\ Did Thx Supreme Court
' ~, Actually Rule?

IT NOW appears that Mon _gpmery City

Lines, acting presumab]y on instrue=

tions from the parent National OCity |

Lines, may have acted with unseemly,
unnecessary haste in ordering drivers

here to disregard city and state segre~

gation laws,

Second-look a.ppraisals of ~what the
court actuaily meant in its Monday
ruling leave considerable doubt that the
court intended to abolish segre-

- gation on intrastate transportation.
. Since the court seemed to leave standing

the decision by the US. 4th Circuit
Court of Appeals that “We do not think

| the separate but equal doctrine can any

longer be regarded as a correct state-
"/ment of the law,” wire services and most

. newspapers jum_peg to the conclusion |

that bus segregation had gone the way
of school segregation,

The very brevity of the
Court’s ruling, however, should have

generated some doubt that the court |

was laying down a hroa.d new princi-
ple of law. Also, the court knows the
turmoil existing in the South today re-
sulting from the school ruling, and the
justices could hardly /be unmindful of
the consequences of s.nother exacerbat-
Jing ruling at this critical time,

*

‘I'I' IS idle té argue that the Supreme
Court simply rules on the law with- |
out regard to what happens. The court

has found it expedient often before to
employ the proverbial law’s delay, and
might very well have done so in the
bus case if the court has any feeling
at all for social consequences of its
actions. And we cannot believe the

| court is totally devoid of such feelings.

The Associated Press,
categorically Monday that the Supreme
Court had ended segregation on in-
trastate transportation, hedged yester-
‘day with the following:

Supreme

which said’

WASHINGTON, April 25 (AP)—Gov-
ernment la.wyers were divided today
on what the Supreme Court meant by
its cryptic action Monday in a case
challenging race segregation on mtra- !
state buses. ;

The Court’s brief order reiusing to
review a lower court ,decision was
widely !nte reted at the time as end-
ing se . on any form of public
transpor ation But some lawyers re-
viewing the case said the high court
could have acted on narrow, technlca.l- :
grounds.

The Supreme Court a.lmo.st never
elaborates on its orders. No explana-
tion could be obtained from it today
as to just what it meant.

According to legal opinion here and
in Washingion, the court might have
simply declined to consider a matter
which had not been through final ?udg-

mnt in the lower courts.

J¥ THIS is true, tge bus company has

painted itselt into a corner, announc-
ing that it will not defend segregation
although, as the AP story indicates,
laws requiring separation of the races
on intrastate transportation may re-.
main Intact. In any event, National
City Lines would have been well ad-
vised to have waited until its attorneys
had time to weigh the effect of the
court's ruling,

But if the bus company is guilty of
haste, the Supreme Court is guilty of
vagueness and the nation’s press, per-

haps, of conclusion-jumping — none of
which has helped an already aorm
situation. ; %
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