. 
Rosenwald fellows significantly contributed to that effort. 

John Aubrey Davis was a professor of Political Science 
at Lincoln University whose graduate studies had been 
supported by three Rosenwald fellowships (1938, '39, and 
'40), and had been Robert Carter’s teacher when he was an 
undergraduate there. 

Mabel Murphy Smythe was an economist awarded a 
Rosenwald fellowship in 1941. She became Thurgood 
Marshall’s deputy director for Non legal Research. 

Also, three historians were recruited to offer insight into 
the history of public education in the South and the devel-
opment of segregation: 

Horace Mann Bond, president of Lincoln University, 
had strong ties to the Rosenwald Fund having received 
fellowships that enabled him to complete his graduate studies 
in the history of education and having worked for the Fund 
in a number of capacities including visiting and reporting on 
rural schools. 

C. Vann Woodward, a white Fellow in 1940, was an 
expert on the history of the South after the Civil War. 

John Hope Franklin’s two fellowships, in 1937 and 
1938, enabled him to receive his PhD in history from 
Harvard. He went on to become the foremost African 
American historian of his generation. 

The Supreme Court ruling issued on May 17, 1954, 
found segregation in schools “inherently unequal,” that it 
violated the equal protection clause of the 14th Amendment 
and, as such, was unconstitutional. Scholar Alfred Perkins, 
writing in the Journal of Negro Education, determined that 
Rosenwald fellows had played a “pivotal role” in the exten-
sive legal, historical, psychological and sociological argu-
ments presented to the high court. 

The fellows shared much in the way of experience and 
personal connections, but what “truly bound them together,” 
Perkins wrote, “was not acquaintance and shared experience 
but similarity of outlook, a particular view of the social 
purposes of their scholarly vocation. What they held, along 
with Rosenwald Fund officials, was the profound conviction 
that scholarly endeavor could provide the basis for societal 
reform.” 

And what of the law student whose youthful insights 
about segregation in housing had led to work that inspired 
Thurgood Marshall? In her memoir, Pauli Murray wrote that 
it was only years after the landmark decision handed down in 
1954 that she realized the extent to which the reasoning she 
had articulated in her 1944 seminar paper—the insight that 
segregation inherently places the “Negro in an inferior social 
and legal position” and that this does him inestimable 
harm— had helped form the arguments that resulted in the 
Brown decision. 

Visiting Howard University in 1963, she asked her 
friend Spottswood Robinson, then dean of the Law School, if 
he knew what had become of her paper from many years 
before. “To my surprise,” she wrote, “he promptly produced 
it from his files and had a copy made for me.” And then he 
told her that, while working as part of the NAACP legal team 
preparing arguments for Brown v. Board, he had remem-
bered her paper and taken another look at it. “It was,” he told 
her, “helpful to us.” 

By any standard, the “exceptional promise” shown by 
Pauli Murray and the other men and women in whom the 
Rosenwald Fund invested paid off handsomely. We are still 
feeling the effects of their extraordinary contributions to our 
country. 

Rosenwald’s remarkable philanthropy may soon be  
celebrated in a National Historic Park. A congressionally 
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mandated Special Resource Study of Rosenwald and sites 
associated with his life and work found that these were of 
national significance. Congressional leaders and others have 
proposed to the President that, using his authority mandated 
in the Antiquities Act, he create a National Monument 
honoring Rosenwald in three sites — the Nichols Tower at 
the former headquarters of Sears, Roebuck and Company in 
Chicago; Rosenwald’s boyhood home in Springfield, 
Illinois; and the San Domingo School in Wicomico County 
on Maryland’s Eastern Shore. This would be the first of the 
429 units of the National Park Service to honor the legacy of 
a Jewish American. It would tell a positive story of people of 
widely different backgrounds coning together and partnering 
to bring about positive change. 

There is no better example of this than the way so many 
talented and thoughtful men and women who had benefitted 
from Rosenwald fellowships contributed to the legal decision 
asserting that segregation by race had — has — no place in 
American democracy.  n 

 
 

Stephanie Deutsch is the author of You Need a Schoolhouse, 
Booker T. Washington, Julius Rosenwald and the Building of 
Schools for the Segregated South, published in 2011 by 
Northwestern University Press.  She is part of the Campaign 
to Create a Julius Rosenwald and Rosenwald Schools 
National Historical Park. 
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This piece was previously published in 2020 by the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation.
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NCSD’s national conference is finally back! The 
gathering represents the largest cross-sector school 
integration convening in the nation, providing a space 
for parents, students, educators, researchers, advocates, 
activists, policymakers (from federal, state, and local 
levels), and other supporters to coalesce around a shared 
commitment to integrated education. 
  
Attendees exchange best practices; discuss and generate 
tools and ideas aimed to introduce, enhance, or protect 
school diversity initiatives in their communities across 
the country; and build supportive relationships. 
  
More details to come, but book your stay now in our 
hotel block at The Morrow, Curio Collection by Hilton, 222 M Street NE, Washington 
DC, 20002 by using this link: https://tinyurl.com/NCSDRooms or call 1 877-213-7973. 

Mark Your Calendar for the NCSD Fifth National 
Conference on School Integration 

SAVE THE DATE: 
November 14-16 

#NCSD2024 

to be held at  
 

Georgetown 
Law  

600 New Jersey Ave NW 
Washington, DC 
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