















































































































































recommendation for inclusion:

On the basis of Barnes' evaluation I would agree that the man
himself is of national significance and from the standpoint of his
importance in American history, he is deserving of national recog=-
nition. However, the birth site itself is not equally impressive,
and lacks the potential interest and value for commemorative pur-
poses which are necessary to justify inclusion in the National Park
System. No structure or object remains on the birthplace site
around which one could develop a compelling commemorative project-
for Booker T. Washington. This situation would have been entirely
different if the original birthplace cabin or the old homestead
were still preserved.... I would not place too much emphasis on tle
noint, but it appears that cleavages, even among his own race,
would make less effective any efforts to administer the area as a
National Monument. This would be particularly true in its bearing
upon visitation and programs of interpretation and education for
the visitors.10

The Secretary of the Interior's Advisory Board on National Parks,
Historic Sites, Buildings,and Ilonuments met on March 22, 195},to consid-
er, among other matters, the proposal for including the birthplace of
Booker T.'Washington in the National Park System. After reviewing the
Barnes~-Ammerman report and the Park Service recommendations, the Adviso-
ry Board nassed the following resolution:

The Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings,
and Monuments having considered the proposal that the Booker T.
Washington Birthplace be included in the National Park System, re-
solves that while Booker T. Washington, the man, is an impressive
national figure, the birth site is not equally impressive, since
it is largely devoid of original structures or object remains as-
sociated with him. It is also lacking in outstanding potentialities
for recreational development were the area to be included in the
National Park System on recreational grounds. The Board greatly
appreciates the valuie of the work that the Booker T. Washington lMe-
morial is doing and commends it for preserving a spot which was
dear to Booker T. Washington.

104(158),
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Conrad Wirth informed Phillips of the Advisory Board's resolution
and expressed his agreement with its conclusions. Said Wirth, "I trust
ﬁhét the Booker T. Washington Foundation [sic] will find it possible to
‘continue its great work of preserving the birthplace as a fitting ﬁemo-

rial to the life and work of Booker T. W’ashington."m5

Sidney J. Phillibs was never one to give up without a fight. If
the National Park Service was not in sympathy with his proposal, he
would get a bill introduced in Congress anyway and rely on a great out-
pouring of public--and political~-support to put it through. According-
ly, Representative A. L. Miller of Nebraska, Chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, was prevailed upon to introduce
H.R. 9416 on June 2, 1954=~a bill to provide for the establishment of
Booker T. Washington National Monument. Under the provisions of this
bill, the federal government would satisfy all outstanding obligations
of the Booker T. Washington Birthplace Memorial in return for title to
the land. Appropriations not to exceed:$150,000 would be authorized

for development of the monument.

It was already too late in the session to expect passage of this
measure by the Eighty-Third Congress. The main purpose of the bill at
this time was to serve as a subject for publicity and a wvehicle for

attracting support. During the remainder of the year, Phillips conducted

1051etter to "Dr." S. J. Phillips, April 22, 1954 (L58).
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an intensive letter-writing campaign, informing all of the state gover-
nors and members of Congress of the pending legislation and urging them
'to.communicate their support to Representative Miller and Interior Sec-

‘ retary Douglas McKay. He sent news releases about the bill to neﬁspa-

pers throughout the country, asking them to comment favorably and to
forward copies of their stories and editorials for his file. One such
release stated that ﬁhe "Honorable Douglas McKay has sent a very encoureging
letter to Mrs. Portia Washington Pittman, saying that he was in favor of

an appropriate and lasting Memorial erected as a National Monument to

her Father on his birthplace."m6

Despite the Park Service rejection of the national monument propos-
al, Director Wirth apparently remained on good terms with Phillips and
even encouraged him in his campaign. In a letter to Representative Mil-
ler, Phillips wrote,

A few days ago I discussed over the telephone H.R. 9416 with
Mr. Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park Service. He
felt since Congress was about to adjourn that it was best not to
push for passage of this bill. It was his opinion that we should
build up a file on the project and have a bill introduced in the
next session of Congress. He further said that this fall they
would have an opportunity to give some study to the area. In my
opinion he appeared to have been in favor of doing something. I
told him that I had written all the Governors in regard to the

106In actuality, McKay's letter of June 30, 195l was thoroughly
noncommittals "...I have always had the highest regard for your father's
outstanding contributions, both as an educator and as a great American
citizen. I shall be happy to do whatever I can to help memorialize his
outstanding work in an appropriate way.... I shall approach the prepara-
tion of the report on this bill with the fullest understanding." (Hear-
ing on H.R. 690k, p. 30.)
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present bill. He thought that was a fine idea and suggested that
copies of the letters be sent to the Secretary's office....10

2. Bankruptcy of the Birthplace Memorial. Meanwhile, the .fi-

nancial plight of the Birthplace Memorial was growing ever more bleak.
As recounted previously, the mints stopped issuing the commemorative
half dollars on August .7, 1954, and the premium on the slow-moving coins
outstanding had to be reduced to ten cents. When it was realized that
the legislation which would create a national monument and pay off the
Birthplace Memorial's mortgages and tax liens was going to be delayed,

the only course in view of the Memorial's $140,000 debt was bankruptcy.

On December 16, 1954, the trustees of the Birthplace Memorial au-
thorized assignment of the Memorial's property to a trustee in order to
protect the inte;ests of the organization's numerous creditors. This
was carried out by deed of assignment to Attorney B. A. Davis, Jr. on
January 10, 1955.108 The dsed named three parcels of land to be put up
for sale: the birthplace tract of 214 acres, more or less, minus the
5.99 acres conveyed to the Franklin County School Board; the Albert
Saunders tract of 246.5 acres, more or less; the Posey Plybon tract of
101 acres, more or less. The deed contained an inventory of the Memori-
al's pfoperty and a list of its crediyors--including prizewinners of the

Second and Third Annual Goodwill Contests to whom over six thousand

10Tpprom undated draft of letter in Birthplace Memorial files.

108peed Book 133, p. 351, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount,
Va.
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dollars was owed.

Contributing to publicity about the Birthplace Memorial's demise
was a two-page spread by Phillips in the Roanocke Tribune on January 29,
1955. 1In this article, Phillips offered his explanation for the Memori=-
al's fallure:
Particularly was it surprising to find that when interest and coop-
ergtion were manifested it came largely from the white group. The
Negro public gensrally evidenced but very little interest in the
undertaking.... Our experience indicates that the white people were
more interested in seeing the ideals ?83 teachings of Booker T.
Washington perpetuated than Negroes.
One reason for this Phillips held to be the negative attitude of Tuske-
gee's administration. He claimed that it was opposed to the Memorial
through fear that it would diminish Tuskegee's importance or financial
support. "Many individuals and organizations that might have supported
the Memorial would not do so because they were confused by the attitude

of Tuskegee Institute."11o

The birthplace and Plybon tracts were auctioned off on February 26.

John W. Booth bought the Plybon tract for $6500, 111

The birthplace tract,
containing the Memorial's principal buildings, was sold to Sidney.J. Phil=-

lips for $16,000.172 While the deed was made out to Phillips, the bid

109p5, 6,7.

110Ibid., p. 6.

111Deed Book 13k, p. 39, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount, Va.

M2pged Book 13, p. 57, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount, Va.
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was publicized as having been made by Portia Washington Pittman on be-
half of the "Booker T. Washington National Momument Committee," S. J.
Phillips, Chairman. The Bocker T. Washington National Monument Commlttee,
aécording to a paper issued by Phillips, had been formed to establisﬁ a
"suitable and lasting monument" at the birthplace of Washington. Its
plans were as follows: to form a national biracial committee to promote
its objective; to organize local committees in cities to promote appre~
ciation for Washington's birthplace; to obtain contributions to repay
the loan with which the property was purchased; to promote legislation
by Congress establishing a national monumegt to be maintained by the
government; to complete the program in 1956, along with a nationwide

Washington Centennial.

The Albert Saunders tract was exposed for sale on March 12, 1955,by
its trustee, default having been made in payment of the note secured by
the deed of trust. The land was purchased by Ruth Jane and Thomas R.

Saunders for $‘I‘I,OOO.113

3., The Booker T. washington National Monument Foundation. On

April 7, 1955, Phillips obtained a mortgage on the repurchased birthplace
tract from the Bankers Trust Company of Rocky Mount in the sum of $9,500,

and a second mortgage for $6,0Q0 from the same Nehi officials who had

113pged Book 135, p. 8, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount,
Va.

13



enabled him to purchase the property ten years earlier.11h Repeating

his original course of action, he then secured the incorporation of an
drgénization to take over the land. This time it was the Booker T. Wash=
ington National Monument Foundation, chartered on April 18, 1955 "...to
establish a perpetual memorial in commemoration of the 1life and charac=-
ter of Booker T. Washington in promoting legislation which will provide
for the establishment of the Booker T. Washington National Monument lo-
cated at his birthplace in Franklin County, Virginia...."115 On July

29 the birthplace tract, along with its mortgages, was conveyed to the

Booker T. Washington National Monument Foundation.116

Unencumbered by the excess land and the myriad dreams of the defunct
Birthplace Memorial, the new organization set to work to achieve its pri-
mary objective. In the first session of the new Eighty-Fourth Congress,
six representatives were persuaded to introduce identical bills which
would provide for the establishment of Booker T. Washington National Mon=
ument: Clair Engle of California, new Chairman of the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs (H.R. 6904); A. L. Miller, ranking Republican
on the committee and former chairman (H.R. 6963); Brady Gentry of Texas

(H.R. 7187); James Roosevelt of California (H.R. 7242); Harrison A.

1Upesd Book 135, pp. 261, 26k, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky
Mount, Va. ' '
115Gharter Book B, p. 218, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount,
Va.
116Deed Book 137, p. 427, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount,
Va.
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Williams of New Jersey (H.R. 7292); and Clyde Doyle of California (H.R.
7809). The new bills sliminated the reference in the old Miller bill
to the now-defunct Birthplace Memorial, and raised the authorized appro-

.priation from $150,000 to $2OO,OOO.117

Once again, Phillips embarked upon a massive letter-writing campaign
to secure influentiallsupport for the proposed Booker T. Washington Na-
tional Monument. The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs mean-
while requested a report from the Department of the Interior on the pend=
ing legislation. Accordingly, the Advisory Board on National Parks, His-
toric Sites, Buildings, and Monuments, in & meeting on September T7-9,
1955, reviewed its earlier negative conclusion concerning the national
monument proposal. The Advisory Board reaffirmed its previous decision
on this occasion, stating that while the achievements of Booker T. Wash-
ington were worthy of national recognition and should be appropriately

'memorialized, "...the place for such memorialization is at Tuskegee In~-
stitute, Alabama, where he made his greatest contributions to American
life." 1In view of the absence of original remains at the birth site,
the Advisory Board again concluded that no expenditure of federal funds

was justified there.118

T7For full text-of the new bills see Appendix A.

118Letter, Assistant Secretary of the Interior Wesley A. D'Ewart
to Clair Engle, February 2, 1956 (Hearing on H.R. 6904, pp. 2-3)
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Phillips still had his friends in the Virginia government, however.
Through his influence, an item of the state appropriation for 1956 pro=
vided $17,000 to pay off the indebtedness on the birthplace of Booker T.
Washington--under condition that the United States Government would ace
cept title to the property and responsibility for its maintenance.119
This was a major accomplishment by the Booker T. Washington National

. Monument Foundation, and a powerful incentive to carry the job through.

4. The Congressional hearing. The Subcommittee on Public

Lands of the House Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs met on Feb=-
ruary 3, 1956,to consider the bills which would establish Booker T. Wash~
ington National Monument. Adverse reports by both the Department of the
Interior and the Bureau of the Budget, based on the recommendation of the
Advisory Board, were first presented, followed by statements on behalf

of the bill from the six congressmen who had introduced the legislation
and a telegram from Booker T. Washington III, who expressed his "“...ad=-
miration for the truly great work that Mr, Phillips has, through the
years, performed in peréetuating the ideals and teachings of my grand-

father."120

The first witness to appear before the subcommittee was Herbert E.

Kahler, Chief Historian of the National Park Service. Kahler called

119Item L83, General Appropriation Act of the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia for the Biennium ending June 30, 1958.

12056aring on H.R. 690k, p. 7.
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attention to the qualifications of the Advisory Board, and reiterated
its conclusion that any monument to Booker T. Washington should be at
'Tuskggee,

"Does the Department have any plans for establishing a suitable
monument at Tuskegee?" asked Representative John J. Rhodes of Arizona.

"It does not," replied Kahler.

"So the positioﬁ of the Department at the present time is that you
disapprove the site recommended in H.R. 6904; you feel if there were to
be a monument established it should be at Tuskegee; but you have no pres=~
ent plans to establish such a monument?"

"That is correct," Kahler admitted, adding that Tuskegee was the
place where Washington had spent thirty-four years, the most productive

years of his life.'2]

George W. Abbott, Committee Counsel, spoke up: "In view of the
statement just made, how many years did Abragham Lincoln spend at Hod-
gensville, Ky. [site gf Abraham Lincoln Birthplace National Monument]?"

"A very, very short time," Kahler was forced to admit. "I would
say less than nine years." In further interchange with Abbott, he re-
marked that "...the Advisory Board, as it has been considering sites,
has become more and more reluctant to consider birthplaces for this rea-
son: today more and'more persons are born in hospitals, they are not

born in hom.es."122

121 gearing on H.R. 690k, p. 9.

1221p14d., p. 104
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This latter statement did not make much of an impression, and on
the whole, the Park Service toek iemething of a beating at the hearing.
‘Kahler failed to adequatéky defen@ contemporary Park Service standards
for historical areas in the face of past inconsistencies, and tﬁe fact
that the Service had not actively planned for a monument at Tuskegee

was used against it.

Kahler's was the lone voice present raised against the proposed
monument. Following his harrowing ordeal came the massive, thoroughly
organized presentation of Sidney J. Phillips and his Booker T. Washing-
ton National Monument Foundation. Phillips read a lengthy prepared
statement, starting with a word on behalf of Nehi and playing on fears
of Commnist influence among Negroes: "Because of conflicting ideas
and ideologies which are trying to be sold to our citizens...the Amer-
ican people‘need constant, and where possible, permanent reminders of
the principles for which this land of ours stands." 1In rejoinder to
Kahler, he stated that "It is in keeping with American traditions to es-
tablish monuments or memorials at the birthplace of men and women who
have contributed in some form to our national well-being." As a form
for the new monument, Phillips suggested the restoration of a typical
plantation settlement with the owner's house and slave quarters, and a

museum on Americarn Negro history'and contributions.123

1234earing on H.R. 690k, pp. 12-13.
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Phillips gave a chronology of Washington's life, and misleadingly
read a portion of the 1937 Joplin W.P.A. report which indicated that the
' Bﬁrroughs house was still standing and that other slave quarters could
be located by their foundations. From a discussion of washingtoﬁ's con-
tributions, he moved on to describe how the creation of this monument
would promote tourist travel and spending in Virginia. Finally Phillips
presented an array 6f supporting telegrams from Negro educational, re-~
ligious, and fraternal organizations, and his file of letters from gov-
ernors and members of Congress relative to both the previous and present
bills. Concerning H.R. 9416, Phillips had received letters from thirty
governors, thirty-six senators, and eighty-five representatives; on H.R.
690, he heard from fifty-five senators and 187 representatives. The ma-

jority of them, said Phillips, indicated endorsement of the legislation.

Under quéstioning by the subcommittee, Phillips defended the choice
of Washington's birthplace as the site for the national monument:
I believe that the people seem to have a kind of sacred feeling for
his birthplace, 'any number of people who have been there, and they
say, '"We feel that we are standing on sacred ground to be where
Booker T. Washington was born."...I have never he%ﬁd them make such
a statement on the campus of Tuskegee Institute.’
Reflecting the point of view brought out by Frank Barnes in his Historic
Site Survey, Phillips added that a monument at Tuskegee would tend to be

swallowed up in the -larger program of the school, whereas a monument at

Washington's birthplace would be specialized and isolated from any other

12Ugearing on H.R. 690k, pp. 27-28.
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purposes.

Representative Rhodes was interested in learning about the recon=
structed cabin at Washington's birthplace. "Were you able to locate
the exact spot with any degree of particularity? In other words, do
you feel that you actually know where the exact cabin in which he was
born was located?ﬁ

"Yes, sir," replied Phillips. "In fact, we had a playmate of his,
a boy, Uncle Henry Swain, who helped identify this spot in 1936 [sic]
when Congressman Mitchell made a visit there, and they put an iron peg
there and we had the Historical Society of Virginia draw up the plans.
They were certain that that was the spot on the basis of the old base
of the chimney there, and according to this man who was alive when Book-.

er T. Washington was a boy we put it on the exact spot."125

Next to appear on behalf of the bill was Dr. T. J. Jemison, Secre-
tary of the National Baptist Convention. The national monument should
be at Washington's birthplace, said Jemison, because it is important to
know where a man has come from in order to better appreciate what he has
done. As an example he cited the restoration of Christ's birthplace in
Bethlehem. Following Jemison was another close associate of Phillips,

Pittsburgh Courier-editor George S. Schuyler. In his initial -statement

he tbo expressed strong preference for the birthplace as the site for

125Hearing on H.R. 690L, p. 32.
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the national monument, stating that Tuskegee Institute was a sufficient
monument in itself. Added Schuyler, "The great success of the sale of
Booker T. Washington memorial helf dollars indicates beyond a doubt that
his.memory and the record of what he did is still fresh.e.e. I am.sure
that a national monument at his birthplace would be universally

applauded."126

Representative Rhodes asked Schuyler whether he knew of any Negroes
who wanted to establish the monument at Tuskegee rather than at the
birthplace. Schuyler said that he did not, and added that because of
the post office and the many conventions and gatherings at the birth-
place, the public already considered the site as a monument to Booker T.
Washington.

"Would it be a fair statement to say, then, that the only people
who apparently want to establish the monument at Tuskegee im the Nation-
al Park Service?" questioned Rhodes.

"I think so, and I do not think they have given sufficient thought
to the real significénce and philosophy behind this thing." Schuyler
continued by indicating that the birthplace would best illustrate the
humble origin of Washington in contrast with his ultimate position of
greatness, and would thereby mesmorialize the rise of the entire Negro

race in the United States from slaVery.127

126Hearing on H.R. 6904, p. 3L.

1271bids, pe 35.
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Next appeared Dr. G. Lake Imes, retired Secretary of Tuskegee Ine
stitute and former vice president of the defunct Birthplace Memorial.
Imes éal;ed attention to the common practice of memorializing birth-
places, citing those of George Washington, ILincoln, Wilson, Roosevelt;
Shakespears, and Carver. He said that Virginia, by her initial $15,000
appropriation, her construction of the Booker T. Washington Elementary
School, and her latest éonditional appropriation of $17,000, had ex-
pressed her sponsorship of the legislation. And he claimed that the
federal government had already endorsed the proposal by its actions in
minting the commemorative half dollars, establishing the Booker Washing-
ton Birthplace Post Office, and authorizing the centennial stamps. Imes
stated that the momument at Washington's birthplace would have special
value in that it would be easily accessible to the foreign visitors who

come to the East Coast; a monument in Alabama would be out of reach.

Representative Wayne Aspinall of Colorado asked Imes if he knew of
any Negro who was consulted by the Advisory Board in reaching its deci-
sion, to which Imes replied that he did not. Representative Stewart
Udall of Arizona expressed his approval of the birthplace shrine con-
cept, and his hope that the committee would look with favor upon the

bill.

Perry W. Howard, General Counsel for the Negro Elks, added his
voice to those witnesses supporting the birthplace national monument.

His statement implied criticism of the Tuskegee administration:
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«++] have not heard one member of the racial group express a desire
for this memorial to be at Tuskegee. We know that the institutions
and faculties of institutions do not always reflsct the sentiment
of the founder and promoter of a great organization like that....
we know that Dr. Washington wag not a go%itician, but he left a
good many politicians around Tuskegee.!2 .

Last to appear was Portia Washington Pittman, Washington's daugh-
ter. ©She told of how Phillips had bought the birthplace at her instiga-
tion, and of the deep meaning which the place had for her. "If this be-

cames g national momument I think I will die happy," she concluded.129

5. Success. Representative Rhodes moved that the bill be re-
ported favorably to the full committee; this was done without objection.
On February 1L, 1956, the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs is-
sued a favorable report on the bill to the House. This report criti-
cized the adverse report of the Department of the Interior:

.seThe committee feels that the National Park Service has shown
little interest in establishing a national monument to Booker T.
Washington, whether at his birthplace, at Tuskegee Institute, or
elsewhere., The only witness sent by the Park Service to testify
at the hearings affirmed that the Service had made no plans for
the establishment of a national monument to Booker T. Washington.
The committee also feels that the Advisory Board lost sight of

fundamental human values in arriving at its conclusions. Beyond
this, the Board's reluctance to consider birthplace sites because
",.stoday more and more persons are born in hospitals, they are
not born in homes," as reported by the historian for the National
Park Service, is less than persuasive, if germans.

1284earing on H.R. 690L, p. L3.
1291bid., p. Lk.

130n0use Report 1766, 8lth Congress, in Hearing on H.R. 6904, p. LS.
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The Senate Committee on Interlior and Insular Affairs concurred in
the recommendations of the House committee report, and reported favor=
abiy on the bill without further hearings. To emphasize its interest
in economy, the Senate committee added the following statement in its
report:

It is the unanimous feeling of the committee that every effort

should be made by .the National Park Service to develop newly creat-

ed monuments and memorials in a manner that will entail no exces-~
sive annual maintenance costs. The committee suggests, therefore,
that in developing the Booker T. Washington National Monument, the

National Park Service attempt to concentrate its efforts in this

particular area to a fitting treatment of the central features of

the tract to be donated by the State of Virginia, rather than at-

tempt to reconstruct the original plantation theme by fully devel-
oping the entire tract. 131 ’

Both houses of Congress passed the measure, and on April 2, 1956,
President Eisenhower signed the bill which authorized establishment of

Booker T. Washington National Monument. 152

H. The Centennial Commission

With the signing of the bill authorizing establishment of Booker T.
Washington National Monument, the primary purpose of the Booker T. Wash-
ington National Monument Foundation had been achieved. But the govern-

-ment was not to take title to the property for more than a year there-

131 senate Report 1692, 84th Congress, March 19, 1956, pp. 6-=7.

132pyblic Law 46k, 8lth Congress (70 Stat. 86).
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after. 4And another objective remained: the nationwide "Washington Cen=-
tennial." Buoyed by his recent success, Sidney J. Phillips once again
%ufned to Congress--this time for.aid in financing his proposed year=

'long celebration of the hundredth anniversary of Washington's birth.

One would think that the Birthplace Memorial's experience with
commemorative coins ﬁould have caused Phillips to steer clear of this
method Of raising money. But Phillips was hard to convince. On June
5 and 6, 1956, Representatives William Z. McVey of Illinois, Henry S.
Reuss of Wisconsin, and Barratt O'Hara of Illinois introduced bills to
enable the Booker T. Washington National Monument Foundation to return
all remaining commemorative coins on hand to the Treasury, which would
mint new coins equal to the number returned (not to exceed 100,000).

The bills provided that "Such coins may be disposed of by the Booker T.

Washington National Monument Foundation...at face value or at a premium,
and the net proceeds shall be used for such purposes related to the cen-
tennial anniversary of the birth of Booker T. Washington as such founda-

tion shall direct."133

These bills did not go through. Neither did another bill intro-
duced by Representative Brent Spence on July 24 which would have autho-
rized the minting of ten thousand Booker T. Washington commemorative

medals to be furnished the newly formed Booker T. Washington Centennial

1334.R. 11602 (McVey bill), 8Lth Congress.
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Commission.13h However, the Centennial Commission was well provided for
by an item sponsored by Senator Everett Dirksen in the Second Supplemen=-
tal Appropriations Act, approved on July 31, 1956:

' For necessary expenses of the Booker T. Washington Centennial‘Ccm-
mission to carry out the year-long celebration of the one hundredth
anniversary of the birth of Booker T. Washington and to promote the
spirit of interracial good will, and revive interest in the practi=-

cal policies, programs, principles, and philosophies of Booker T.
Washington, $225,000 to remain available until expended.

The Booker T. Washington Centennial Commission had been created by
the trustees of the Booker T. Washington National Monument Foundation.
On August 10, 1956, Sidney J. Phillips, Executive Director of the Cen-
tennial Commission, submitted a memorandum to the Comptroller General
of the General Accounting Office outlining the proposed program and bud-
get of the Commission. This included such items as $65,500 for media
publicity, $13{OOO for printed material, $20,000 for salaries, $20,000
for a "Booker T. Washington 100th Anniversary Goodwill Building Contest,"
and $4000 for a Booker T. Washington Centemnial Road-Side Shrine with
cabin replica in Macon County, Alabama. Phillips requested that no re=-
strictions be placed upon the Centennial Commission in the formulation
and execution of its plans, and that any net revenues and any property
acquired by the Commission revert to the Booker T. Washington National
Monument Foundation upon completion of the celebration. He suggested

that $25,000 be made available immediately to the Commission for planned

13y R, 12390, 8Lth Congress.
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activities in August and September. '35

These proposals were acceptable to the Comptroller General's office.
Following the $25,000 advance, further disbursemsnts weres to be made upon
presentation of receipts for expenditures. In view of its indirect in-
terest in the activity, the National Park Service was selected by the
Bureau of the Budget to ~uner ":uend the disbursement of the appropriated
money to the Centennial Commission. The Service's responsibility was
limited to seeing that vouchers were supported by receipts, and that

certified vouchers did not exceed $225 ,000.136

The principal publication issued by the Booker T. Washington Cen-
tennial Commission was a special Centennial Edition of Up From Slavery.
This contained nineteen pages not found in the original, including a
chronology of Washington's life campiled by S. J. Phillips; a "Note on
the Booker T. Washington Birthplace Memorial" which declared, "Mr. Phil=-
lips has a large measure of the vision and spirit of Dr. Washington and
works with the same dedicated zeal in the interests of his people"; a

eulogistic biography entitled "This Man, Sidney J. Phillips";137 and a

135biemorandy.uu, Phillips to Joseph Campbell (I158).

1361atters, Assistant Comptroller General Frank H. Weitzel to S. J.
Phillips and Conrad L. Wirth, August 15, 1956 (158).

1371‘.‘.x¢:erp*l:.s: "Surely his accomplishments, carried out in a manner
which has won the hearty cooperation and support of influential men and
women of both races, mark a ncble achievement in the great American tra-
dition. With it all, Mr. Phillips has been as modest and self-effacing
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section on "Perpetuating the Ideals and Teachings of Booker T. Washing-
ton" by Sidney J. Phillips. Sidney J. Phillips was also prominently
mentioned in the foreword to the book, which called attention to his bi-

ography at the end.

" In his section on "Perpetuating the Ideals and Teachings of Booker
T. Washington," Phillips painted an impressive picture of the Centennial
Commission's program then in progress:

Because Booker T. Washington's contributions to national wel=-
fare woere of sufficient scops and magnitude to affect the well-be-
ing of the nation as a whole, the Booker T. Washington Centennial
Commission was created by the National Monument Foundation to han-
dle this particular phase of its program. The entire nation was
invited to participate.... A nationwide "Goodwill Building Crusade"
was adopted as the thems of the celebration.

The nation rssponded to the invitation wholeheartedly. Thou-
sands of school superintendents, principals, and teachers the na~
tion over paid their tribute by planning goodwill building prograns
for millions of children in the schools of America. In like manner,
churches, labor organizations, social, civic, and fraternal groups
all worked nationally toward the success of the centennial program.

At the present writing thes Booker T. Washington Centennial Come
mission's "GOODWILL BUILDING CRUSADE" has taken on national scope.
Millions of lines have been written and are being written in the
nation's press to carry its message--a msssage that appeals to men
of all races and creeds to join hands in helping to build an invin-
cible nation, by putting into practice the idoalg of goodwill to
which Booker T. Washington dedicated his life.13

as he has been diligent and persistent. A dedicated man of devotion and
integrity, and at the same time a natural diplomat, able to win friends
and influence people, he has given of himself without stint or personal
reward in his great efforts to forever perpetuate the memory and ideals
of the immortal Booker T. Washington.” (P. 239.)

1381p1d., p. 2Ul.
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Following the conclusion of the centennial celebration, a series

of front page articles by Dick Sutherland in the Roanoke World-News'>?

presented a more specific and considerably less laudatory view of the
Booker T. Washington Centennial Commission. These articles carried
such banner headlines as "Commission President Paid $660 Each Two Weeks"
and "Employees, Phons, Travel and Cars Cost Centennial $99,830." It
was revealed that the officers and trustees of the Centennial Commission
had received over $60,000 for sslaries or services, and that all indi-
viduals who received money were also members of the National Monument
Foundation. The Booker T. Washington Sales Agency, headed by Phillips,
took $2,500 for aavertising and sales promotion of the Centennial Edi-
tion of Up From Slavery, although the book was never sold, all copies
being distributed without cha.rge.‘”"0 A $225 donation was given to the
"Prince of Peace Bible School" headed by W. B. Fleming, a Commission
representative; despite a thorough search by the World-News, this school
could not be located. In addition, Fleming also received $180 for den-
tal work.14! Other articles called attention to the Commission's ten-
month phone bill of $k,576, its red, white, and blue station wagon with
$275 gold lettering, and its new cars: "The portion of Washington's
philosophy which deals with thrift seems to have escaped the commission's

1390ctober 21-28, 1957.

140411 box holders in Tuskegee and Rocky Mount received copies of
this edition, with its heavy larding of praise for Phillips.

W ootober 25, 1957, p. 1.
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mind when it purchased a 1957 car with a continental spare tire kit."142

The greatest response to the Commission's "Goodwill Building Cru~
sade" came from the public schools, many of which held somc kind of Book=
er T, Washington study or program following the Comm'.ssion's promotion.
Sutherland reported a typical goodwill building program at Washington's
birthplace, when the aforemsntioned W. B. Fleming came to speak to the
children from the adjacent Booker T. Washington Elementary School. Flem-
ing praised Booker T. Washington, and described Sidney J. Phillips as a
second Washington.”*3

Another aspect of the Goodwill Building Crusade was nationwide
newspaper advertising. The Commission's advertisements carried rather
vague appeals for friendship, cooperation, and good will, and inevitably
concluded with a sales pitch for coins and books; e.g., "YOU TOO CAN
HELP CELEBRATE-~Hurry! Just a Few Left--CARVER-WASHINGTON COMMEMORATIVE
COINS $1.00--World Famous Autobiography "UP FR(M SIAVERY" Pocket Size=-
50 Cents--ORDER 70DAY." 44 The books advertised were from a stock of
seven thousand of the regular edition obtained prior to the Centennial
Edition's publication. These, along with a stock of the old commemora-

tive coins, realized a profit for the National Monument Foundation of

W260t0ber 28, 1957, p. 2.
W3poeober 2L, 1957.
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at least $9,250 according to Sutherland's estimate. Most of the books

and many of ths coins wers simply given away as "goodwill building
devices.."“*‘*5

The only permanent physical rasult of the work of the Centennial
Commission was declared to be the duplicate "birthplace" cabin built
near Tuskegee. With all materials for it shipped from Franklin County,

the project cost over five thousand dollars.

In his final article, Sutherland evaluated the Booker T. Washinge
ton Centennial Commission:

«soSome of the major expenditures in the year-long campaign, news-
paper ads, coins, the first books, were made with the hopes of reap-
ing a profit.... The commission, organized by the Booker T. Washing=-
ton National Monument Foundation, used federal funds to purchase,
advertise for sale and distribute products with the proceeds going
to the foundation. Only one of the ads failed to have a coupon for
convenient purchase of either half dollars or books or both. In
fact, it, a Christmas ad, was nothing except a pitch for buying the
autobiography and coins.... The advertising campaign cost $25,049.33....
Selling was behind almost every move of the conmission. The school
campaign was tied to an effort to sell copies of the autobiography
to the schools. Elk lodges and Negro women's clubs were being asked
to sell coins and books for the commission....

Almost every time Booker T. Washington has been mentioned in
the commission's literature and ads, the name of S. J. Phillips has
also been mentioned. Surely no one exposed to all the centennial
commission's outpouring about Booker T. Washington could have failed
to remember S. J. Phillips too. Several articles are definitely de=-
voted to telling the reader what a great and noble man S. J. Phillips
is, while another writer describes him as "modest and self-
effacing."

W5 0ctober 23, 1957, p. 1.
Wb ootober 28, 1957.
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Sutherland also revealed that Phillips had been fined for refusing to

file a 1956 Virginia state income tax return.

There was nothing illegal about the dealings of the Booker T. Wash-
ington Centennial Commission. The government had placed no restrictions
upon its activities or expenditures, and its revenues had clearly been
authorized to go to the National Monument Foundation. As might be ex-
pected, however, the prominent World-News feature series left a thor-
oughly negative impression of Sidney J. Phillips and all that was asso-
ciated with him in the Roanoke-Franklin County area.ll7

I. S. J. Phillips-~An Evaluation

If ever one man were responsible for the creation of a unit in the
National Park System, it was Sidney J. Phillips. Though the Park Service

“‘7Phi]li.ps was a hard man to keep down. In 1961 he drew up plans
for a George Washington Carver Centennial Commission, to be financed by
a $249,000 Congressional appropriation. Resolutions authorizing this
expenditure were favorably reported by both House and Senate committees,
but Senator A. Willis Robertson of Virginia succeeded in delaying fure
ther action pending his investigation of the Booker T. Washington Cen-
temnial Camission. Upon reviewing Phillips'! prior activities, Robert-
son denounced the proposed Carver Centermial Commission appropriation
in the Senate: "This proposal, frankly, is the scheme of a single pro-
moter to lay his hands once again on federal funds under the pretext of
honoring the work of an outstanding member of the Negro race.... Phil=-
lips' own account of his activities leaves no doubt that the (Washingtonl]
Centennial Commission was used to promote the interests of Phillips and
his friends and as a sales agency for the commemorative coins, the pro=-
ceeds of which, you will recall, went to Phillips." (Roanoke World-News,
February 22, 1962.) The appropriation did not go through.

92



was not particularly grateful upon the success of his efforts, it never=
theless had none other than Phillips to thank for the existence of Book=-
er T. Washington National Monument. It is important, therefore, to at-
tempt to arrive at some conclusions about the nost significant individ-

ual-~other than Washington himself--in this history.

Like his hero, Booker T. Washington, Phillips was a controversial
figure for his social views--views which may have been realistic in Washe
ington's day, but which would better be termed reactionary a half century
later. While Phillips was thoroughly dedicated to the task of perpetuat-
ing Booker T. Washington's ideals and teachings, it may be questioned
whether certain of Washington's accommodations to his times--e.g., his
compromise with segregation in the 1890s-« were worthy of being perpetu-
ated at the middle of the twentieth century. Contrary to Phillips' be=
lief, Washington himself may have taken a quite different position fifty
years later. Nevertheless, few who knew Phillips, either as friend or
opponent, voiced serious doubts about his sincerity concerning his stat-
ed aims.

In contrast with Washington's case, however, Phillips' personal in-
tegrity was also subject to controversy. For in addition to his dedica-
tion to the cause of Booker T. Washington, Phillips was also thoroughly
dedicated to his own glorification. This goal tended to dilute his con~-
stant appeals on behalf of Booker T. Washington, and it also led him in-

to a number of questionable practices. Phillips was fundamentally a
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promoter--an ad man--and as with many such individuals, the end of sell-
ing the product often justifies almost any means to put it across. We
have been trained to accept rather tasteless methods in the field of
commercial product advertising. But Phillips applied them to the pro-

motion of a great man and his philosophy=-=and to the promotion of him-
self.,

Above all, Sidney J. Phillips wanted a place in history as the
"second Washington." While it is a bit early yet to pass final judge-
ment, it would appear that his personal advertising campaign to this

end was a failure.
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V. THE NATIONAL MONUMENT: 1957=

A. The Park Service Takes Over

Although the establishment of Booker T. Washington National Monu-
ment was authorized on April 2, 1956, the government did not accept ti-
tle to the land until June 18, 1957, and did not take physical posses-
sion until that December. A part of this time lag resulted from normal
administrative procedures, but the continued presence of the Booker T.
Washington National Monument Foundation and the activities of its Cen-
tennial Commission were also contributing factors.

On August 16, 1956, Attorney C. Carter Lee of Rocky Mount informed
the Secretary of the Interior's office that he was in possession of Vir-
ginia's check for $17,000 to be used in paying off the indebtedness of
Washington's birthplace. This he was prepared to disburse upon the Sec-
retary's approval of a deed conveying the property to the federal govern-
ment. 148

There was still some question as to the exact land which was to
comprise the new national monument, however. On August 21, Sidney J.
Phillips requested that certain exclusions be made from the property to
be acquired by the government; namely, the road to the Booker T. Wash-

ington Elementary School, two plots involved in a land exchange between

WBretter (L1415).
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Phillips and John W. Booth relative to the road right of way, and a two
acre plot adjacent to the school tract which the Booker T. Washington
Elementary School P, T. A. allegedly purchased from the National Monu-
ment Foundation in 1955 .”*9 In view of this, National Park Service Act-
ing Director E. T. Scoyen replied to Attorney Ise that further action
would have to wait until the Secretary had determined the lands to be
included in the national nonument.wo

T§ assist in making this determination, Park Service personnel con-
ducted a field investigation of the area on August 28-29, 1956. Partic-
ipating, among others, were Regional Director Elbert Cox, Washington Of=
fice Historian Roy E. Appleman, and Superintendent Sam P. Weems of the
Blue Ridge Parkway. For reasons of scenic control, the group concluded
that the Service should not agree to Phillips' request for exclusion of
the two=-acre tract adjacent to the school, which contained a dilapidated
abandoned house built by the Robertsons. The southern and western pore
tion of the property below the school tract was viewed as nonessential
for the purposes of the monument, but it was agreed that this area could
be included unless the state could use it for exchange purposes to ace
quire other land needed along State Route 122 for visual protection.!>!

14916t ter, Phillips to Donald Lee, NPS Chief of Lands (IS8).
15010t ter, August 27, 1956 (L1415).
151Mmrandnm, Elbert Cox to Files, August 30, 1956 (158).
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1. Superintendents. Chester L. Brooks, the momument's first
superintendent, came to the area from Theodore Roosevelt National Memo-
rial Park, where he served as historian. His important accomplishments
included taking exclusive possession of the monument for the Park Ser-
vice, making it presentable as a unit of the National Park System, and
uncm.rering much historical information necessary for the area's develop-
mont and interpretation. He left to became superintendent of Petersburg

National Military Park.

Roscoe Reeves was a former ranger on the Blue Ridge Parkway. Dur-
ing his relatively short tenure as superintendent, the cabin reconstruc-
tion and the Roll Road Trail were completed. Reeves left following his
promotion to Assistant Chief Ranger on the Blue Ridge Parkway.

Fred A. Wingeier came to the monument from a ranger position at
Great Smoky Mountains National Park. During his administration, the
monument office was moved to the monument property and the new visitor

center was constructed. Wingeler died in office on May 20, 1967.

Stanley C. Kowalkowskl was another Blue Ridge Parkway ranger. De-
velopment of the living historical farm at the monument has been of pri-
mary importance during his current administration.

2. Historians. James J. Kirkwood began and ended his Park

Service career as first historian at Booker T. Washington National
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Monument. He worked closely with Superintendent Brooks on much of the
original research for the area, and was responsible for the early publi=
cations. Kirkwood served a total of nine months as acting superinten-

dent.

Andrew F. Ketterson was formerly historian at Chickamauga=Chatta=-
nooga National Military Park. The principal accomplishment of his brief
term at the monument was the design and construction of exhibits for the
temporary visitor center in the old Hopkins Hall. He was promoted to a
position at Castillo de San Marcos National Monument.

Albert J. Benjamin joined the Park Service on a permanent basis at
Booker T. Washington after temporary employment at Organ Pipe Cactus Na-
tional Monument. He worked on the Museum Prospectus, the audiovisual
program, and the interpretive folder. Benjamin left upon pramotion to

an historian position on the Natchez Trace Parkway.

H. Gilbert Lusk cams to the monument after service at Castillo de
San Marcos. Nearly six months of his term were spent as acting superine-
tendent following the hospitalization and death of Superintendent Wine
geier; for this he received a Special Act Award. ILusk originated the
living farm concept for Booker T. Washington National Momument. He was
promoted to a supervisory historian position at Cape Hatteras National

Seashore.
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Barry Mackintosh arrived after two years of furlough with the Unit-
ed States Army, prior to which he had been assigned to Fort Caroline Na=
tional Memorial. Research and development work in connection with the
living historical farm have occupied mach of his time to date.

3. (Clerks. Louise K. Firth came to the momument from the vet-
erans' hospital in Roanoke. Failing eyesight forced her retirement.
Iouise H. Aydlett saw prior service in the Blue Ridge Parkway office.
She received a Special Act Award for her work following the death of Su-
perintendent Wingeier.

L. Maintenanceman--Foreman II. Albert Sidney Wright was an-

other former Blue Ridge employee. His position of Maintenanceman was
upgraded to that of Foreman II (Farmer) following the institution of
the living historical farm program.

5. Farmer SDenonstrationl. John L. Jordan worked for the mon=
ument as an intermittent laborer beginning on March 14, 1966. His new
permanent position as Farmer (Demonstration) was established for the

living historical farm program, and involves costumed interpretive work.

C. Land Acquisition

As noted by the field investigation team sent to the area in August
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of 1956, the land occupied by the Booker T. Washington National Monument
Foundation and subsequently donated to the federal governmment was not
adequate to provide visual control and protection against possible ade
verse development along State Route 122. Accordingly, the Boundary Sta-
tus Report prepared on May 16, 1957 and approved by Acting Associate Di=
rector Hillory A. Tolson on Juns 2 recommended that a total of about
twenty acres on both sides of the highway be acquired. This would give
the monument a highway frontage of some 1,950 feet and a protective
strip about 300 feet deep along the north side of the highway. The
property desired for addition was described as "mostly low value land
of submarginal quality. n162

Following his arrival, Superintendent Brooks developed a scmewhat
larger conception of what the monument boundaries should be. In the
preliminary draft of the Mission 66 Prospectus for the area, he proposed
that the 5.99-acre county school tract be added, along with same 80
acres of the Saunders land to the northeast. Regional Director Cox
turned down this proposal, reminding Brooks of the approved Boundary
Status Report.163 Brooks revised his prospectus.

In the summer of 1958, a new survey of the monument property was

made for the purpose of installing permanent concrete boundary markers.

162(L17),
163yamorandum, February ki, 1958 (498).
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From this it was determined that the land consisted of 199.73 acres--
considerably more than was implied by the previous "164.6 acres, more
or less" determination resulting fram the 1955 survey. Considering
the absence of the 5.99-acre school tract, this brought the monument's
acreage very close to the figure of 207 acres held by James Burroughs
(keéping in mind that the 1917 land exchange had traded away about seve

en of these "original" acres).

According to A. F. Perkins, Regional Chief, Branch of National Park
System Planning, further Congressional legislation would be needed to
authorize purchase of any additional land for Booker T. Washington Na-
tional Homment.mh This would involve considerable delay, and Brooks
feared that the cash value of the lands recommsnded for acquisition
would rise in the meantime with every improvement made at the monument.
On July 30, 1958 he talked with Mrs. Lizilia Harris Hayes, owner of the
tract adjacent to the northwest boundary. His apprehensions were voiced
in a memorandum to the Regional Director:

eselt i8 apparent that the improvements in the Monument within the

past year have caused Mrs. Hayes to visualize the commercial possi-

bilities of this seemingly small, but strategically located tract
of land. The Norwood Harris tract [them owned by Mrs. Hayes] is
adjacent to the site of a proposed housing and utility area. It
also controls the access to the highway for the Monument's entrance
road development. Any concession stand or similar operation at
this location would detract from the area, confuse the visitor as

to whether it was a part of the park, and complicate our develop-
ment pla.na.1 5

16kyomorandum to Brooks, May 9, 1958 (L1415).
165 yugust 1, 1958 (L141S).
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Brooks foresaw thé possibllity of a rise in Gills Cresk following con-
struction of the Smith Mountain Dam on the Roancke River, thereby ine
creasing the value of the monument's southern land as lake shore prope
erty. If this were to happen, he thought that Mrs. Hayes and the Saun=-
ders (owners of the desired land on the northeast) might be interested
in trading their land for momment land on the south side of Gills
Creek.160 Meanwhile, Brooks wanted to know if the nesded land might be
purchased under provision of the Historic Sites Act.167

Acting Regional Director H. Reese Smith replied to Brooks' anxious
memorandum, stating that legislation would be required even if the land
or funds for it were to be donated under the Historic Sites Act. Con-
cerning Brooks' idea of disposing of some of the monument's southern

land, he wrote,

We have had in mind all along, as you know, that after things set=
tle down we might want to dispose of the southern end of the Monu-
ment, perhaps everything south of the School Board Tract. The idea
was not only that the lands might possibly be used for exchange
purposes, but also that to cut down on maintenance and protection
by eliminating those lands which would not contribute to the pur=-
pose for which the Monument was established.... We also had in
mind that we could eliminate from the Momument the one acre that
lies on the west side of thg County road leading into the Franklin
County School building....168

166‘1'113 hoped-for rise never occurred.
16TMamorandum to Regional Director, August 1, 1958 (L1L15).
168Hemorandmn, August 6, 1958 (L1415).
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On September 27, 1958, Superintendsnt Brooks met with Ruth and
Thomas R. Saunders, owners of the desired land on the northeast. They
were not interested in selling and named a totally unrealistic price of
$30,000-="about ten times what the land is worth," according to Brooks.
He believed that if the price had been reasonable, the Eastern National
Park and Monument Association might have purchased this land for the
mommsnt.169 Shortly thereafter, Brooks made a plea for immediate ac-
tion to introduce legislation enabling acquisition of the needed lands:

essAlthough no construction is scheduled at the Monument at the

present time, it is imperative that a Boundary Revision Bill be
introduced in the present Congress, as it is conceivable that it
might take two or more years to obtain passage of such a bill.

At the same time he suggested that the monument boundary be extended to

include a strip along the entire west side of the county school road. 170

Assistant Regional Director E. M. Iisle's reply indicated that the
Service's legislative program was already heavy with land acquisition
bills for areas with higher priority Mission 66 construction programs.
"In the circumstances,” he stated, "it 1s not possible to consider spon-
soring the introduction of a special measure for Booker T. Washington
in the first session of the 86th Congress but if good progress is made
with the present program perhaps it might become feasible to introduce
a bill in the second session." ILisle did not accept the idea of the

169Snperintendent's Report for September 1958, October 7, 1958 (A28).
170Memorandum to Regional Director, November 19, 1958 (Li1ki5).
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buffer strip along the west side of the school road, believing that as
long as the momument retained its existing land on that side, the like-
lihood of other developments there would be slight. However, he did
feel that the :mall triangular fragment owned by John W. Booth remain-
ing on the east sids of the road should be acquired.”’ (At that time the
sefvice road to a proposed utility building was expected to pass over
this land.) Accordingly tbh~ “oundary Status Report was revised on
June 22, 1959, to include this .Oh acre tract. This made a total of
18.14 acres recommended for inclusion, at an estimated cost of $l;,180.172

Nearly a year later, Brooks' successor Roscoe Reeves inquired
about the status of the legislative program for acquiring the lands in-
cluded in the Boundary Status Report. Superintendent Reeves declared
that the 20,000-acre reservoir to be created by the Smith Mountain Dam
would soon increase the value of property in the vicinity, and added,
"...there is no doubt that commercial buildings of all kinds will spring
up along the roads leading to the facilities of the reservoir, which
would include Highway 122 which runs right by the entrance to the Monu-
ment....it is more apparent than ever that we should make an all out
effort to acquire this property."'7>

1T Memorandum to Brooks, December 11, 1958 (LiL15).
172p0undary Status Report prepared August 11, 1959 (L1417).
173vemorandum to Regional Director, March 7, 1960 (L1L15).
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By this time it was apparently agreed that the needs of Booker T.
Washington National Monument warranted some kind of higher-level action.
The monument was informed in the fall of 1960 that an item concerning
its needed land was included in the Service's Preliminary legislative
Program for the first session of the Eighty-Seventh Congress (1961).

The item, however, was thoroughly noncommittal:

+e+It has not been finally determined whether amendatory legisla-

tion will be needed t:; efiact such addition, or whether an increase

is required in the existing authorization for the use of appropri-

ated funds. When these questions hﬁve been resolved an appropriate
recommendation will be submitted.!7

Another year passed. On September 19, 1961, Fred A. Wingeier,
Reeves' successor, wrote to find out what, if anything, was going on:
"The question of land acquisition at this Momument seems to me to be a
matter of considerable urgency. We would like to know the present sta-

tus of proposed legislation and what is occasioning the delay. n175

In view of all that had gone before, the reply was remarkable: not
only was no legislation considsred necessary to acquire the additional
lands, but the Solicitor's opinion to this effect had been transmitted
to the Director as early as Jamuary of 1960. The Solicitor had based
his opinion on the Senate report on the bill to authorize establishment

1'”"Cluoted in memorandum of Neal A. Butterfield, Regional Chief of
Recreation Resource Planning, to Reeves, September 26, 1960 (L1415).

175Memorandum to Regional Director (L1415).
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of the monument. In his memorandum to the Director, he reasoned as
follows:

+sesthe Senate Committee report states that the National Park Ser=-
vice should concentrate its development efforts on "...the central
features of the tract to be donated by the State of Virginia, rath-
er than attempt to reconstruct the original plai..tation theme by
fully developing the entire tract." This statement indicates that
the Senate Committee believed that the National Park Service could
acquire more than the central portion because otherwise there
would have been no need for the Committee suggesting that the Na-
tional Park Service concentrate its development efforts in the cen=-
tral area in order to hold down maintenance costs.}7

The same memorandum also transmitted the startling news that the
$200,000 limitation in the act authorizing Booker T. Washington National
Monument referred to all expenditures at the monument:

The act contains provisions pertaining to maintenance as well as
provisions pertaining to development and, as a result, in the ab=
sence of a definite indication to the contrary in the legislative
history, the $200,000 limitation must necessarily be construed to
apply to both development and maintenance.... Accordingly, we be=
lieve that the $200,000 limitation is a restriction upon all ex-
penditures by the National Park Service at Booker T. Washington
National Monument.}

If this interpretation were to bs followed, the monument's closure would

176Hemorandnm, Richard A. Buddeke, Assistant Solicitor, National
Parks, to Director, NPS, Jamary 6, 1960 (Li415). This reasoning is
hard to accept. A more realistic (though less favorable) interpretation
of the Senate committee's intentions would be that "the central features
of the tract to be donated by the State of Virginia" referred simply to
the area around the Burroughs house and outbuildings, and that "the enw
tire tract" meant no more than the land then owned by the Booker T. Wash-
ington National Monument Foundation which was to be donated to the gove
ernment. It is difficult to see how this language implies that any ade
ditional land could be acquired.

177114,

11}



be imminent. Here was the perfect opportunity to abandon an unwanted
area! More realistically, Associate Director E. T. Scoyen parried the
Solicitor's opinion, believing that normal operating costs would logi-
cally be excludec¢ from the limitation "in the absence of a point of ore
der being raised'':
We think it unlikely that a point of order will be raised because
it is unreasonable to assume that in authorizing the Momument Cone=
gress did not intend t~ auwi»rrize such annual expenses as may be
required to administer the area and as Congress may appropriate
therefor each year. When expenditures for development and land
acquisition costs reach $200,000 we will, of course, seek amenda~

tory legialatéon if our requiremsnts cannot be met within the
limitation. 17

With the belated transmittal of the Solicitor's opinion regarding
land acquisition to the regional and park levels, the way was now open
for positive steps toward obtaining the desired properties. On April 3,
1962, Lewis Garber of Rountrey and Associates, a Richmond firm, appraised
the four tracts under consideration at $5,090 (later adjusted to $h,555).179
However, offorts by monument persomnel to interest the landowners in seli-
ing at the appraised values met with little success. Only John W. Booth,

owner of the .Oh-acre triangle east of the school road, was willing to

178Memorandum to Regional Director, Region One, September 15, 1961
(L1415). In view of the Solicitor's extremely loose interpretation of
Congress's intentions regarding land acquisition for the monument, it
is particularly surprising that he would have arrived at such a strict
interpretation of the monetary limitation--especially since Congress
could have never intended to abandon the monument after the expenditure
of $200,000.

179Henorandum, Acting Assistant Regional Director Raymond O. Mul-
vaney to the Director, April 23, 1962 (LiL15).
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part with his tiny tract for the proffered sum of $25; the deed for this
was executed on December 1k, 1962,180 . 1121114 Harris Hayes, owner of

the land most needed for monmument development, was also the most adamante
ly opposed to selling her property. She declared that the land con-
cerned was where she was raised and that it contained her family's cem-
etery; The offer of a sixty-foot square cemstery reservation with free
access did not help, especially after her appraiser valued the land at
$6,350~=$5,160 more than the government's offer.'81 The other owners,
Cora B. Robertson and Thomas and Ruth Saunders, showed little more in-
clination to sell.

Under the circumstances, condemmation became the only alternmative.
A Declaration of Taking for the remaining lands was filed on March 18,
1963, and on March 20 an Order for Delivery of Possession was adjudged
by the United States District Court. With the addition of these lands
the momment attained its final total of 217.87 acres.'82 The landown-
ers did well to hold out for condemnation: the court-appointed commis-
sioners subsequently awarded them a total of $7,55L, $3,024 over the
combined appraised values of their lands.

180peed Book 201, p. 166, Franklin County Courthouse, Rocky Mount,
Va.

181 ot ters of Assistant Regional Director Neal A. Butterfield to
Jack B. Coulter, September 25 and Octobsr 23, 1962 (L1L1S).

182'1‘!19 acreage is officially listed at 217.93 due to the Booth
tract having been conveyed as 0.1 acre rather than .0k acre.
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On May 22, 1964, Regional Director Elbert Cox gave written permis-
sion to the Hayss family through their lawyer for continued use of and

access to their cemstery plot, now ocimed by the governnsnt.183

One further attempt was made to add land to Booker T. Washington
National Monument, this time on the part of "outsiders." As a result of
integration, the Booker T. Washington Elementary School was closed in
1966, and in April of 1967 the Franklin County School Board resolved
that this property be offered for sale to the federal government. School
Superintendent Harold W. Ramsey wrote to Interior Secretary Udall on Ap-
ril 18 concerning the resolution, sending copies to Senators Harry F.
Byrd, Jr., and William Spong, and to Representative William M. Tuck.

Tuck wrote Udall urging favorable consideration of the proposal; he rea-
soned that "As Franklin County was the original home of Booker T. Washw
ington, this school...would be an appropriate addition to the Monumen-
tal Development."wh Park Service Assistant Director Theodor R. Swem
replied to Tuck's letter, stating that a study of the proposal was be-
ing made and informing him that if the property were to be acquired,
legislation would be needed both to raise the statutory limitation of
$200,000 (then axpendsd) and to extend the momument's boundaries.'85

183In view of the considerable past correspondence relative to it
through his office, Cox's statement that "The National Park Service was
not aware that there was an active cemetery on the Lizilia H. Hayes prop=~
erty when it recommended that condemnation proceedings be filed..." must
have occasioned something of a credibility gap. (Letter, Cox to Jack B.
Coulter, Lil415.)

18h1etter, April 20, 1967 (D3L).
1851.etter, May 31, 1967 (D3L). Considering the previous resolution
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Acting Superintendent H. Gilbert Lusk recommended against purchase
of the School Board property, noting .the school building's lack of
adaptability to any function useful to the momment.186 Chief Edward S.
Peetz of the Office of Resource Planning, Washington Service Center,
also opposed the acquisition, giving as one reason the statement that
"The boundaries of the present National Monument include all the 207
acres of the original James Burroughs plax'u:auzj.on...."187 Of course,
this was untrue, the school tract ironically being one of the two pieces
of the original plantation which the monument did not include.’8® The
unintentional falsehood was perpetuated in Assistant Director Edward A.
Hummel's letter of July 1k, 1967, to Tuck explaining the Service's nega=
tive decision concerning the proposal. It was fortunate for the Ser-

vice that Congressman Tuck did not know any better either.

D. Construction

1. The cabin. The "birthplace" cabin replica inherited from
the Booker T. Washington National Monument Foundation was the sole physe
ical attraction of the new national monument upon its establishment in

of the question, the alleged need for additional legislation to extend
the boundaries was in fact nonexistent.

186ygmorandum to Regional Director, May 18, 1967 (D3L).

187Homorandnn to Assistant Director, Cooperative Activities, June
12, 1967 (D3k).

188The other, as will be remembered, was the tract conveyed by
John D. Robertson to W. T. Cook in 1917.
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1957. In addition to being inaccurate, howsver, the cabin was in very
poor condition. Wrote Superintendent Brooks to Regional Director Cox
in 1959, "The present 'replica' of the slave cabin is rapidly deterio-
rating. If a visitor should push against the north wall with any degree
of force, the wall could collapse."'89 If the cabin were to continue
as the principal attraction of the monument, a wholly new structure
would be needed.

On June 26, 1959, Superintendent Brooks and Historian James J.
Kirkwood submitted their Historic Structures Report entitled "Reconstruc-
tion of Slave Cabin,"190 The report pointed up the inaccurate and rot-
ten state of the existing cabin, and cited the availability of Peter and
Grover Robertson (sons of John D.) as reason for expediting a new recon-
struction. The Robertson brothers were both skilled as carpenters, and
remembered the original cabin well.

The most significant item in the report was the disclosure that
Washington's birthplace cabin had not been at the site of the existing
replica, but rather had stood to the southeast of the Burroughs house.
This conclusion was reached after interviews with the Robertson brothers,
who related the story told their father by Thomas Burroughs.!?! The

189 emorandum, July 31, 1959 (H30).
190(x30) ,
19150¢ pages 9-10.
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daughter of a former Burroughs neighbor also stated that Washington had
been born in the cabin to the southeast of the house.192 Brooks and
Kirkwood realized that this discovery weakensd the case for a new recon=-
struction of the cabin at the southwest corner of the Burroughs house.
Nevertheless, they urged this reconstruction on the grounds that a cab-
in was essential to interpretation of the mommment story, and that this
cabin was the only one for which knowledge was available concerning its
exterior appearance. The possibility that Washington may have spent
part of his boyhood in this cabin, as related by Thomas Burroughs
through the Robertsons, also was used to help justify this reconstructim.

From talking with the Robertsons, Brooks and Kirkwood learned that
the original cabin on the site of the replica then existing had a wood-
en floor (at least in the 1890s ). However, they proposed that the in-
terior of the new reconstruction follow Washington's description of his
birthplace cabin "for interpretive purposes," with a dirt floor, a po=-
tato hole, and cookware in the fireplace.193 In short, the reconstruc-~
tion would cambine the exterior of one cabin and the interior of another.
A message repeater inside the cabin was planned to give Washington's
description of his cabin, along with a brief statement of the signifi-
cance of the log cabin in American history.

192g4 rikwood and Brooks, "Reconstruction of Slave Cabin," p. k.
1931pid., pp. 19, 25.
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The Division of Interpretation was less than enthusiastic about
the "combinatiun cabin" proposal. According to Chief Architect Dick
Sutton, the Diwision felt that the cabin should be reconstructed at the
birthplace site, with a "period" exterior and the interior as described
by Washington in Up From Slavery.'?4 Acting Regional Director E. M.
lisle replied to this counterproposal:

«+sWe have no accurate in"srmation on the exact appearance of the
birthplace cabin and :his zite (No. 1) cannot be located precisely
because of construction and bulldozing in its vicinity in past
years. The other location (No. 2, site of probable boyhood cabin
and present replica) has physical remains in the ground. A photo=
graph of the cabin at this site is also available to support the
archeological evidence. We believe it is better to reconstruct a
known building on a known site than to construct a replica of
doubtful design on a site which cannot be authenticated.... In
this home (Washington] received his boyhood training and from here
he went to make his place in the world.... Although justification
for reconstruction would have been much stronger if this had been
the birthplace, we are convinced that the reasons presented in the
Historic Structures Report are sufficient to justify the recon-
struction on the boyhood cabin site....195

Meanwhile, in the summer of 1959, Regional Archeologist John W.
Griffin had conducted preliminary investigations in the vicinity of the
site at the southwest cormer of the Burroughs house, during which he
had uncovered nails and pottery of the mid-nineteenth century and had
verified the accuracy of the Phillips cabin location in terms of the
original cabin on that site. On October 29 he submitted a preliminary

)1 lMemorandum to Regional Director, Region One, September 16, 1959
(H30).

195Memorandun to Director, Ssptember 28, 1959 (H30). Note how the
"boyhood cabin" appellation had moved from the realm of possibility to
that of fact. For full discussion of this issue, see Appendix B.
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report to support .Rogion‘s stand on the reconstruction of the "boyhood"
cabin. Qriffin reasoned as follows:

eeoIf Washington lived as much as the first four or fiive years of
his 1life in the birthplace cabin, and then moved, it is likely that
his description of the cabin interior is of the second cabin. If
so, the earth floor and potato hole would be appropriate to this
second cabin.... The wooden floor could have been added between
Washington's departure from the plantation in 1865 and the Roberte
sons' purchase in 1892 [sic] .... In short, I see nothing in the doc=
umentary evidence as presented that would definitely indicate that
Cabin No. 2 was not the earthefloored one described in Up From
Slavery, even though % quite definitely was not the one in which
Washington was born.}

The opposition returned fire. Charles E. 'Peterson, Supervising
Architect of Historic Structures, had visited the monument on August 27
to consider the reconstruction proposal. "In many ways it reminded me
of the other Washington birthplace project as it stood in 1930," he
wrote to Eastern Office of Design and Construction Chief Edward S. Zime
mer, "~--only this new project appeals to me even less." Peterson opposed
the reconstruction of any cabin; he included as reasons the lack of ace
curate available information, the fact that one minor building alone
would be out of context, and his belief that an unprotected log cabin
would have to be regularly replaced.

««.The construction of an authentic early log cabin (nearlyeeif

not entirely=-e-a lost art) would take an inordinate amcunt of archi=

tectural time and attention which we can hardly afford.... It seems
to me that Booker T.'s life in the area could be more vividly and
realistically presented in dioramas in the proposed Visitor Center.

A simple and dignified marker on the supposed site would be a lot
more practical and would not require an attendant to explain that

196Prelininary Report, Archeological Investigations, Cabin Site,
Booker T. Washington National Momumsnt, October 29, 1959 (1'30).
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this is not the original cabin, ete. V97
ECDC Chief Zinmer agreed with Peterson and recommended that the cabin
be eliminated.'98

Acting Superintendent Kirkwood fired back, emphasizing the need for
the cabin in the monument's interpretive program: "In the absence of
historic remains related to Wachington's life on the plantation, it is
necessary to have something tangible on the ground to make the visitor
aware of the humble conditions surrounding Washington's birth and early
life. A marker at the cabin site could hardly do this." Kirkwood state
ed that on-gsite paintings of the other plantation buildings would help
recreate the whole scene; in addition, he pointed out the availability
of seasoned, treated logs and the Robertson brothers' practical know=-

ledge of cabin construction.‘”

The controversy was settled by Regional Director Cox. In explaining
his decision to retain the cabin, Cox wrote to Chief Zimmer:

+eo] beliave the Slave Cabin should not be regarded as an architec=
tural "problem" but rather as a matter of interpretation«-"In such
a rude cabin was born a slave child..." The log cabin will serve
primarily as a "prop" illustrative of the theme of the Booker T.
Washington National Monument. The explanation of the cabin, inso=-
far as it will be given, will be contained in the script for the
message rspeater to be located at or in the cabin....

19 TMemorandum, November 5, 1959 (H30).

( )198!(amoramhm to Regional Director, Region One, November 6, 1959
H30).

199 emorasdum to Regional Director, November 10, 1959 (H30).
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Furthermore, he revealed the fact that Acting Director Scoyen had al-
ready approved the cabin on November 5.200

During the month of September 1959 the Phillips replica had been
removed by the monument staff. Further archeological investigations by
John W. Griffin in December disclosed the base of the fireplace and
chimney of the original cabin on that site. Construction of the new
cabin began in April of 1960, and was completed that August. Total
cost for the structure came to $1,838«-a considerable improvement over

ECDC's estimate of $13,200,20!

The cabin audio station, with Washington's description of his birthe
place cabin and a segment on the historical significance of the log cabe
in, was installed inside the new reconstruction. Shortly thereafter,
Donald Erskine of the Division of Audiovisual Arts initiated the idea
of having a Negro voice speak the words of Washington on the tape.zoz
Region and the monument were very cautious about such a radical approach.
Superintendent Reeves expressed his belief that the "right kind of cole
ored voice” might be effective, but decided that the matter needed "fur=

ther study. n203 Acting Regional Director E. M. Lisle concurred, saying

200Menorandum, November 23, 1959 (H30).

201 This figure did not take into account the donation of many of
the logs used.

202yamorandum to Regional Director, Region One, Septen>er 19, 1960
(130).

203yemorandum to Regional Director, April 11, 1961 (H3D).
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that "We shall leave it to Superintendent Reaeves to take the initiative
if and when he feels the time is rips."20k

Erskine picked up the ball (where it would otherwise heve lain in-
definitely). He engaged James Butcher, a Negro drams teacher at Howard
University, and on June 17, 1961, mailed a tape with Butcher’s cultured
voice to the monument for trial. Perhaps significantly, Chief Natural=
ist Howard R. Stagner's memorandum forwarding the tape described the
voice only as "southern"; "Negro" was not mentioned. The tape was put
into regular use, with no adverse comment recorded concerning the "southw

ern" accent.

There was some comment about the length of the message, however.
Few visitors stayed to hear the entire three minutes and fifty-four sec-
onds of ite-particularly the latter portion on log cabin symbolism and
significance. Carl Degen and Don Erskine noticed this on their vieit
to the monument in the fall of 196l, and reduced the time to a mimute
and thirty-seven seconds. Despite the pleas of Degen and Erskine, how=
ever, Superintendent Wingeier insisted upon retaining the loager mes-
sage, stating that in this way those who wanted the whole story could
get it, while those with less interest could 1eave.2°5

201‘Hemorandum to Director, April 1k, 1961 (H30).
2054emorandum to Director, June 7, 1965 (H30).
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The matter w#s dropped until 1968, when this time the monument took
the initiative. Historian Mackintosh submitted a revised message script,
shortened to a minute and fifty-five seconds and entirely in the words
of Booker T. Washington. The new tape was received in December of 1968,

and has been judged satisfactory.

2. The tobacco bam. -he other "historic" structure selected
for preservation at the momument was one of the Robertson~built tobacco
barns. The roof and upper portion of this barn had caved in, and it
was restored in July of 1959 utilizing a few logs from the remains of
an original Burroughs barn nearby. In 1963 an open shed was added to
the right side of the restored barn, and a hogshead built by Maintenance-
man Wright, of the type believed to have been used to roll tobacco to
market in the mid-nineteenth century, was placed beneath it. As a re-

sult of new research, the hogshead was replaced with a wagon in early
1969206

3. Th2 visitor center, utility building, and residences. The

Master Plan for Booker T. Washington National Monument provided for con-
struction of a modern visitor center, removed from but overlooking the
"historic area.” A separate utility building in the vicinity of the
Booker T. Washiangton Elementary School and three employee residences on

the school road were also planned.

206506 pag 11i3.

126



The formar Hopkins Hall initially served as a visitor center, and
also becams morument headquarters after the move from Roanoke on March
31, 196l, but :ts incongruous location close by the reconstructed cabin
was unfortunat-. As a visitor center, the large brick building was mis~
cast; the Master Plan noted that "The present Visitor Center does not
rrovic » an effective introduction to the area, as the building is rathe
er forbidding in appearan-y 2=~ the visitor tends to avoid it."207 The
sounds of hammers, power saws, and other machinery emanating from the
maintenance shop in the basement also provided irritation and discome
fort for both visitors and employees in the office overhead. The non=~
historic residence occupied by Maintenanceman Wright and his family was
even closer to the reconstructed cabin, and was equally intrusive to

the historic scene.

Finally, in 196L, the time came for the elimination of these two
buildings and their replacement in accordance with the Master Plan.
The separate utility building had been dropped for reasons of cost, and
the maintenance area was to be joined to--but insulated from--the new
visitor center. On November 25 a contract for the entrance road and
utilities for the new visitor center and residence was awarded to the
S. R. Draper Paving Company of Roanoke in the amount of $27,472.60.
Draper began work on December 17, 196l.

207chapter 3, Management Programs, The Visitor, p. 6. (D18)

127



On April 22, 1965, the single bid on the visitor center and one
new residence by the Paul E. Overstreet Construction Comp:ny was opened
and found to be $1Ll,000-=$31,000 over the estimated cost. This would
put the monument well over its $200,000 limitation, and cculd not be
accepted. A final contract of $106,300 was negotiated, but at the ex=
pexise of the new residence. It was fortunate that Draper had not begun
the road and utility system for the residence; these items wers deleted

from his contract.

Overstreet began work on May 28, 1965, and the new building was
opened to the public on March 9, 1966. The following month a $7,321.50
contract was awardsd to Waynesboro Nurseries for planting and grounds

improvements. This work was completed on May 27.

Dedication ceremonies for the new visitor center were held on June
18, 1966, the ninth anniversary of the Park Service's acquisition of the
area. A Ku Klux Klan rally the night before a half mile away was ocmi-
nous. Protection personnel from Region and the Blue Ridge Parkway guard-
ed the area during the night, but experienced no trouble. At the cere-
nony itself, Director Hartzog was unable to attend, but Associate Direc-
tor A. Clark Stratton and Regional Director Elbert Cox were present.
Principal speaker was Howard B. Woods, Deputy Associate Director of the
United States Information Agency. Wielding the scissors at the ribbone

cutting was the venerable Portia Washington Pittman. Most of the
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program had to bs held six miles away at the Burnt Chimney Elementary

School because of rain.

E. Interpretatiou and Research

1. 1958 Museum Prospectus. Due to the absence of historic re-

mains at the newly=created B¢ kar ‘', Washington National Monument, Super=
intendent Brooks and Historian Kirkwood were keenly aware of the need for
a visitor center-museum at the area to tell the story of Washington. In
their draft of the Museum Prospectus submitted in April of 1958, they
stated, "Before the area can be promoted as a justifiable visitor goal,
the visitor center must be constructed. The self-guiding trail and othe-
er developments must follow construction of the visitor center, and not
precede it."208 The Museum Prospectus recognized the difficulty of telle
ing Washington's story in view of his controversial position with many of
both races; it attempted to keep to the facts and present a balanced view
allowing the visitor to form his own opinions. This original prospsctus
provided for a total of twenty exhibits, including coverage of slavery
in general.

2. Burroughs Plantation Planning Report. The Master Plan con-

ference held at the monument on August 19, 1958, approved the location
for the visitor center and the proposed selfe-guiding trail. While about

208p, 61 (D6215).
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half of those present expressed a desire for reconstruction of the "big
house" and other plantation buildings, Reglional Director Cox opposed
such extensive developments. He questioned the Service's ability to do
an authentic or convincing restoration, and voiced doubt that the cost
would be justified. "It seems to ms," said Cox, "that we cannot recra=
ate‘the whole setting of the original homestead and consequently our
plan should be simple, relying upon the mmseum and the site to stimmlate
the imagination and emotions of the visitor."209

On September 17, 1958, Brooks and Kirkwood submitted their Burroughs
Plantation Planning Report as a supplement to the Museum Prospsectus, pro=-
viding detailed plans for outdoor interpretation at the area. The report
outlined what they believed to be the minimum development necessary to
tell the plantation story. The purpose of interpreting the plantation
would be to depict Washington's birthplace, but also to correct the pop-
ular "magnolia concept" by showing a typical small plantation of the
region. Among the planning report's proposals were easel-type exhibits
with lift-up covers around the trail, an herb garden with en exhibit on
rlantation medicine, and an outdoor shelter outside the visitor center
with message repeaters playing a variety of five-mimute programs, include-
ing spirituals and slave work songs. Ths restored tobacco barn was to
have the front logs removed up to a height of seven feet for interior
visibility, and would contain an exhibit on prizing and rolling tobacco

2099emorandum to Brooks, September 17, 1958 (D18).
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as was thought f.o have been done in the 1860s. A message repeater was
planned to describe the harvest, prizing, and rolling, with a musical
introduction and an auctioneer's chant as conclusion. An opsrating chare
coal pit would serve to supply fuel for curing the tobacco.

None of the above-mentioned proposals were ultimately adopted, al-
though as stated earlier. a h:shead was built and placed under a shed
on the side of the fully enclosed barn. The meat of the report was its
outline for interpretation along the "Roll Road Trail," so named because
of the belief that tobacco hogsheads had been rolled to market along part
of it during the Burroughs years. With certain exceptions, the trail and
its exhibits were completed substantially in accordance with the Burroughs
Plantation Planning Report. Artist Sidney E. King produced eight two-by=
three-foot paintings of plantation buildings and scenes during 1959, paid
for by a donation from the Eastern National Park and Monument Association.
These were placed in vertical wooden cases on the sites of their subjects

around the trail.

3. Publications. The first publication issued by Booker T.

Washington National Monument was a mimeographed sheet run off in Decem=
ber of 1957. This gave a brief sketch of Washington's life, the Service's
plans for his birthplace, and a description of how to get to the monument.
One statement made about Washington was the following: "His belief that
the Negro should adjust to his social and econamic enviromment led him

to advocate a doctrine of race relations which has survived in the South
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for three generations.” While technically accurate, such an interpreta-
tion was not calculated to win the admiration of too many modern Negroes
or liberal whites.

The second publication was another mimeographed sheet entitled '"The
Replica of the Birthplace Cabin," issued in early 1958. This referred,
of course, to the Phillips replica, and described the site as that of
Washington's boyhood cabin. Certain problems began to present themselves
in connection with this sheet, in the form of Sidney J. Phillips. Phil=
lips obtained a copy at the momment on August 26, 1958. The ensuing
events were related by Superintendent Brooks to the Regional Director:

++o0n September 2 [Phillips] telephoned me from Tuskegee, Alabama,
and threatened that if our free informational leaflet were not write-
ten the way he desired he would take the matter to Congress. Mr.
Phillips desired the leaflet to contain a rather lengthy summary of
the work of his various organizations in establishing the Monument.
I informed him we would not be pressured into doing anything we did
not think was right. After Mr. Phillips changed his attitude, I
mentioned that we could work something out. The portion of the pro-
posed leaflet dealing with the establishment of the Monument was re=-
vised and that section sent to him.

On September 9 Mr. Phillips called at the office, again protest=
ing that there was not enough about his variocus organizations in the
proposed revised leaflet. I showed him leaflets of other Park Ser-
vice arsas and indicated that we had already given his organizations
more recognition than is normally included in leaflets. I also in-
formed him that this was a momument to Booker T. Washington and that
we needed all the space available to present the Booker T. Washing~
ton story. He meemed scmewhat mollified. I believe that I _left the
impression with him that he would get nowhere with threats.210

On March 12, 1959, Phillips again visited the monument office, and accord-
ing to Brooks, "he more than hinted that he thought we showld give more

210yemorandum, September 17, 1958 (K1L59).
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publicity to his activities on behalf of establishing the monunent. 7211

In November of 1959, Historian Kirkwood submitted his text for the
first "offici=l" publication, an eight page folder. This 6x8%-inch fol-
der was received in June of 1960, and continued in use with one minor ree
viéion until March 1967. Interestingly enough, it contained no reference
whatsoever to Phillips ¢. auv >f his organizations. The folder was com-
pletely redone by Historian Benjamin in 1966, and further revised by Re=
gion. It was received in the new Lx9% inch format in March of 1967, and

has besn favorably commented upon by many.

The guide for the Roll Road Trail began as a mimeographed leaflet
in 1960. That August, Historian Kirkwood submitted a text and layout
for a guide folder to be published by the Eastern National Park and Mon=-
ument Association. The finished product was obtained in January of 1961,
and was distributed free. With the 1962 reprint, it became a five cent

sales item, later raised to ten cents.

Another of Kirkwood's projects was the Historical Handbook for Book=-
er T. Washington National Monmment. He sent a first draft to Region in
Jammary of 1550, and rewrote it in 1961, following the suggestions of
Publications Officer Roger J. Rogers and Regional Historian James W. Hol-
land. The following year he again submitted the handbook to Region for

2"Superintendent's Report for March 1959, April 3, 1959 (A28).
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publication. Nt;thing happened. In late 1964 Superintendent Wingeier
requested that the handbook be published as soon as possiLle in order to
be ready for the new visitor center.212 Charles E. Shedd; Jr., Regional
Chief of Interpretation and Visitor Services, replied, stating that the
heavy workload with park folders was postponing the handbook; he had no
idea as to when it might be canpleted.213 Over two years later, Wingeier
again inquired about the status of the handbook. Shedd's answer reveale.l
that the manuscript was still in the Washington Office. "After working
quite extensively with Jim Kirkwood on the text, Mr. Rogers was somewhat
discouraged by the cool reception which the History Editor in Washington
gave it," said Shedd. ™"While it has not been rejected officially, it ap=
pears that more work on it is needsd."zu‘ The handbook series in general
had slowed to a crawl, especially after the introduction of the mini-
folders. At the time of this writing, however, Rogers reports that the
Booker T. Washington Historical Handbook is to be published after all,
hopefully at some time during the 1970 fiscal year.

k. Early research. During October of 1958, Superintendent

Brooks visited the Library of Congress and conducted some preliminary
research in the vast collection of Booker T. Washington papers there.
The next April, Broocks and Historian Kirkwood visited Tuskegee Institute

on a research trip. Brooks described the visit to the Regional Director:

212Memorandum to Regional Director, December 7, 1964 (K3823).
213Memorandum to Wingeier, December 10, 196k (K3823).
2‘”"Memora.ndum to Wingeier, Jamuary 18, 1967 (K3823).
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+saA8 you imow, there has been some difficulty connected with re-
search at Tuskegee. I think we learned soms of the reasons behind
this seemingly uncooperative attitude. Once everyone knew we were
not connec ted with Mr. S. J. Phillips, we had no difficulty in se~
curing the information and cooperation we desired.... Thereafter,
when we were introduced it would go something like this: "This is
Mr. Brooks, Suverintendent of Booker T. Washington National Monu-
ment, whica is strictly Federal and has no relationship with any-
one=--in other words, he is here without stigma."

I learnad more of the problems between Phillips and Tuskegee
and can now understand why Tuskegee has looked askance at the Phil-
1lips operations in connection with Booker T. Washington and George
Washington Carver Nations! ‘fonuments. Mr. Trout [Chairman of Pub-
lic Relations] told me that during the period when Dr. Patterson,
President of Tuskegee, was considering retirement, he was plugging
for Dr. Foster (now president) for the president's job. Mr. Phil=~
lips was plugging for Phillips for the same position and a running
battle ensued in which Phillips came "that close" (the spsaker's
hand held up with forefinger and thumb close together) to becoming
president of Tuskegee.... The people at Tuskagee feel that Phil-
lips' Booker T. Washington Memorial activities were done to spite
Tuskegee.ceo

We went to Tuskagee without Phillips' knowledge. This was ev~
idently a good move, for everyone asked if Phillips knew we were
there. When we said no, the individual felt we could be trusted.215

The research trip to Tuskegee Institute was particularly helpful in
obtaining old photographs of Washington and the school for future use in
the visitor center exhibits and in publications. A month later, in May
of 1959, Brooks and Kirkwood spent two more weeks at the Library of Con-
gress amid the Washington papers, learning much about Washington's later
life but relatively little about his early years at his birthplace.

S. Museum development. The first "museum" at Booker T.

215Memorandum, April 14, 1959 (H2215). Phillips visited the monu-
ment on several occasions thereafter, but offered no further difficulties.
He died on March 9, 1965.
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more be done tc¢ recreate the appearance or operation of the Burroughs
plantation. At the hearing on the bill to establish the monument, Sid-
ney Phillips he¢ 1 pr-posed the restoration of a typical plantation settle-
ment, with the owner's house and slave quarters. Half of those at the

¥ ister Plan conference in 1958 favored at least the reconstruction of
the "big house." As was £-3n, ..gional Director Cox vetoed this idea,
as he did again in 1960 when the opportunity arose to obtain old logs
from a nearby abandoned house.223 The Master Plan specified that full-
scale restoration of the plantation buildings and grounds would not be
attempted. In addition to the cabin and tobacco barn, however, a number
of lesser efforts were made to recreate the plantation scene. A small
patch of tobacco was first planted in 1959; the harvested tobacco has
been fire-cured in the barn each fall and left hanging there as an exe
hibit. Cattle were allowed to graze on the land under permit beginning
in 1960. In 1963 a flax patch was established, though no use was made

of the harvested crop.

With the completion of the new visitor center and its audiovisual
program and exhibits in 1966, the plantation assumed a more subordinate
role in the intarpretation of the area. For the first time, some visi-
tors did not even go to see the reconstructed cabin, now hidden from
view by the remaining residence. Historian (and Acting Superintendent)
Gil Lusk came to regard the area’s interpretation, particularly that

223gyperin ;endent's Report for February 1960, March 11, 1960 (A28).
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dealing with the plantation, as "dead."22l On September 28, 1967, with

the encouragement of Regional Chief of Interpretation Charles E. Shedd, Jr.,
Lask .submitted an amendment to the Interpretive Prospectus, "...necessi=-
tated by the failure of the present Interpretive Prospectus to deal with
interpretation on the Burroughs PII.ant'.at:l.on...."225 This preliminary

draft envisioned the reconstruction of the major plantation buildings,

and a "living historical farm" with on-site interpreters in period cos-
tume. ILusk recommended elimination of the trail guide booklet and its
replacement with permanent wayside exhibits and markers. Another sugges=-
tion called for removal of the tobacco barn shed and relocation of the

hogshead at the proposed horse barn.

Shedd and Alan E. Kent, Acting Chief, Division of Planning and In-
terpretive Services, visited the monument on December 19-20 to help Lusk
with ideas for a new Interpretive Prospectus. They agreed to minimize
interpretive markers, and to use the planned minifolder as the initial
guide booklet. The prospectus would outline the ultimate development of
the plantation, but would also provide for an interim phase until the
Congressional monetary limitation could be ra.ised.226

Insk forwarded the completed Interpretive Prospectus on Jamuary 19,
1968. The introduction presented its purpose:

22hrnterview, May 14, 1969.
225p, 1 (D6215).
226yemorandum, Kent to Kowalkowski, December 2, 1967 (16215).
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«+.The init: al prospectus, while adequate in defining museum devel~
opment, failed to develop the Burroughs Plantation as the birthplace
and childho::d home of Booker T. Washington. The interpretive pro=
gram was based on a man's accomplishments, with little interpreta-
tion of his eariy life, his confinement as a slave, and the effects
of those early experiences on his life. If we are to interpret a
man's great achisvements, we must also interpret 2}8 heritage, other=
wise we create a skyscraper with no foundations.?

In the reconstructed buildings there would be no railings or cases
to keep the visitor away from antique furnishings; instead, '"tissue paper
artifacts"--expendable reproductions that could be handled-~would be used.
Among the planmned reconstructions were the Burroughs house, birthplace
cabin, smokehouse, blacksmith shop, barns, corn cribs, and privy. The
existing cabin, termed the "boyhood home of Booker T. Washington," was to
be remodeled with a wooden floor and a storage area as recalled by the
Robertsons. Contrary to his first prospectus amendment draft, ILusk now
decided to leave the hogshead at the tobacco barn and build two more
sheds there. Another hogshead would serve as an "entrance feature" by

the parking area.

In the fields and pastures, period crops and livestock would be
raised by a costumed farm crew using period tools and equipment. A num=
ber of craft demonstrations were planned, including charcoal making for
tobacco curing; message repsaters playing first-person vernacular tapes
would be located at the "big house," birthplace cabin, blacksmith shop,

tobacco barn, horse barn, and cemetery.

227p, 1 (D615).
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As these developments occurred, the prospectus called for the elim=
ination of the Sidney King paintings around the Roll Road Trail. The
building reconstructions were not viewed as possible under the existing
Congressional limitation, and were therefore placed under the "ultimate
plan" for the area; most of the other developments were called for in
the "interim plan."

Lusk's Interpretive Prospectus was enthusiastically received in Re-
gion and Washington. Regional Director Jackson E. Price approved it on
May 31, 1968, and Director Hartzog made the establishment of a living
historical farm at Booker T. Washington National Monument one of his
goals for the following fiscal year. Developments began during the sum-
mer of 1968, and at the time of this writing include a vegetable garden,
a hog pen, a sheep pasture, a cornfield, and the acquisition of a horse,
wagons, and other equipment. Tobacco and flax are still grown, and cows
continue to graze under permit. A nearby log barn was obtzined without
cost and dismantled in August of 1968; it is currently being reassembled
as a "craft demonstration" on the site of the Burroughs horse barn with

monument labor, thereby circumventing the construction limitation.

In line with the Interpretive Prospectus, Historian Mackintosh,
Lusk's successor, prepared a script for the new tobacco barn audio sta-
tion; the voice is that of Munroce, a Burroughs slave, describing the to=
bacco harvest and curing.228 Mackintosh submitted a mamuscript for the

22800nidering the hesitation about trying even a cultired Negro
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minifolder in .uly of 1968, but when this was indefinitely postponed
that fall, he yrepared a new sales folder for association publication to
replé,ce the lorg=-ot s0lete Roll Road Trail guide booklet.

Since the approval of the Interpretive Prospectus, research for ac-
curate development and ini:rpix tation of the living historical farm has
been of prime importance, and has already caused several significant
changes in belief and action. During the remainder of 1968, Historian
Mackintosh produced studies on the Burroughs family, the local community
during Washington's years in it, and agriculture on the Burroughs plan-
tation® These efforts disclosed-~contrary to long-standing belief and
interpretation-~that all fourteen of the Burroughs children did not live
in the "big house™ or even on the plantation, that charcoal was not used
by the Burroughs to cure their tobacco, and that the Burroughs did not
roll their tobacco to market in hogsheads or even use hogsheads at all.
These discoveries required elimination of the existing and proposed char~
coal exhibits end hogsheads, and redesignation of the Roll Road Trail to
"Plantation Trail." The most recent damage inflicted by Mackintosh--
this time to ths long-accepted story of Washington's "boyhood" cabin--
may be surveyed in Appendix B of this history. On a more positive note,
use of the agricultural and industrial censuses of 1860 revealed much
about these subjects in the commnity, including the kinds and quantities

voice at the cabin audio station in 1960, the use of an uneducated dialect
nine years later indicates real nrogress in the encouragement of diversity.

229 wme Jurroughs Plantation: Background Studies,”
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of crops and livestock produced on the Burroughs plantatior during that

year.

The principal guidiline for future development of the living histor-
ical farm at Booker T. Washington National Monument will be the major
study on the subject by Edwin C. Bearss, research historian at the Divi=-
sion of History. Bearss' study, undertaken during the first half of
1969, covers in detail all aspects of agriculture as it would have been
practiced on the Burroughs plantation, and offers reconmendations for
the various building reconstructions. With the exception of the Bur-
roughs house, which will require an Historic Structures Report and for=
mal pre-construction procedures, it is now believed that all of the farm
buildings may be erected, using logs from the monument and nearby struce
tures, on an "informal" basis without regard to the construction limita-

tion.

F. The Public

So far as the public was concerned, Booker T. Washingtcn National
Monument began its existence with four strikes against it: the contro-
versial nature of Booker T. Washington among many of both black and
wvhite races, the negative impression left by Sidney J. Phillips, the mon-
ument's isolated location relative to major highways, and its absence of

historic remains or other features of interest.
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The appeal of Washington as an individual among the vicinity's leas
literate white supremacists is illustrated by occasional elemsntary school
trips to the mcaument: certain parents keep their children at homs rathe
er than have them exposed to the influence of a Negro.23° In addition to
tie edverse publicity about the Centennial Commission, it was widely ru-
mored that Sidney Phillip:t na: .sliberately burned both the Burroughs and
Ferguson houses to destroy certain files and to collect the insurance.
What made this a problem was that many people continued to associate Phil=-
lips and his organizations with the monument long after its establishment.
As late as January of 1969, in an article entitled "Booker T.'s Home By
passed by Public," Roanoke World-News writer Si White described the momu-

ment's location and appeal: "It is off the beaten pathe-way off--and as
an historic attraction it just doesn't draw. For one thing few people
know where it is or how to get there. And if they should locate it they

may wonder why they took the trouble as there is little to sea, 1231

Although visitation had not reached 9,000 for the first two years of
operation, Superintendent Reeves in 1960 offered an optimistic prediction
for the future, with a major jump to 39,000 in 1965.232 To justify his
figures, Reeves cited the construction of a new visitor center and the

creation of nearby Smith Mountain Lake by the recently-begun dam, and

2307nterview with David K. Johnston, Principal, Moneta Elementary
School, May 1L, 1968.

231Janua.ry 29, 1969, p. 10.
232ygmoran um to Regional Director, August 12, 1960 (A88).

145



gni

‘60000 e . e

55000 ot o e e e o N : e e o e

sfits

Vi
\L

i
'
t

50000 - ' b e e .- . o ‘ S

L500u 1 MU e e e S

1,0000 e et -

—

38000~ - : 4 R : e T Tl e== T T
| 7 - ).r/ )
I

30000 !"“‘ - ': .- . ﬁ - - ,u: s ,‘:, ——— e

2500

20000 - .
15000 (

10000 —

—— — — —

Forecasts

i J . | - : v Year

58 59 60 61 62 63 &l 4 €7 6 69 70

o
N

VISITATION - PREDICTZID AVD ACTUAL



assumed the srection of directional signs at all major higliways in the
vicinity.233 Plans to get signs on the Blue Ridge Parkway had already
been initiated in May of 1960.

Statistician Rendel B. Alldredge responded in May of 1961 by plot-
ting somewhat lower figures than those of Reeves.23 L In April of 1964
he raised his estimates, predicting a jump in 1966 to 37,800 to allow
for the increased Smith Mountain Lake traffic along State Route 122.235
The final long-term visitation prediction appeared in the Master Plan ap~
proved in July 196l, with figures more conservative than Alldredge had
lately famecasted.

Unfortunately, even the most conservative forecasts proved to be
far in excess of what resulted. Visitation rose steadily through 1965 to
25,567, but then dropped off in 1966 to 21,756. This was the year during
which school integration was forced upon the local commnities, and the
neighborhood Ku Klux Klan chapter became increasingly active, staging
numerous rallies close by the monument throughout the summer. Superin-
tendent Wingeler blamed the visitation drop on these factors, and empha=-

sized the need for more highway directional signs; "We...have only met

233Mgmorandum to Rendel B. Alldredge, Analytical Statistician, WASO,
Jamuary 5, 1961 (A88).

23lyomorandun to Superintendent, May 22, 1961 (AB8).
235Memorandum to Wingeier, April 1, 1964 (a88).
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with opposition when requesting them from the highway department," he

complained.z% The Blue Ridge Parkway had been no more cooperative.

Wingeier cautiously predicted slight increases for 1967 and 1968 to
23,000 and 24,000 respectively. But even these limited expectations were
found to be overly optim w:ti. ~s the public stayed away in increasing
numbers. In response to concern expressed by the Branch of Statistics
Analysis, Superintendent Kowalkowski in December of 1968 offered the
following analysis of the situation:

Visitation to Booker T. Washington National Monument is primar-
ily local, due probably to a number of reasons. The momument is
located on a back-country road with no directional signs on any ma-
Jor highways pointing to it. The momument is not widely known. In
fact, the individual commemorated by the monument is not of firste
rank fame today, and is even held in disrespect by many of his race.
People from distant points are generally either unable or unwilling
to seek out this monument and go ocut of their way to visit it.

Visitation at Booker T. Washington National Monument is also
primarily of a one~time nature. With no recreational facilities,
and with limited and unchanging exhibits, there has been little
here to make the average visitor want to return after he has seen
the area once.

Giver the predominance of the local, oneetime visitor, it is
not surprising that our visitation has declined following the spurt
in 1964-1965, when Smith Mountain Lake brought new people to the
area. The visitors who swelled our statistics then are not return-
ing, and not enough others are coming to offset the 1losS....

Fortunately, we believe that the future trend will be up. To
attract interstate visitors, we are now negotiating with the Blue
Ridge Parkway for directional signs and publicity there. Certainly,
muach of the problem results simply from being little=known and hard
to find. The increased attention being given to Negro history is
sure to bring individuals who had previously not heard of Washinge
ton and are interested in learning more about him. But we feel that
the ultimate solution will coms with the development of our living
historical farm, just approved this year. We have already placed

966 236Hemoravzdxm to Chief, Branch of Statistics Analysis, December 7,
1 (A88).
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feature articles on this in local newspapers, and as ths farm is
put into operation we will be able to offer a dynamic interpretive
program that will give visitors something to come back for-ein
marked contrast to the present situation.237

G. The Future

The career of Booker T. Washington National Monument has been a
checkered one. Unwanted initially by the National Park Service, wanted
1little more throughout its first decade by the public, it has so far
played a minimal role among the numerous great areas which make up the
National Park System.

Without question, the living historical farm concept stands as the
turning point for this area. Stagnation is now being replaced by activ=
ity, in terms of both physical development at the monument and public in=-
terest. Directional signs on the heavily=-traveled Blue Ridge Parkway
are finally being installed, and the "clustering" of the monument with
the Parkway-~in process at this writingeecan produce increassd assistance
and support for both development of the area and encouragement of visita-
tion. Looking further ahead, elimination of the present Congressional
limitation will make possible the long-awaited removal of ths intrusive
employee residence and its access road, facilitating interpritation and

greatly increasing the esthetic appeal of the monument.

23TMemorandum to Regional Director, December 19, 1968 (488).
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Clearly, Broker T. Washington National Monument faces many challenges.
But pe;'haps its greatest challenge lies in the field of interpretation.
The monmument can fully develop the Burroughs plantation as a living hise
torical farm, and it can greatly increase public use by doing so and by
vigorously publicizing it. Herein lies the danger. It will be all too
easy for the farm to become mercly a pretty pastoral scene--an end in ite
self--an "attraction." Why bring up the unpleasant subject of slavery at
all? And yet this place offers the finest opportunity for relevant
social-environmental interpretation to be found anywhere in the National
Park System. The way of life and the human relationships that were a
part of the Burroughs plantation vividly illustrate both the good and
the evil of our heritage. What those people sowed, we are reaping today:

the crop~-and the weeds.
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APPENDIX A

84rH CONGRESS
222 H, R. 6963

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
JuNE 92,1055

Mr. Mrrrg of Nebraska introduced the following bill; which was referred

to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs

A BILL

To provide for the establishment of the Booker T Washingpon

© ® =N oo & e o M
] Bl

Pt
[ )

National Monument.
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That the Secretary of the Interier is ailthorized and directed

b acqmre, on Behalf of the’ Umted States, by glft purchase,

or condemnatlon, all rlght tltle and mterest in aml to tﬁe

Vlrgmm.

SEC. 2. The real property a'c(iilired under the tirst sec-
tion of this Act shall constitute the Booker T. Washington
National Monument and shall be a public national n:emorial

to Booker T. Washington, noted Negro educator anc apostle
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of good will. The Becretary of the Interior shali have the
supervision, management, and control of such national mon-
ument, and shall maintain and preserve it in a svitable and
enduring manner which, in his judgment, will provide for
the benefit and enjoyment of the people of the United States.

8ro. 3. The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to—
(1) maintain, either in an existing structure ac-
quired under the first section of this Act or in & building
constructed by him for the purpose, a museum for relics
and records pertaining to Booker T. Washington, and
for other articles of national and patriotic interest, and
to accept, on behalf of the United States, for installa-
tion in such museum, articles which may be offered as
additions to the museum; and
(2) provide for public parks and recreational areas,
construct roads and mark with monuments, tablets, or
) othemse, pomts of mtarest within the boundanes of
__‘the Booker T. Washmg’con Natlona,l Monument

SEC. 4. There are authonzed to be appropnated such

'sums not to exceed $200,000 as may be necessary to-carry

out the provisions of this Act.
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APPENDIX B

DID WASHINGTON MOVE WHILE ON THE BURROUGHS PLANTATION?

According to best available evidence ,1 Booker T. Washington was born
«n a cabin to the southeast of the Burroughs house (hereinafter cited as
Cabin No. 1). When John D. Robartson took possession of the plantation
from Thomas Robertson Burroughs, a son of James and Elizabeth, in 1893,
all that remained of this cabin was a portion of the chimney, the rough
outline of its foundation, and a dirt floor containing the remains of a
potato hole.?

Thomas Burroughs told John Robertson that Washington was borm in
Cabin No. 1, but that this cabin was in such poor condition that Washing-
ton's mother moved her family into another cabin located at the southwest
corner of the Burroughs house (Cabin No. 2). This cabin was still stand-
ing when the Robertsons moved onto the property; it had a wooden floor
and a partition running across its width about four feet from the north
wall. It was apparently in fairly good condition, being used for a time
as quarters for John Robertson's mother-in-law, and was not torn down un-

ti1 around 1922.3

1See James J. Kirkwood and Chester L. Brooks, "Reconstruction of
Slave Cabin, Booker T. Washington National Monument," Historic Structures
Report, June 1959 (H30).

2Ini'.ervzi.eus with Peter and Grover Robertson (sons of John D.).

3Ibid.
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