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After Slavery
Joel Williamson
________________________________________________________________________
Few dreams in the history of the United States have been so cruelly unrealized as
the hope that with the end of the Civil War and the destruction of the institution of
slavery, black Americans would be accorded some measure of equality and opportunity
in American Iife. With the end of the war in 1855, reform-minded Republicans, known as
Radical Republicans, sought to make this dream a reality. Through their control of
Congress they initiated Reconstruction, a program designed to restructure the social and
political relations between whites and blacks in the defeated South. ln 1865 and 1865,
Congress funded the Freedmen's Bureau to feed, clothe, and protect the ex-slaves; civil
rights legislation was passed in 1866 and reinforced by the Civil Rights Act of 1875,
intended to outlaw varied forms of segregation; and three amendments were added to
the Constitution. The Thirteenth Amendment (1865) outlawed slavery, the Fourteenth
Amendment (1868) extended federal citizenship to blacks and made illegal many parts of
the black codes, and the Fifteenth Amendment (1870) protected the black man's right to
vote. Despite this and other legislation, and despite the ascension to power of
Reconstruction governments in the southern states-state governments in which political
power was shared by a combination of southern scalawags, northern carpetbaggers,
and emancipated blacks-the Radical Republican effort to reconstruct the relations
between the races in the South ended in failure. The first stage of that failure, what one
historian has so aptly called "darkness at noon," came with the end of Reconstruction.
Reconstruction was ended by the disputed election of Republican Rutherford B. Hayes
over Democrat Samuel J. Tilden in 1876 and by the Compromise of 1877, in which the
rights of black Americans were made secondary to the economic opportunities and social
privileges of white Americans, both Democrats and Republicans.
The second stage in the disfranchisement and segregation of American blacks
came between the end of Reconstruction and the American entry into World War I in
1914. often referred to as "second-class citizenship," this system of racial subordination
had much in common with the system of apartheid now being dismantled in South
Africa. The selection that follows tells us about the origins of the southern caste system.
ln his book After Slavery: The Negro in South Carolina during Reconstruction, 1861-1877,
Joel Williamson finds that patterns of segregation came to South Carolina in the
Reconstruction period. Williamson thus refutes a cardinal assumption made by C. Vann
Woodward, the dean of southern historians. Woodward contends that until the 1890s,
Southern whites still held open options in their treatment of southern blacks and that
"Jim Crow," the disfranchisement and the segregation of blacks, was a product of
decisions made by Southern whites after Reconstruction, closer to the turn of the
century. Williamson's essay, taken from his study of the Reconstruction in

South Carolina, demonstrates that in South Carolina this was not so.
________________________________________________________________________
The physical separation of the races was the most revolutionary change in
relations between whites and Negroes in South Carolina during Reconstruction.
Separation had, of course, marked the Negro in slavery; yet the very nature of slavery
necessitated a constant, physical intimacy between the races. In the peculiar institution,
the white man had to constantly and closely oversee the labor of the Negro, preserve
order in domestic arrangements within the slave quarters, and minister to the physical,
medical, and moral needs of his laborers. In brief, slavery enforced its own special brand
of interracial associations; in a sense, it married the interests of white to black at birth
and the union followed both to the grave. Slavery watched the great mass of Negroes in
South Carolina, but those Negroes who lived outside of the slave system were not
exempt from the scrutiny of the whites. Even in Charleston, the free Negro community
was never large enough to establish its economic and racial independence. In the midnineteenth century, as the bonds of slavery tightened, the whites were forced to bring
free Negroes under ever more stringent controls and to subject their lives to the closest
surveillance.
During the spring and summer of 1865, as the centripetal force of slavery melted
rapidly away,, each race clearly tended to disassociate itself from the other. The trend
was evident in every phase of human endeavor: agriculture, business, occupations,
schools and churches, in every aspect of social intercourse and politics. As early as July
of 1865, a Bostonian in Charleston reported that "the worst sign here . . . is the growth
of a bitter and hostile spirit between blacks and whites - a gap opening between the
races which, it would seem may at some time result seriously." Well before the end of
Reconstruction, separation had crystallized into a comprehensive pattern which, in its
essence, remained unaltered until the middle of the twentieth century. There is no
clear, concise answer to the question of why separation occurred. Certainly, it was not
simply a response of Negroes to the prejudiced fiat of dominant whites; nor was it a
totally rationalized reaction on the part of either race. Actually, articulate whites and
Negroes seldom attempted to explain their behavior. Yet, the philosophies and attitudes
each race adopted toward the other lend a certain rationality to separation, and, if we
are always mindful that this analysis presumes a unity which they never expressed, can
be applied to promote an understanding of the phenomenon.
For the native white community, separation was a means of avoiding or
minimizing problems which, they felt, would inevitably arise from the inherent
inferiority of the Negro, problems which the North, in eradicating slavery and
disallowing the Black Code, would not allow them to control by overt political means. In
this limited sense, segregation was a substitute for slavery. Thus, first, total separation
was essential to racial purity, and racial purity was necessary to the preservation of a
superior civilization which the whites had la-bored so arduously to construct, and
suffered a long and bloody war to defend. After the war, that civilization was embattled,

but not necessarily lost. Unguarded association with an inferior caste would obviously
endanger white culture. In this view, children were peculiarly susceptible to damage.
"Don't imagine that I allow my children to be with negroes out of my presence," wrote
the mistress of a low-country plantation in 1868, "on one occasion only have they been
so with my knowledge." Even the Negro wet nurse, that quintessence of maternalism
upon which the slave period paternalist so often turned his case, emerged as the
incubus of Southern infancy. "We gave our infants to the black wenches to suckle,"
lamented an elderly white, "and thus poisoned the blood of our children, and made
them cowards. . . the Character of the people of the state was ruined by slavery and it
will take 500 years, if not longer, by the infusion of new blood to eradicate the
hereditary vices imbibed with the blood (milk is blood) of black wet nurses.". . .
Separation also facilitated the subordination of the inferior race by constantly
reminding the Negro that he lived in a world in which the white man was dominant, and
in which the non-white was steadfastly denied access to the higher caste. Further, the
impression of Negro inferiority would be constantly re-enforced by relegating the baser
element, whenever possible, to the use of inferior facilities. The sheer totality of the
display alone might well serve to convince members of the lower caste that such,
indeed, was in the natural order of things.
Many whites had envisioned the early elimination of the freedman from the
Southern scene, and many had eagerly anticipated this event. In time, however, it
became evident to all that the Negro would be neither dissolved nor transported to
Africa. In a sense, separation was a means of securing the quasi elimination of Negroes
at home. It was, perhaps, a more satisfactory solution than their demise or emigration,
since it might produce many of the benefits of their disappearance without losing an
advantageous, indeed, a necessary supply of labor.
Finally, separation was a logical solution to the problem posed by the widespread conviction that the races were inherently incompatible outside of the masterslave relationship. If the white man could not exist in contentment in the proximity of
Negroes, then partial satisfaction might be achieved by withdrawal from associations
with members of the inferior caste. This spirit was evident among some of the wealthier
whites who voluntarily dispensed entirely with the services of Negro domestics. Elderly
William Heyward, in 1868 still second to none in the ranks of the rice aristocracy,
stopped taking his meals at the Charleston Hotel because, as he said, he found "the
negro waiters so defiant and so familiar in their attentions." "A part of the satisfaction
is," he explained to a friend, "that I am perfectly independent of having negroes about
me; if I cannot have them as they used to be, I have no desire to see them except in the
field." Planters were often manifesting precisely the same sentiment when they
deserted their land and turned to grain culture, or to the use of immigrant labor.
Separation was also a way of avoiding interracial violence. B. O. Duncan and James L.
Orr, both native white Republicans, argued against mixing in the public schools because
they were convinced that minor irritations between children would generate major
altercations between parents of different races. Conceived as a means of avoiding
violence, separation, ironically, was subsequently enforced by the use of violence. . . .

Contrary to common belief, the separation of the races was not entirely the
work of the whites. Suspicious, resentful, and sometimes hateful toward the whites,
chafed by white attitudes of superiority, and irritated by individual contacts with
supercilious whites, Negroes, too, sought relief in withdrawal from association with the
other race. In many instances, the disassociation was complete - that is, many Negroes
left the state. During the war, Corporal Simon Crum of the First South Carolina declared
his intention of leaving South Carolina after the capitulation because, as he phrased it,
"dese yer Secesh [secessionists] will neber be cibilized in my time." For those who could
not or would not leave, alternative forms of withdrawal were possible. A major facet in
the new pattern of agriculture was the removal of Negro labor from the immediate
supervision of white men. As the Negro agriculturalist moved his labor away from the
eye of the white man, so also did he move his family and his home. Plantation villages
became increasingly rare as Negro landowners and renters either built new houses on
their plots or, in a rather graphic symbolic display, laboriously dragged their cabins away
from the "Negro street." Negroes in the trades and in domestic service followed similar
trends. Furthermore, Negroes chose to withdraw from white-dominated churches,
though they were often urged to stay, and they attended racially separated schools in
spite of the legal fact that all schools were open to all races. Negroes also tended to
withdraw from political association with members of the white community.
Finally, on those few occasions when Negroes entered into polite social
situations with whites, northern as well as southern, they were often ill at ease. For
instance, while driving along a road near Columbia, a planter and his wife met William,
"a fine looking light mulatto" who had been their stable-boy as a slave. William was
driving a buggy and seated beside him was a young white woman, elegantly attired. The
woman was a "Yankee school-marm," probably one of the new teachers in Columbia's
Negro school. As he passed his late master and mistress, the Negro averted his gaze and
did not speak. The following day, he approached the planter and apologized for having
been escort to a "white woman." He had met the teacher at a celebration, he explained,
and she had insisted on his taking her to see the countryside.
During Reconstruction, the Negro's withdrawal was never a categorical rejection
of the white man and his society. In the early days of freedom, it was primarily a
reaction against slavery, an attempt to escape the unpleasant associations of his
previous condition and the derogatory implications of human bondage. However, as the
memory of slavery faded, a more persistent reason for withdrawal emerged. Essentially,
it was the Negro's answer to discrimination. Almost invariably, attempts by individual
Negroes to establish satisfactory relations across the race line were unsuccessful, and,
all too often, the pain of the experience was greater than the reward for having stood
for principle. During Reconstruction and afterward, only a few were willing to undergo
such pain without the certainty of success. It was much easier, after all, simply to
withdraw.
Withdrawal as a solution to the race problem was by no means satisfactory to
the Negro leadership. Implicit in the behavior of negro leaders during Reconstruction

was a yearning for complete and unreserved acceptance for members of their race by
the white community. However, overtly, and rather politically, they carefully
distinguished between "social equality" and what might be appropriately termed "public
equality." For themselves, they claimed only the latter. "Our race does not demand
social equality," declared W. J. Whipper, a member from Beaufort, on the floor of the
house of representatives in Columbia.
What the Negro leadership did insist upon was public equality, that is, absolute
civil and political parity with whites and full and free access to most public facilities.
These latter included restaurants, bars, saloons, railway and street cars, ship-board
accommodations, the theater, and other such places of public amusement. Once they
gained political power, Negro leaders hastened to embody this attitude in legislation.
Within a week after the first sitting of the Constitutional Convention of 1868, a Negro
delegate introduced a resolution which was eventually included in the state's bill of
rights: "Distinction on account of race or color, in any case whatever, shall be
prohibited, and all classes of citizens shall enjoy equally all common, public, legal and
political privileges." Similarly, one of the first bills passed by the Republican legislature
prohibited licensed businesses from discriminating "between persons, on account of
race, color, or previous condition, who shall make lawful application for the benefit of
such business, calling or pursuit." Convicted violators were liable to a fine of not less
than $1,000 or imprisonment for not less than a year. During the debate on the measure
in the house, not a single Negro member spoke against the bill, and only five of the
twenty-four votes registered against it were cast by Negroes, while fifty-three of the
sixty-one votes which secured its passage were those of Negro legislators.
Negro Congressmen were no less ardent in championing the same cause in
Washington, particularly in 1874, when a federal civil rights bill was up for consideration
Is it pretended anywhere," asked Congressman R. B. Elliott, who had only recently been
denied service in the restaurant of a railway station in North Carolina on his journey to
the capital, "that the evils of which we complain, our exclusion from the public inn, from
the saloon and the table of the steamboat, from the sleeping-coach on the railway, from
the right of sepulture in the public burial-ground, are an exercise of the police power of
the State? . . . Are the colored people to be assimilated to an unwholesome trade or to
combustible materials, to be interdicted, to be shut up within prescribed limits?" Several
days later, in the same place, Congressman R. H. Cain declared, "We do not want any
discrimination to be made. I do not ask any legislation for the colored people of this
country that is not applied to the white people of this country. All that we seek is equal
laws, equal legislation, and equal rights throughout the length and breadth of this land."
It was upon this emotional, uneven ground that an essentially new color line was
drawn. It was established in a kind of racial warfare, of assaults and withdrawals, of
attacks and counterattacks. Nevertheless, well before the end of Reconstruction, both
forces had been fully engaged and the line was unmistakably formed.
Even before the Radicals came into power in South Carolina in 1868, native
whites had already defined a color line in government-supported institutions, on
common carriers, in places of public accommodation and amusement, and, of course, in
private social organizations. The degree of separation in each of these areas varied. In

many instances, obviously, some compromise between expense and the desire for
complete separation had to be made. Usually, the compromise involved the division of
available facilities in some manner. If this was thought to be inconvenient, Negroes
were totally excluded.
Typical was the treatment of Negro and white prisoners in the state penitentiary
under the James L. Orr regime [1865-1868; South Carolina]. Criminals of both races
were confined in the same institution but were quartered in separate cells. Ironically,
the racial concepts of white prison officials sometimes redounded to the benefit of
Negro inmates. Minor violations of prison rules were punished every Sunday by the
offenders being tied closely together, blindfolded, and forced to work their way over a
series of obstacles in the prison yard. The chief guard explained that the white offenders
were placed in the most difficult middle positions of the "blind gang" because "they
have more intelligence than the colored ones and are better able to understand the
rules of the institution."
It is paradoxical that the Negro leadership, once in office, pressed vigorously for
an end to separation in privately-owned facilities open to the public but they allowed a
very distinct separation to prevail in every major governmental facility. The most
obvious instance was the schools, but the distinction also stretched into the furthermost
reaches of gubernatorial activity. For example, a visitor to the state insane asylum in
Columbia in 1874 found that "The Negro female inmates occupy a separate part of the
same building" in which the white women were housed.
On the other side, within a month after they had gained the vote, Negroes in
South Carolina opened a frontal attack against racial discrimination on common carriers.
Typical was their assault on the Charleston Street Car Company. At the time of its
inauguration, the facilities of the company consisted of double tracks running the length
of the peninsula with a spur branching off near the mid-point. Horse-drawn cars, each
manned by a driver and a conductor, ran along the tracks at regular intervals. The cars
contained seats in a compartment, and front and rear platforms. Before the cars began
to run in December, 1866, the question of the accommodation of Negro passengers was
thoroughly canvassed. "Proper arrangements will in due time be made to allow persons
of color to avail themselves of the benefits of the railway," the management assured the
Negro community, but it had not then decided between providing "special cars" for the
Negroes as was done in New Orleans, "or assigning to them a portion of the ordinary
cars as is more usual in other cities." Negro leaders rejected both alternatives. As a
Northerner wrote from Charleston in January, 1867, "Every scheme that could be
devised that did not contemplate the promiscuous use of the cars by whites and
negroes alike, was scouted by the Negro paper here; and the result is that negroes are
now debarred the use of the cars altogether, unless they choose to ride upon the
platform.". . .
After the Negro gained political power, the battle against discrimination became
more intense and assumed a wider front. The so-called antidiscrimination bill, passed in
the summer of 1868, on paper was a most formidable weapon. In essence, it imposed
severe penalties upon the owners of public accommodations who were convicted of
discrimination. Burden of proof of innocence lay on the accused, and state solicitors

(public prosecutors) who failed to prosecute suspected violators were themselves
threatened with heavy punishments. The effect of the new legislation on common
carriers was immediate. A Northern teacher returning to Beaufort in the fall of 1868,
after a few months' absence in the North, observed a portion of the results:
We took a small steamer from Charleston for Beaufort. Here we found a decided
change since we went North. Then no colored person was allowed on the upper
deck, now there were no restrictions-there could be none, for a law had been
passed in favor of the negroes. They were everywhere, choosing the best
staterooms and best seats at the table. Two prominent colored members of the
State Legislature were on board with their families. There were also several wellknown Southerners, still uncompromising rebels. It was a curious scene and full of
significance. An interesting study to watch the exultant faces of the negroes, and
the scowling faces of the rebels. . . .
The same legislation applied to railway facilities; and, apparently: it was applied without
a great amount of dissent. Adjustment was made easier, perhaps, by the acquisition of
some of the railroad companies by Radical politicians within the state, or by Northern
capitalists, and by the close understanding which usually prevailed between Republican
officeholders and those Conservatives who managed to retain control of their railroads.
While formal discrimination was not practiced by railway operators, unofficial racial
separation did occur on a large scale. On all of the major lines first- and second-class
cars were available. Most Negroes apparently deliberately chose to ride in the more
economical second-class accommodations, and virtually all of the whites-particularly
white women-took passage on the first-class cars. The separation thus achieved was so
nearly complete that the first-class car was often referred to as the "ladies' car." It is
highly relevant that the first Jim Crow legislation affecting railroads in South Carolina
provided for the separation of the races only in the first-class cars, because, of course,
this was the only place on the railroads where there was any possibility of a significant
degree of mixing. . . .
In the winter of 1869-1870 and through the summer which followed, a
concerted attempt was made by the Negro leadership to win the full acceptance of
Negroes into all places of public amusement, eating, drinking, and sleeping. Special
provisions for the accommodation of Negroes at public entertainments had been made
in ante-bellum times, but physical separation of the races was invariably the rule. In
December, 1868, Charles Minort, a mulatto restaurateur and lesser political figure,
nearly provoked a riot in a Columbia theater by presuming to seat his wife and himself
in the front row, a section traditionally reserved for tardy white ladies. Presumably, he
should have chosen seats among the other Negroes present who "had taken their seats,
as has always been the custom, in the rear." Minort yielded to the clamor of the whites
in the audience, but, a year later, the Negroes of Charleston instituted judicial
proceedings against the manager of the Academy of Music for refusing to mix the races
in the boxes of the theater. The management barely succeeded in winning a
postponement but was able to complete the season before the case came to trial.

In the spring of 1870, Negro leaders in Charleston launched an attack against
discrimination in restaurants, bars, and saloons. On March 25, for instance, Louis
Kenake, accused of violating the antidiscrimination act, was brought before Magistrate
T.J. Mackey and put on a bond of one thousand dollars while awaiting trial. Other white
restaurant keepers of Charleston united to oppose and test the validity of the act, but,
in the week which followed, at least six additional charges were lodged against
operators of such businesses. The assault was not confined to Charleston and
demonstrations by Radical politicians were frequent during the campaign of 1870. In
April, a Laurens woman wrote to her son in Missouri that "On Monday the yankees &
some negroes went to Hayne Williams' and asked for drink, which 'Ward' refused them,
that is, to drink at the gentleman’s bar. They quietly marched him off to jail, & locked
the doors, putting the keys in their pockets. The family are all at Spartanburg, we look
for H. Williams to night, and I am afraid of a fuss, for he is a great bully." In the same
month, during a Radical meeting in Lancaster, a Negro was refused service in a local bar
with the comment that no "nigger" could buy a drink there. Lucius Wimbush, a Negro
senator, hearing of the incident, went to the bar, ordered a drink, and was refused.
He immediately had the barkeeper arrested and placed under bail. . . .
Negroes were also ambitious to open sleeping accommodations to their race. In
the summer of 1868, as the first Negro legislators gathered in Columbia, native whites
had been extremely apprehensive that they would attempt to occupy rooms in the city's
hotels. Even The Nation, which had applauded the opening of common carriers to both
races, declared that hotels were another and "delicate" matter, where separation was
everywhere observed. The white community was vastly relieved to find that no such
invasion was attempted, one upcountry newspaper having sent a special correspondent
to Columbia to ascertain the fact. Nevertheless, when Negro legislators debated the
antidiscrimination bill early in the session, they made it very clear that hotels were
included. William E.Johnson, the African Methodist Minister then representing Sumter
County in the statehouse, noting that the management of Nickerson's Hotel was
concerned lest Negroes apply for rooms, declared that if he found private
accommodations filled he would want to know that this resort was open to him. George
Lee, a Negro member from Berkeley, observed that a group of junketing legislators had
recently failed to find lodging in Greenville and that this law was desired to prevent that
sort of occurrence. "Equal and exact justice to a11," he demanded, ". . . it is what we
must have." Negroes were subsequently allowed to attend meetings in Columbia hotels,
but it is apparent that none were ever given lodging.
Negroes also decried the fact that places of permanent rest occupied by whites,
as well as those of a more temporary variety, were denied to their race. For instance, S.
G. W. Dill, the native white Radical who was assassinated in Kershaw in the summer of
1868, and Nestor Peavy, his Negro guard who was killed in the same assault, were
buried in racially separated cemeteries.
Thus, from 1868 until 1889, when the antidiscrimination law was repealed,
Negroes in South Carolina could legally use all public facilities which were open to
whites. However, in actual practice, they seldom chose to do so. "The naturally docile
negro makes no effort at unnecessary self-assertion," a Northern visitor in Charleston

explained in 1870, "unless under the immediate instigation of some dangerous friends
belonging to the other race, who undertake to manage his destiny." This particular
reporter was certainly prejudiced against the race; but four years later another
Northern observer congratulated the Negroes of South Carolina on the "moderation and
good sense" which they exhibited in their "intercourse with the whites." He concluded,
"They seldom intrude themselves into places frequented by the whites, and considering
that in South Carolina they have a voting majority of some thirty thousand and control
the entire State Government, it is somewhat remarkable that they conduct themselves
with so much propriety." Indeed, after 1870, even the Negro leadership hardly seemed
inclined to press further their political and legal advantage to end separation. Of the
numerous charges lodged under the antidiscrimination law, not a single conviction was
ever recorded.
Even when Negroes pressed themselves in upon the prejudice of whites, the
latter adjusted by total or partial withdrawal, so that a high degree of separation was
always and everywhere maintained.
Some whites responded to the pressure by total withdrawal, that is, by leaving
the state entirely. Of course, many of those who left South Carolina did so primarily for
economic reasons, but many also departed from purely racial motives. A Winnsboro
lawyer and pre-war fire-eater revealed the thinking of many emigrants when he asked
William Porcher Miles, in April, 1867, how he could live in a land where "Every 'mulatto'
is your Equal & every 'Nigger' is your Superior." Pronouncing the Negro majority
"revolting," he advised Miles to go to England. ". . .I have no doubt you could succeed &
at any rate would not have as many Negro Clients & negro witnesses to offend y[ou]r
nostrils as in the USA. I can't conceive of any ones remaining here who can possibly get
away-Suppose, it were certain, wh[ich] it is not, that no U S Congress will ever pass a
Law requiring that your Daughter & mine shall either marry Negroes or die unmarried.
Still the Negro is already superior to them politically & to their Fathers also, & must ever
be so henceforth.". . .
After Negroes were firmly entrenched in official positions in government, native
whites evinced a distinct tendency to refrain from associations which recognized the
authority of Negro officers over white citizens. For instance, in the heavily Negro county
of Abbeville, in 1870, a distressed guardian asked one of the magistrates, who happened
to be a Democrat, to dispatch a constable to return an orphan girl stolen away from his
house. "When you send for Laura," h. begged, "please send a white man, as she is a
white girl under my charge, and I would not like to subject her to the mortification of
being brought back by a colored man. Besides that I would be censured by the
community as they would know nothing of the circumstances of the case.". . .
Withdrawal was also the means by which native whites combated attempts by
Republican officials to end separation in institutions supported by the government. The
withdrawal of native whites from the University and the State School for the Deaf and
Blind at the prospect of Negro admissions are illustrations of white determination either
to maintain separation or to dispense with the services afforded by related state
institutions. If the Radicals had attempted to end separation in the common schools, it is
virtually certain that the whites would have removed their children from these schools

too. As one post-Redemption [post-Reconstruction] proponent of universal education
argued, separation was essential to academic progress. Only by this means, he
explained to Governor [Wade] Hampton, could it be achieved "without any danger of
social equality- and this is the great bug bear." Doubtless, it was the threat of
withdrawal by the whites which dissuaded the Radical leadership from further attempts
to end separation in institutions over which they had, by political means, absolute
control.
Whites also refused to engage in normal civic activities in which the color line
was not distinctly drawn. Thus, native whites chose not to join militia companies
in which Negroes participated and were reported to be extremely apprehensive of
being forced to undergo the "humiliation" of joining a mixed company. Too,
whites were reluctant to sit with Negroes in the jury box. An elderly Spartanburg
farmer verbalized his feelings on this point in the summer of 1869: "When I go to
court & see negroes on the jury & on the stand for witnesses it makes me glad that
I am so near the end of my race to sit on a jury with them I don’t intend to do it we
have a law that exempt a man at 65 & I take the advantage of it." This kind of
withdrawal often reached odd extremes. In the spring of 1870, at the peak of the
Negro leadership's drive for admission to privately owned public accommodations, the
white Democrats of the Charleston Fire Department refused to decorate their engines
and join in the annual parade because Negro fire companies were being allowed to
march in the procession. . . .
Native whites also tended to withdraw from public places where the color line
could not be firmly fixed and the Negro could easily assert his equality. "The
whites have, to a great extent-greater than ever before-yielded the streets to the
negroes," wrote a Columbian on Christmas Day, 1868. Similarly, in Charleston, in the
late spring of 1866, a young aristocrat noted that the battery with its music and strollers
had been yielded to the ladies and gentlemen of non-noble lineage on Saturdays, and by
all whites to the Negroes on Sundays. On Saturdays, he declared, "the battery is quite
full of gentlemen and ladies but it is not much patronized by the elite. . . . On Sunday
afternoon the ethiops spread themselves on the Battery."
The same reaction was manifested by the whites wherever the Negro leadership succeeded by legal means in ending separation. For instance, when Negroes
won admission to the street cars of Charleston, the whites simply withdrew. "On
Sunday I counted five Cars successively near the Battery crowded [with] negroes,
with but one white man, the Conductor," wrote a native white in May, 1867.
"The ladies are practically excluded." When the Academy of Music was threatened with
a discrimination suit in 1870, the white community replied with a counter-threat to
withdraw its patronage and thus close the theater. Adjustment which fell short of
complete separation remained unsatisfactory to whites. "Even the Theatre is an
uncertain pleasure," complained a Charleston lady in 1873, "no matter how attractive
the program, for you know that you may have a negro next to you." Probably many of
her contemporaries found the exposure too damaging and stayed home.
The social lives of native whites were, of course, absolutely closed to Negroes.

Access to the homes of the whites was gained by Negroes only when they clearly
acquiesced in the superior-inferior relationship dictated by the owners, and even
then entrance was often denied. "I told him I would never allow negroes to go in it
while I owned it," wrote a Laurenville woman, incensed that a man who had
bought her former home had rented it to Negroes. In spite of the fact that some
Negro domestics lived in quarters behind the houses of their employers, whites
were already rejecting Negroes as neighbors. A real estate agent in Aiken in 1871
responded to this sentiment when he refused offers from Negroes for city lots at
triple prices because, as he explained to the owner, "purchasers among the whites
will not settle among the Negroes, and I am afraid to sell to only a few of the latter."
Negroes were also not permitted to join any of the numerous social organizations in
which native whites participated. The Patrons of Husbandry (the Grange), waxing strong
in the state in the early 1870s, was not only exclusively white in membership, but was
accused of widening the racial gap by its attitudes and actions toward Negroes. Of
course, such separation had been practiced before, but the exclusion of the Negro in
freedom from the social organizations of the whites was not so much tradition as it was
deliberate decision. . . .
Separation is, of course, a relative term. It was obviously not possible for Negroes and
whites to withdraw entirely from association with each other. If intimate contact led to
irritation and violence, it also led to warm personal friendships - often with the superiorinferior, paternal bias, but no less real for all of that. Cordiality could and did breach the
barrier of race. Yet the fact remained that it was difficult to establish a human bond
across the color chasm and, once established, the tie had to be assiduously maintained
against the constant erosion induced by a thousand and one external forces of social
pressure.
That there was sometimes tenderness between individuals of different races is
abundantly evident. On the Elmore plantation near Columbia, in the fa1l of 1865, the
young white master was nightly importuned by the Negro children to get out his fiddle
and play. Frequently he did so, the dozen or so Negro boys and girls dancing around the
fire, begging for more after the fiddler had exhausted himself in a two-hour concert. The
concern of many late masters for their ex-slaves was matched by the interest of
individual Negroes in the welfare of their recent owners. A freedman seeking relief for a
white family from a Bureau officer explained his motivation: "I used to belong to one
branch of that family, and so I takes an interest in 'em." Occasionally, ex-slave-owners
retained the friendship and assistance of their erstwhile bondsmen when all others had
deserted them. . . .
Sometimes, intimacy became miscegenation. The census reports are uncertain
witnesses and contemporaries are typically mute on the point; but scattered references
suggest that racial interbreeding was markedly less common after emancipation than
before. "Miscegenation between white men and negro women diminished under the
new order of things," a Bureau officer later wrote. "Emancipation broke up the close
family contact in which slavery held the two races, and, moreover young gentlemen did
not want mulatto children sworn to them at a cost of three hundred dollars apiece. In

short, the new relations of the two stocks tended to separation rather than to fusion." A
Northern traveler visiting the state in 1870
concurred: "From all I could see and learn, there are far fewer half-breed children
born now than before the Rebellion. There seems, indeed, a chance that the production
of original half-breeds may be almost done away with. . . ."
Legal, moral, and social pressures exercised by the white community upon its
members, as well as the physical separation of the races suggest that these were valid
observations. The Black Code pointedly declared that "Marriage between a white
person and a person of color shall be illegal and void," and when the code was revised in
1866 this portion emphatically remained in force. Children born of Negro mothers and
white fathers, so recently especially prized for their pecuniary value, became simply
illegitimate issue and a liability to the community. In addition, the laws of bastardy came
to be applied against the fathers of mulatto children. Perhaps most important was the
fact that, in the minds of the native whites, children of mixed blood personified the
adulteration of the superior race and embodied in living form the failure of Southern
civilization. Many whites, turned to soul-searching by their defeat, fixed upon
miscegenation as their great sin. "It does seem strange that so lovely a climate, and
country, with a people in every way superior to the Yankees, should be overrun and
destroyed by them," wrote a rice aristocrat in 1868. "But I believe that God has ordered
it all, and I am firmly of opinion with Ariel that it is the judgment of the Almighty
because the human and brute blood have mingled to the degree it has in the slave
states. Was it not so in the French and British Islands and see what has become of
them."
Just as complete separation of the races was physically impossible, there was litde possibility that miscegenation might entirely cease. One does not have to travel far
into contemporary sources to discover instances in which white men had children by
Negro women. In 1867, a low-country planter, accused of fathering the mulatto child of
his Negro house servant, wrote plaintively to his mother: "This child was begotten
during my absence in Charlotte & Charleston, from the middle of December until nearly
the middle of January, & the Father of it was seen night after night in Emma's house,
this I heard on my return, but as it was no concern of mine I did not give it a thought .
She was free, the Mother of 5 Children & could have a dozen lovers if she liked. I had no
control over her virtue." ln 1874,, a planter on the Cooper River in St. John's noted the
existence of circumstances on his plantation which might have led to similar results.
"Found a white man staying with one of the colored people on the place," ran the
laconic note in his journal. "He being engaged in rebuilding Mayrents Bridge." Some of
these liaisons were of prolonged duration. In 1870, Maria Middleton, a Negro woman,
brought suit against a Pineville physician for failure to support her three children which
he had allegedly fathered. Strangely, the defendant's lawyer did not deny the paternity,
but sought dismissal on the plea that the plaintiff had no legal grounds for suit.
Once in power, the Radicals hastened to repeal the prohibition against
interracial marriage. Thereafter, informal arrangements were sometimes legalized. In
the spring of 1869, a reporter stated that three such marriages had occurred within the
state-a Massachusetts man had married a Beaufort mulatto woman, and two

white women had married Negro men. In 1872, the legislature explicitly recognized
interracial unions by declaring that the "children of white fathers and negro
mothers may inherit from the father if he did not marry another woman but continued
to live with their mother."
There were a surprisingly large number of cases in which white women gave
birth to children by Negro fathers. During his stay in Greenville, Bureau officer John De
Forest heard of two such births and noted other instances in which white women were
supported by Negro men. Such situations, he believed, were largely the result of the loss
of husbands and fathers in the war and the destitution of the country generally. In 1866,
in neighboring Pickens District, a case came into the courts in which Sally Calhoun, "a
white woman of low birth," and a Negro man were brought to trial for the murder of
their child. Ironically, the Negro was freed, though obviously implicated, and the woman
was convicted and imprisoned. Apparently, some of these liaisons were far from casual
as a Spartanburg farmer rather painfully suggested to his brother in Alabama: "My dear
Brother as you have made several Enquiries of me and desiring me to answer them I will
attempt and endeavor to do So to the best information that I have on the Various
Subjects alluded to by you the first Interrogatory is Relative to John H. Lipscomb's
daughter having Negro Children, I am forced to answer in the affirmative no doubt but
she has had two; and no hopes of her Stopping. . . ."
By the end of Reconstruction, Negroes had won the legal right to enjoy, along
with whites, accommodations in all public places. In reality, however, they seldom
did so. On the opposite side of the racial frontier, the pattern of separation was
fixed in the minds of the whites almost simultaneously with the emancipation of
the Negro. By 1868, the physical color line had, for the most part, already crystallized.
During the Republican regime, it was breached only in minor ways. Once the whites
regained political power, there was little need to establish legally a separation which
already existed in fact. Moreover, to have done so would have been contrary to federal
civil rights legislation and would have given needless offense to influential elements in
the North. Finally, retention of the act had a certain propaganda value for use against
liberals in the North and against Republican politicians at home. Again and again, the
dead letter of the law was held up as exhibit "A" in South Carolina's case that she was
being fair to the Negro in the Hampton tradition [a reference to the relatively mild and
paternalistic forms of racism practiced by upper-class whites, who, for many years, were
led by Governor, and later senator, Wade Hampton]. After the federal statute was
vitiated in the courts, after racial liberalism had become all but extinct in the North and
as the Negro was totally disfranchised in South Carolina, the white community was
ready and able to close the few gaps which did exist in the color line, and to codify a
social order which custom had already decreed.
Ultimately, the physical separation of the races is the least important portion of
the story. The real separation was not that duo-chromatic order that prevailed on
streetcars and trains, or in restaurants, saloons, and cemeteries. The real color line lived
in the minds of individuals of each race, and it had achieved full growth even before
freedom for the Negro was born. Physical separation merely symbolized and reinforced
mental separation. It is true that vigorous assaults by one side or the other forced the

enemy to yield his forward trenches and to alter slightly the precise line of the color
front. It is also true that material changes in post-Reconstruction Southern society
pushed the trenches into areas which had not existed before. This often gave the
illusion of basic change, of a breakthrough by the dominant whites in the war of races,
whereas, actually, it merely represented the extension of the old attitudinal conflict
onto new ground, only to bring with it the stalemate that marked the struggle
elsewhere. Viewed in relation to the total geography of race relations, the frontier
hardly changed; and the rigidity of the physical situation, set as it was like a mosaic in
black and white, itself suggested the intransigence of spirit which lay behind it. Well
before the end of Reconstruction, this mental pattern was fixed; the heartland of racial
exclusiveness remained inviolate; and South Carolina had become, in reality, two
communities-one white and the other Negro.
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