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The 1963 Civil Rights March on Washington is not one of those historical events that 
Americans have wholeheartedly forgotten. However insufficient public memory of the 
mid-century black freedom struggle might be, most Americans are familiar with the 
image of Martin Luther King standing in front of the Lincoln memorial, delivering what 
has come to be called his “I Have a Dream” speech. The visual and auditory record of 
that event is so clearly recognizable that it can be—and is frequently—deployed with 
virtually no explicative commentary on the walls of elementary, middle, and high school 
classrooms, in television shows and movies, in ad campaigns, and elsewhere. Still, the 
unsurprising fact is that very few Americans actually know much about that speech 
(which lasted for more than 17 minutes), the March itself, or the historical context in 
which it was organized. The story of the March—its origins, its goals, and its effect (on 
the national, international, and local levels)—is a really remarkable saga that reveals a 
great deal about, among other things, the extraordinary power that ordinary people can 
possess when they join together in struggle.  

 
But there is something else there, as well. Tucked into the story of the origins of, and 
events leading up to, the 1963 March on Washington is a tale that illuminates a set of 
other ideas, ideas about the historical meaning and uses of homophobia, and its erasure—
and that raises a set of pressing questions about what we imagine to be the injury of 
homophobia and how we might effectively teach against it. This tale centers around the 
man who is widely recognized to have been the brains behind that historic 1963 March 
on Washington for Jobs and Justice—Bayard Rustin. A life-long pacifist and civil rights 
activist, Rustin is among the twentieth century’s most important—and most forgotten—
political strategists and philosophers. Over the course of his life, he worked tirelessly to 
dismantle the machinery of racism and war, collaborating with a diversity of 
organizations (the War Resisters’ League, the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, 
and many others), and serving as a close advisor to a succession of visionary 
personalities, including Martin Luther King, Jr. Indeed, to quote historian John D’Emilio, 
Rustin, “more than anyone else,” was responsible for bringing “the message and methods 
of Gandhi”—methods that helped make Dr. King’s work so distinctively effective—“into 
the heart of the black freedom struggle.” (D’Emilio, p. 2) As a close advisor to Dr. King, 
Rustin was among the first civil rights leaders to advocate for a massive march on 
Washington, and he subsequently served as the March’s lead organizer. With very little 
time and a tiny staff, he performed a remarkable feat: conceptualizing the event and 
coordinating the ground-level, logistical footwork that such an enormous undertaking—
the first of its kind—required.   
 



But Rustin was also a gay man who lived in a time when being gay was virtually, in and 
of itself, a criminal act. And in the days leading up to the March, his homosexuality 
became a hot topic, one that nearly derailed the entire effort. This is because, in the days 
leading up to the March, a group of white supremacists used Rustin’s homosexuality as a 
tool in their longstanding campaign to undermine the civil rights movement.  
 
What happened was this: In early August, 1963 (the March was scheduled for August 
28), Strom Thurmond, a Dixiecrat Senator from South Carolina, redoubled his attacks on 
the Civil Rights movement. Using the influence and access he enjoyed as a U.S. Senator, 
Thurmond assembled a stash of documents detailing the personal and political histories 
of the Civil Rights leadership, focusing his attentions on the man who was quite visibly 
the event’s lead organizer—Rustin. First, Thurmond placed a set of documents in the 
Congressional Record suggesting that Rustin was a communist. But when those materials 
failed to generate much public interest or scandal, Thurmond made a second attempt to 
smear Rustin and his work. Several days after his first document dump, Thurmond once 
again inserted a set of documents into the Congressional Record. This time he introduced 
items—including a Los Angeles Times article and a police booking slip—indicating that 
Rustin was a homosexual and a convicted “sexual pervert.” And in this instance, 
Thurmond’s efforts bore fruit. Newspapers across the country carried the story. “Calls 
Rustin a Convicted Pervert,” read the headline in The Chicago Tribune, for instance. 
“Thurmond Bares March Leader’s Police Record.” (Moore, 1963.)i 
 
Although these events had a significant effect on Rustin personally, Thurmond’s smear 
campaign failed to dampen the efforts of March organizers. In a remarkable show of 
unity and clear-headedness, the Civil Rights leadership—including members of the 
Southern Christian Leadership Conference—spoke out against Thurmond’s actions. As 
Rustin biographer D’Emilio puts it: “Because the accusation was so public, because it 
was leveled by a white supremacist, and because it came just two weeks before an event 
on which the movement was banking so much, Civil Rights leaders had to rally to 
Rustin’s defense.” We are, they announced, “dismayed that there are in this country men 
who, wrapping themselves in the mantle of Christian morality, would mutilate the most 
elementary conceptions of human decency, privacy, and humility in order to persecute 
other men.” Thus the March was held on schedule, and this near-catastrophe has largely 
disappeared from memory. (D’Emilio, p. 349.) 
 
These events, I argue in this chapter, offer a good starting place for an effort to rethink 
the work of anti-homophobia education. Standing in opposition to the traditional 
narratives of both the Civil Rights movement and gay history, the story offers an 
expansive description of the meaning, power, and uses of homophobia in the U.S. past. In 
order to understand how, in 1963, a white supremacist U.S. Senator used an anti-gay slur 
in his attempts to discredit and derail the efforts of the Civil Rights movement—and how, 
in response, a group of straight, Christian ministers and labor leaders defended the 
privacy and integrity of their gay colleague, and decried the practice of homophobia—
requires a complicated investigation, and offers an exceptional opportunity for teaching 
students a range of critical historical literacy skills.  
 



The idea of using Thurmond’s attack on Rustin’s work in anti-homophobia education 
might appear to be a logical suggestion, one that stays true to the ideals of the movement 
to teach against homophobia at the secondary level. And in some ways it does: focused 
on the life experiences of one gay individual, the story (and any classroom lesson that it 
might inspire) centers on a attack based on hatred of queer people and stigmatization of 
their sexual desires. Teaching about this event likewise asks students to take queers 
seriously, and to understand that they have always been part of U.S. life, contributing 
their talents to a range of fields and endeavors.ii But in fact, the story—and the strategies 
that I want to suggest we use for thinking about and teaching with it—actually poses a 
critical challenge to some of the premises and traditional methods of anti-homophobia 
education. It suggests, for one thing, that homophobic attacks have the power not only to 
injure gay men and lesbians exclusively, but rather to threaten the liberties of ordinary, 
even predominantly straight, people. It suggests that homophobia has worked in tandem 
with other forces—like white supremacy and electoral power—to uphold a wide range of 
traditional hierarchies. And it offers an opportunity to teach not only against homophobia 
narrowly defined, but also gendered and sexual norms broadly stated. In short, it offers 
the opportunity to understand and teach “homophobia” as an expansive category, one that 
not only motivates violence against queers but also helps construct a range of identities, 
masculinities, and femininities, and one that disciplines the behaviors of gay and straight 
folks alike. 
 
The drive to teach against homophobia broadly defined in this way has not, for the most 
part, been among the central concerns of anti-homophobia educators. Much of the work 
that anti-homophobia educators have developed emphasize visibility, tolerance, and 
narrow ideas about the injury of homophobia on adolescent and adult populations. For 
instance, look at the curricula developed by the organization most active in anti-
homophobia education, the Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network (GLSEN).iii 
Although GLSEN has been a massively important force in working to make U.S. schools 
safer for young queers, its curricular resources have often suffered from a narrow 
conception of homophobia, and as such raise troubling questions about the aims and 
purposes of anti-homophobia education. Typical among GLSEN’s offerings is one 
lesson, for instance, that asks students simply to look at a list of well-known “historical 
figures” who either “had same-sex relationships at some point in their lives and/or 
transgressed society’s gender norms.” (GLSEN, January 23, 2003.)  Then it asks students 
to briefly consider whether “the connections between their identities and what they gave 
to the world was openly discussed” in their classrooms. The lesson ends there. Requiring 
very little in the way of critical thinking, the lesson suggests that the way to fight 
homophobia is to inform students that gay people existed in history. Tragically over-
simplistic, it does very little to help students understand how power works, and is 
unlikely to make these questions engaging or relevant for diverse student populations.  
 
Perhaps even more troubling is another of GLSEN’s lessons, one that centers around an 
incident that occurred during the 2003 U.S. bombing of Afghanistan. (GLSEN, October 
30, 2003.) In the course of its assault on the countryside, this lesson explains, U.S. Navy 
personnel were photographed dropping, from the air, a bomb emblazed with the phrase 
“high jack this fags” (sic). When the Associated Press published this photograph, a 



coalition of gay rights groups launched a series of protests, criticizing the military for 
homophobia, and requesting that the AP remove the photo from its website. “Messages 
like the one presented in this photograph,” argued one activist, “only reinforce the ideas 
of hatred and division that our nation seeks to defend against. We must not emulate the 
intolerance of our enemies.” In response, the AP removed the photo from its website, and 
the U.S. Navy issued an apology. (Dotinga, October 12 and 19, 2001.) 
 
Shockingly, however, the GLSEN lesson fails to invite students to discuss what are, to 
my mind, the most critical among the complicated questions that this incident raises—
skipping entirely over the subjects of war, militarism, masculinity, or Afghanistan. On the 
contrary, it simply asks students to consider how the initial photograph “was handled by 
the media”; and to decide whether they “agree or disagree with” the criticisms made by 
the gay rights groups opposed to the graffiti and the image. “Be sure to emphasize that 
these are very recent, serious events,” GLSEN concludes in a final note to teachers, 
remarking that “the unchecked bigotry of the soldier, the indifference of the media, and 
the weak response from the Naval command all perfectly illustrate the insidiousness of 
anti-LGBT bias in U.S. society.” But how can students possibly discuss this incident if 
they aren’t invited to wonder about the interworkings of U.S. patriotism and masculinity, 
the war on terror, and the narrow concerns of the gay rights movement? And how can 
students be expected to ignore the fact that the bomb in question was ultimately let loose 
on people who have been, for decades, the victims of terror and war as devastating, if not 
more so, than were the bombings of 9/11? In part because it deploys a narrow definition 
of homophobia—focusing on the visible use of homophobic slurs and asking for more 
“tolerance” of gay people—the lesson misses the opportunity to provoke conversations 
about the complex mechanics of power in U.S. culture and politics; about the relationship 
between the discourses of masculinity, militarism, and international politics; or about the 
complex ways that gender and sexual norms function in both a national and international 
context.iv  
 
These failures, and these lessons, demonstrate the real need for complicated discussion 
about the meanings, presumptions, methods, and intentions of anti-homophobia 
education. What do educators think they will accomplish by insisting that gay men and 
lesbians be included in the cannon, or by demanding one-dimensional apologies from the 
Navy, for tolerating anti-gay slurs? What do they hope to accomplish by prioritizing 
visibility, inclusion, and tolerance? Educators interested in countering homophobia might 
more profitably attend to the criticisms that scholars of multiculturalism have been 
developing, for over a decade, about the limitations of tolerance as a social justice goal. 
Hardly the benevolent force it is often made out to be, tolerance carries with it, to quote 
philosopher Wendy Brown, “an antagonism toward [difference], as well as the capacity 
for normalization.” An “act of power,” she explains, toleration also “disguises power.” 
(Brown, p. 26.) Instead of inviting an investigation of the mechanisms of power that 
create the world we all live in, tolerance-based inquiry invites students to merely learn 
the codes of politeness, and the boundaries of normal. Furthermore, when used by gay 
men and lesbians, as the queer historian Lisa Duggan argues, demands for tolerance often 
meet “with very limited success.” (Duggan and Hunter, p. 158.) 
 



Instead, anti-homophobia education might benefit from some unafraid critical 
engagement with the insights of queer theory. Indeed, anti-homophobia educators are 
ideally situated to find ways to translate the complicated—but trenchant—ideas that 
queer theorists have developed into applicable classroom practice. Since queer theories 
invite students to use a set of critical lenses to investigate everything around them, doing 
so might open up the terrain upon which we think about the ideal purposes and 
frameworks for anti-homophobia work—and, in fact, for social justice and critical 
literacy work more generally, since queer theory takes, as its subject, not gay and lesbian 
identity, but rather various kinds of power relationships and norms.  “By shifting the 
scholarly lens off homosexuality per se…as the object to be examined,” scholar Donna 
Penn explains, queer theory invites scrutiny of “the production, construction, and 
investment in the so-called ‘normal’.” (Penn, p. 33.) 
 
Recent studies of high school culture suggests that this sort of investigation might have 
far-reaching consequences. In her recently-published ethnography—entitled Dude, 
You’re a Fag—sociologist C.J. Pascoe reminds readers that homophobia is “a central 
mechanism in the making of contemporary American adolescent masculinity.” (Pascoe, p. 
53.) But she also argues that many of the things that we tend to consider homophobia in a 
school context are actually gendered disciplinary mechanisms more broadly conceived. 
As gay-hating as young straight men might be, they are also concerned about their own 
and their peers’ masculinity—and adept at using what Pascoe calls “the specter of the 
fag” to police each others behaviors and speech. “Fag talk and fag imitations serve as a 
discourse with which boys discipline themselves and each other,” she explains. (Pascoe, 
54.) Pascoe’s work suggests the import of social justice education that works against not 
simply homophobia narrowly defined but also gendered and sexual norms of various 
kinds. Her work also offers an implicit critique of anti-homophobia education as it is 
currently imagined. Although the boys she studied “knew that they were not supposed to 
call homosexual boys fags,” they continued to believe in a hierarchy that placed queers at 
the bottom of the totem pole. “Instead of challenging inequity,” she concludes, tolerance-
based discourses of “gay rights has reinscribed it.” (Pascoe, pp. 82-83.) 
 
A lesson. Complicated and challenging though they are, these ideas can and should, I 
believe, be used in thinking about new methods for anti-homophobia education. And 
although I am still in the early stages of my work in these areas, I have recently begun to 
experiment with classroom activities that attempt to do so. These experiments include a 
set of workshops I co-designed and co-led in 2007 at a public high school (which I will 
call New York High School) in Manhattan. I was, at the time, serving as the historian-in-
residence in NYU’s Department of Teaching and Learning, where I spearheaded a series 
of history education U.S. history-related teacher education projects. As part of this work, 
I had organized a think tank—a Queer Education Working Group (QEWG)—of scholars, 
educators, and activists interested in creating a set of frameworks for non-tolerance-based 
anti-homophobia and anti-transphobia education.v When we received an invitation from 
teachers at New York High School to lead a workshop at the school’s annual “anti-
homophobia day,” the group decided to take the opportunity to design a lesson around 
Strom Thurmond’s homophobic 1963 attack on the March on Washington. 



Using a collection of primary and secondary source documents from Bayard Rustin’s life, 
we designed a lesson meant to get students thinking critically, first and foremost, about 
the ways in which homophobia can threaten a range of people and interests. Could we get 
students to consider how homophobia might pose a danger in unexpected ways and even 
to non-queer people and ostensibly non-queer “issues”? Deploying the precepts of critical 
historical literacy—in specific, the drive to teach students to critically read primary 
source documents for bias and argument and to think about history as a series of debates 
over meaning—we wanted to give students the opportunity to investigate the question of 
homophobia alongside other mechanisms of power, and other ideas of “normal.”  
 
Among the documents we used in this lesson were: 

 
Photographs. Specifically, reproductions of two pictures in which Rustin stands next 
to immediately recognizable individuals—Martin Luther King, Jr. and Malcolm X.vi 

 
Xerox reproductions of newspaper articles—including, first, a copy of the 
newspaper article (quoted above) that appeared in the Chicago Tribune in August 
1963, detailing Senator Strom Thurmond’s efforts to discredit the March on 
Washington by publicizing Rustin’s sexuality. (Moore, 1963.) Second, we used the 
original notice, published in 1953 in the Los Angeles Times, of Rustin’s arrest on a 
“morals charge” in Pasadena. “Rustin,” the article reads—“a 40-year-old Negro 
lecturer”—was “arrested by Pasadena police early Thursday in company with two 
men in an automobile parked near the Green Hotel…Shortly before his arrest, Rustin 
spoke on world peace before the American Society of University Women at the 
Pasadena Athletic Club.” (Los Angeles Times, 1953.)  

 
Two pieces of writings by Rustin himself. First: his 1943 letter to the U.S. draft 
board, in which he declared his conscientious objector status. “I wish to inform you,” 
he wrote, “that I cannot voluntarily submit to a an order springing from the Selective 
service and Training Act for War. There are several reasons for this decision, all 
stemming from the basic spiritual truth that men are brothers in the sight of God.” 
(Rustin, 1943.) And second, an excerpt from Rustin’s 1942 essay “Nonviolence vs. 
Jim Crow,” in which he described his efforts to resist Jim Crow on an interstate bus.  
“It is my sincere conviction,” he recalled telling a hostile busdriver, “that the power 
of love in the world is the greatest power existing. If you have a greater power, my 
friend, you may move me [to the back of the bus].” (Rustin, 1942.) 

 
An excerpt from John D’Emilio’s biography of Rustin, in which D’Emilio 
describes Thurmond’s 1963 attack on Rustin and the Civil Rights movement. 
(D’Emilio, p. 348.) 

 
We hoped that this diverse collection of documents would enable students to glimpse the 
complexity of Rustin’s experiences and ideas, and get a sense of both his political 
integrity and his commitment to both fighting against racism and for peace as well as the 
trouble he faced as a result of his sexual desires. We were, of course, presented with a 
typical challenge: we were to teach our lesson within the constraints of fifty-minute 



periods. Additionally, this work was to be wedged into a packed, one-day-long marathon 
exercise in anti-homophobia. Having spent the morning listening to a panel of queer 
activists talk about their experiences, the ninth and tenth grade students of New York 
High School would then spend the afternoon shuttling between three or four different 
practical workshops—among which ours was one.  
 
Because this structure left far too little time for each individual student to consider, at any 
length, each one of these documents, we organized the workshop around a jigsaw 
structure. We would divide the class into six small groups, give each group a different 
document to examine, and then have students break out into a second set of groups—
wherein they would describe to each other the original document at which their first 
group had looked. In that way, every student would have the opportunity to work closely 
with one document but also benefit from the fact that a range of documents, containing a 
diversity of information of information about Rustin’s life and the 1963 March on 
Washington, had circulated among participants. 
 
In short, the lesson agenda looked like this: 
 

• Definitions (Ten minutes). Ask students to throw out their definitions of racism, 
homophobia, gender, and white supremacy. Write these ideas on a large piece of 
paper or chalkboard.  

 
• Jigsaw Document Analysis (Thirty minutes). Divide students into six small 

groups. Give each group a different document relating to Bayard Rustin’s life, and 
ask each group to analyze their document using the primary document analysis 
guide sheet we designed for this purpose. After 5-10 minutes, call a break and 
have each member of each group join a new group, wherein they will have to 
present their document to this new group. Together the members of these new 
groups will (using a second guide sheet) try to come up with some theories about 
the mysterious person at the center of these documents.  Who was he? What did 
he do in his life? What did he believe in? When did he live?  

 
• Debrief (Ten minutes). Reconvene the entire class as a group and ask students to 

share their theories with the larger group. Who was this person? What was he 
known for? What seems important to you about his story and his life? What, 
based on his story (or at least the bits that we introduced today) they think about 
the intersection between homophobia and racism. How does that change the 
picture of homophobia and racism that we wrote about on the giant paper at the 
outset?  

 
• Closeout  (Five minutes). Ask students to discuss: What do you see as the 

relationship between homophobia and racism in your school? 
 
 Wedged as it was into fifty-minute periods during a one-shot “anti-homophobia day,” 
our work using this exercise with students at New York High School was not, by any 
means, perfect. It introduced far too much information for short one-class-period activity, 



and asked students to use skills that many of them had never been introduced to before—
historical thinking skills, interpretive and analytical skills, and leaderless group skills. For 
several of the students in these classes, meanwhile, these documents were too dense. 
Although members of each group were able to work together to read the documents, the 
uneven reading levels and time limits forced some students to take a back seat. Plus, we 
were asking students to think about both the Civil Rights movement and homophobia in 
unfamiliar ways. Still, we had some success, and learned a great deal. During one of the 
workshops, for instance, students wondered about Rustin’s original arrest and 
conviction—a conversation that ultimately led to a discussion about both the 
criminalization of homosexuality, and policing and crime more generally. Who decides 
what is a crime?, students began to ask. Are the police always right? Unexpected as this 
discussion was, it fit nicely with our original intent to raise questions about the 
production of norms, and the relationship between homophobia and other forms of 
power. 
 
Conclusion. Bayard Rustin’s life story, historian and biographer John D’Emilio has 
observed, “reminds us that the most important stories from the past are often those that 
have been forgotten.” (D’Emilio, p.6.) Certainly, there is value in recalling Rustin’s 
efforts for its own sake, for the sake of returning credit where credit is due, and for 
restoring popular historical memory of a set of moments that are so crucial in the history 
of the twentieth century U.S. But there are other reasons to remember and teach with 
Rustin’s biography. His life story offers up, to radical educators interested in critical 
literacies, an opportunity to help students pick apart the meanings and mechanisms of 
power. Examining Rustin’s life in the context of Thurmond’s attack on the March on 
Washington in specific offers teachers the opportunity to consider, with students, the 
complexity of both the Civil Rights movement and of homophobia—and to consider the 
broad questions of how power work and how change happens. It also offers an 
opportunity for students to consider the ways in which homophobia has functioned 
historically as a weapon to limit the full expression of all of our personal and political 
opportunities. Will teaching this story—or others like it—dismantle homophobia and 
gender norms immediately? No. But it does suggest we might be able to develop methods 
for teaching against gender and sexual discrimination in a ways that ask students to 
grapple with the complexities of how power works, how change happens, and how each 
of us relates to these larger historic processes.  
 
Without diminishing the efforts of those embattled pioneers who have begun to create 
programs meant to transform the heteronormative climate of secondary schools in the 
U.S., I want to suggest that we need to think differently about what it means to teach 
against homophobia, and what we hope to accomplish in our efforts therein. Are we 
simply attempting to replace one set of ideas with another one? I am committed to the 
idea that historical thinking and queer theories offer an important tools for social justice 
education, and I believe that what we ought to be doing, at least in part, is teaching 
students to think critically about the world that they live in, and the categories that they 
deploy on a daily basis—to do this in a way that takes on questions about “normal” as a 
critical category; and to do this in a way that sees the past and present as interconnected 
and mutually constitutive. If, as sociologist CJ Pascoe argues, homophobia and 



hierarchical ideas about masculinity and femininity are central mechanisms “in the 
making of contemporary American adolescent masculinity,” then developing newly 
effective models for this work carries a great urgency.   
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i See also D’Emilio (2003), p. 348.  
iiTraditional ideas about anti-homophobia education tend to stress granting gay men and 
lesbian visibility. Gerald Unks, editor of The Gay Teen does a good job of articulating the 
thinking behind this idea:  “Within the typical secondary school curriculum,” he writes, 
“homosexuals do not exist…They have fought no battles, held no offices, explored 
nowhere, written no literature, built nothing, invented nothing, solved no equations…The 
lesson to the heterosexual student is abundantly clear: homosexuals do nothing of 
consequence. To the homosexual student, the message has even greater power: no one 
who has ever felt as you do has done anything worth mentioning…The absence from the 
curriculum of valid information about homosexuality cuts both ways; heterosexual 
students are given no reasons not to hate homosexuals, while homosexual students are 
given no reason not to hate themselves.” Unks (1995), p. 5.  
iii A non-profit founded in 1990, GLSEN has been at the forefront of school-based anti-
homophobia work, laboring for years to encourage the establishment of clubs and 
policies, and to develop curricular materials, meant to both contest homophobia and 
support queer students inside the nation’s high schools. It has, for nearly 20 years, waged 
an uphill battle in the face of political attacks, legal challenges, administrative inertia, and 
often lukewarm support from non-queer-specific progressive educational organizations. 
See www.glsen.org. 
iv GLSEN is not, of course, the only force producing ideas about or models for anti-
homophobia and anti-transphobia education. For a distinct vision, see Kumashiro (2002). 
The Sylvia Rivera Law Project—a legal services organization serving transgender 
people—has also sponsored some experiments with different models. In 2004, for 
instance, the organization held a meeting on the question of Gender Diversity and 
Children. Aiming not to create new models for teaching against “homophobia” but, 
rather, for teaching against the reproduction of gender norms, participants at this meeting 
created some informational postings and resource lists. For more information, see 
www.srlp.org. 
v This group, the Queer Education Working Group, consisted of people with a range of 
identities, skills, and professional locations—including people who identified as gay, 
straight, queer, and transgendered; public school teachers and literacy coaches, 
humanities scholars, professors of education, and social justice activists. Special thanks to 
Laraine Wallowitz, Devin Murphy, and Lezlie Frye, who were my principal collaborators 
in developing this lesson. 



                                                
viThe photo of Rustin with Martin Luther King Junior can be found at 
http://i.cnn.net/cnn/2002/EDUCATION/11/27/rustin.school.ap/vert.story.bayard.ap.jpg; 
the image of Rustin with Malcolm X appears in Carbado and Weise, eds., (2003). 


