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Mccraw, Paul L. 
I 

GOV:CRNOR JJV.,rns F. DYRNES AND 

SOUTH CAROLINA'S ttEDUCATION REVOWTIONn 

Tlie s.i s under the direction of David L. Smiley, Ph. D., 

Professor of rlistory. 

James F~ Byrnes began a revolution in education in 

South Carolina during his term as governor. He was elected 

on a strong education platform in 1950, the same year that 

the legality of segregation in the public schools was first 

challenged in his state. Byrnes led the state to improve 

its public school facilities, making those for Negroes equal 

to or better than those for whites, thereby hoping to avoid / 

desegregation; he consolidated the school districts making J 
them more manageable; and he put the school bus system under 

state rather than district control making it more efficient 

and less expensive to operate. The improvements .were 

financed by a three percent sales tax that the Governor had 

led the General \ssembly to pass. Then to make certain that 

the schools were not desegregated, Governor Byrnes set up 

state comrri t t ees to plan n ew schools and to seek ways of con- 

tinuing a segregated school system. He further took certain 

"preparedness measuresrr in an attempt to forestall any action 

of the United States Supreme Court forcing desegregation. 

TI1e Court did r1le on May 17, 1954 that segregated schools 

wcr e inl ercntly unequal, but Byrnes continued the school 

111 
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improvement program; and wh en he left office in January of 

1955 tl1e state had spent $1~4,329,394 on school facilities, 

and had to that time continued to maintain segregated 

schools. Die public schools were eventually desegregated, 

but the effects of Dyrnes' "revolution11 continued. 



Tllli NEED FOR REVOLUTION 

During his four years as governor, James F. Byrnes 

instigated an "educational revolution" in the public schools 

of South Carolina. For some years numerous individuals and 

even professional survey teams had decried the generally 

poor conditions·of the state's public schools, and in parti 

cular the inferiority of the rural and Negro schools. At 

the same time, because of a growing interest in equality 

for Negroes, the Federal Judiciary pointed out that although 

"separate but equal" facilities for the races were legal, 

the facilities, such as public schools, were not in all cases 

equal. Before Byrnes took office-the "separate but equal" 

doctrine was challenged in the courts, and while he ·was 

governor the doctrine was overruled. Governor Byrnes faced 

an uphill fight to improve the public schools of South Caro 

lina, and then to assure that the schools remain·segregated 

as required by the state's constitution he led the state to 

take drastic preparatory measures. According to one of the 

state education leaders, "No one without Governor Byrnes' 

prestige could have succeeded in reversing history.01 

Born May 2, 1879, in Charleston, South Carolina, 

James Francis Byrnes created for himself a national and in 

ternational .reputation for outstanding service, even before 

11 ws and Courier, Charleston, S. c., Jan. 18, 1953. 
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he became governor. He passed the bar exam i.n at i on in 1904 

without benefit of even· a formal high school education and 

began his legal practice in Aiken, South Carolina, wher e 

two years later he married Miss Maude Busch. While in 

Aiken Byrnes served as court stenographer, Solicitor, and 

briefly had a partnership in the local newspaper; and in 

1910 the people of the Second Congressional District elected 

him to the U.S. House of Representatives, where he served 

for fourteen years. After suffering his only defeat for 

public office in a campaign for the United States Senate 

against Cole L. Blease, Byrnes moved to Spartanburg in 1925 

and joined the law firm of two close friends. In his 

second race with Cole L. Blease for the Senate in 1930, 

Byrnes was victorious. He served in the Senate for ten 

years during the Depression and the New Deal. President 

Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed him to three successive 

positions: Associate Justice of the United States Supreme 

Court, 1941; Director of Economic Stabilization, 1942; and 

Director of tfu~ Mobilization~ 1943. In the latter office he 

exercised authority second only to that of the President, 

who referred to him as the "Assistant President." In July, 

1945, President Truman appointed Byrnes Secretary of Statet 

a position he held until January, 1947, when he resigned and 

returned to his home in Spartanburg.2 For a while he com- 

2Jam s F. Byrnes, All in One Lifetime (New York: 
Harper and rothers, 1958},pp. 388, 396. 
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muted to his law off ice in lvashington. In 1947 he wrote 

Speaking Frankly, about his years in Foreign Service. He 

3Ibid., pp. 395, 396. 

used the funds from the book to establish an education 

scholarship for needy students pursuing a higher education.3 

Upon the insistence of friends he entered the race for 

governor in 19501 hoping to use his talents to solve some of 

the problems of his state and especially uto persuade the 

Legislature and the people to provide good school facilities 

in every community and for every child.u4 

Certainly the state's public school system needed 

someone of Byrnes' prestige, concern, and know-how to bring 

about an educational revolution. The Reconstruction Con- 

stitution of 1868 was the first to mention education, but 

for some years the legislature did little to implement 

these constitutional provisions.5 The Constitution of 1895{ 

not only provided for free public schools for a~l children 

between the ages of six and twenty-one, but required sepa 

rate schools for the "wh i te and colored races. 116 By 1950 ..-- 

4Alex McCullough, research assistant, Governor's 
Office. "Byrnes Leads South Carolina Educational Revolution," 
press release, (Library, Greenville News-Piedmont, Greenville, 
S. C.) Nov. 1, 1953. . 

5i?aul Monroe, cyclopedia of .Education (Detroit, Gale 
Re sea r c h ce ., 1968) v ; 5 pp. 369, 370. 

6c nstitution of the State of South Carolina, 
ratified in ConventionDeceinber 4, l895 (Columbia, s. c. 
H. L. Bryan Co., 1909) Article XI, Sections 5 and 7. 
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tlle state had passed numerous Laws pertaining to the schools 

but nearly every ma jo r school Law had provisions wh i ch ex-> 

erap t ed certain counties or districts. South Ca r o Li n a had 

more local legislation for schools than any other state in 

tl t i 7 1e n a a on , 

The state, wh i c h wa s divided into only forty-six 

counties, had over 'twe Lv e hundred school districts, most of 

which had f ewe r than one thousand students; and 127 of the 

districts had no schools, and hence, no pupils.8 Almost 

one thousand ·one- and two= t eacher schools Here termed in- 

adequate. The schools were poorly supported on the local 

level, and when cutbacks were necessary, the Negro schools 

were usually the first to suffer.9 

Of tlle almost sixty-six million dollars spent on 

public schools during the 1949-1950 school year approximate- 

ly 41.5 percent came from local sources, wh i Le 47 .5 percent 

came from the state and 11 percent from the federal govern- 

ment.10 The local districts vre r e also responsible for 

7 "Pub Li c Schools of South Carolina: A r epo r t of the · 
0outh Carolina .Education Survey Comm i t t ee " (Nashville, Tenn., 
Div. of Surveys and Field Se:rvices, George Peabody College, 
1948) D. 18. (Hereafter referred to as rrpublic Schools of 

J.: 

Sou th Carolina 11) 

8 outh Carolina Education New s (Columbia, S. C.·, 
South Carolina .bclucation Association) March, 1951. 

9Byrnes, .P• 405, 403. 

10.Eif'TJ1ty-Second Annual Renert (Columbia, S. C., State 
\merinten'icnt of Education ot the State of South Carolina) 
p .... 18. 



5 

providing transportation. Because each district operated 

so few buses, tlley had to pay retail prices for the vehicles, 

the gas, and the repairs. In addition, many school bus 

routes overlapped. The result wa s an expensive hodge-podge 

that many of the smaller districts could not afforct.11 

tfuile money was wasted in some areas, the state 

teachers' salary which averaged $2, 64L1· for wh i t e s and 

$1,985 for blacks in 1950 was near the bottom in the na 

tion.12 Many qualified teachers left the state wh i Le 35% 

of the state's teachers did not have a college degree.13 

In 1947 the state placed white and Negro teachers on the 

same salary scale; but the salaries were based on a teacher 

examination grade, experience, number of years of college 

training, and degree helct.14 Because of the difference in 

educational background, the Negro teachers received only 

75 percent as much as the Nhite teachers in 195o.15 

15narr~cll, p. 43. 
/ 

Certainly the schools were deficient in m211y areas, 

but the results of the clef iciencies were not a Lwa y s apparent. 

Statistics showed that in 1949-1950 the average daily 

ll11Public Schools of South Carolina,0 pp. 24-2~. 

12 illiam Dagl·1ell, School Desegregation in ~ 
Carolinas (Columbia, S. C., University of South Carolina 
Pre~s, 1972) p. 43. 

13 'outh Carolina Education ~' Jan., 1951. 

14~kCullough, press release, lov. 1, 1953. 



attendance wa s only 83.68 percent of the enrollment, and 

that of the 494,185 students enrolled in the public schools 

only 12,056 were graduated. In both areas the percentages 

for Neg r o e s wer e far b e l.ow that of wh.i tes.16 Candidate 

Dyrnes pointed out that as a result of the state's poor 

educational opportunities more South Carolinians were re- 

jected for mi Li t ar y service in World ~var II because of 

educational deficiencies than draftees from any other state~ 

12.7 percent of the wlrite men and 49 percent of the Negro 

men called.17 Numerous other results of the poor schools 

were not so evident. 

TI1e state had taken some steps 1n the years just 

preceecting Dyrnes' term as governor to correct some of the 

inadequacies in the public schools, but they were too in- 

s i g n.i f i can t to bring about major change. They did serve, 

however, to make the public, and especially those in places 

of responsibility, avra.r e of some of the needs of education. 

In 1947, when he became State Superintendent of Education, 

Jesse T • And er son began to reorganize the State Department 

of Ea.ucation to make it a more effective administrative 

body, but the road Fas not easy because the state legis 

lature failed to allocate funds necessary to carry out all 

16.Jisllty_-Second ~ual L,enort, pp. 57, 273. 

17 J 1-rTICS I·. Byrrics , "Canpa i gn spe ecn", I 'ov , , 1950 
(Jan ;.:) F. l3yrnes Papc r s , Clem~on University, Clemson, s. C.). 

6 



of his plans.18 
- 

The same year the Legislature did, however, authorize 

a study of the state-uide organization of schools carried out 

by the Division of Surveys and Field Services of George 

·Peabody College, Nashville, Tennessee. The Peabody Survey 

Committee reported to the Legislature in 1948, calling for, 

among other things, a county-unit organization, and central 

supervision of the school transportation program. The 

General Assembly did not accept the program because legis- 

lators thought it too expensive; the following year a Joint 

Resolution did, however, direct County Boards of Education 

to appoint committees to study school district organization. 

As a result.of this resolution the number of districts was 

reduced from 1680 to 1220. Also in 1949 the State House of 

Representatives appointed a committee headed by Representative 

Ernest F. Hollings of Charleston to study the ne~ds of 

ac hoo Ls , The Hollin.gs Cammi ttee enjoyed the full cooperation 

of the State Department of Education in its efforts to com- 

pare South Carolina's school construction and transportation 

programs with those of a numb e r of other states. The Com 

mittee did not report to the General Assembly until shortly 

after Governor Dyrnes took office, they recommended a major 

18south Carolina Department of Education, Off ice of· 
Public nformation, data sheet. 

7 
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construction program finD..nced by a three per cent sales 

tax.19 Senators such as L. Marion Gressette of Calhoun, 

wiro chaired the Senate Committee on Education,20 and Edgar 

A. Bro\m of Barnwell, who chaired the Legislative Free 

Conference Committee, recommended similar action in the 

upper house in the years inunediately preceeding Byrnes' 

election.21 

In addition to the recommendations from the legis 

lature, the South Carolina .Education Association, an organ 

ization of the state's white teachers, and other interested 

.i.nd i.v i.dua ... ls worked hard in their a t t emp t to bring about 

needed improvements, even at the cost of a general sales 

tax.22 Change came very slowly and most of the responsi- 

bility for education still lay with the 1220 struggling 

school districts. TI1e schools in general needed improve- 

ments, but particularly the rural schools with m~re meager 

means of support, and the Negro schools which ·were the first 

to suffer when there had to be cutbacks. 

19Ibid. 

20L. Marion Gressette, private interviev held in his 
office in the South Carolina State House, Columbia, s. c., 
April 5, 1972. 

21state, Columbia, S. c., May 19, 1950. 

221'Prooose l SCEJl Legislative Program for 1950-1951° 
(Governor Ja~es F. Dyrnes Papers, State Arc1ives, Columbia, 
s. c.). 



9 

Although there was no organized effort to force the 

improvement of rural schools, a movement was developing to 

force equalization of educational opportunities for Negroes. 

In the case of Plessy v. Ferguson, 1896, the u. S. Supreme 

Court set a precedent for the "separate but equal0 principle 

which was ruled legal in later cases dealing with public 

schools, although Negro schools were not always equal to the 

white schools~23 Between 1947 and 1949 Negroes had attempted 

to integrate four all-white South Carolina institutions of 

higher education: the University of South Carolina Law 

School, Clemson College, Winthrop College, and the College 

of Charl~ston. Although the Negroes failed to integrate the 

schools, they forced the state to improve some of the Negro 

Co11eges, particularly South Carolina State Agricultural and 

Mechanical College in Orangeburg.24 In November, 1949, a 

group of Negro par en ts from Clarendon Coun t y, -~outh Carolina, __ ., 

after making several appeals to the county school board for 

better facilities, filed a petition with the county board of 

24News and Courier, Jan. 3, 1950. -- 

education asking for equalization of schools. mien the 

parents received no satisfaction from the board, they asked 

the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 

23 villi am 'I. Brickman and Stanley Lehrer, The 
CountdO\vn on Segregated Education, (New York: Society for 
the Fdvancement of .Educat1on, 1960), pp. 158-162. 
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People (NJ\/\CP) for aid. In May of 1950 attorneys for the 

N·v\.CP filed a suit in the Federal District Court in Charles 

ton, South Carolina, demanding equal facilities.25 In other 

rulings before Byrnes became governor of South Carolina, the 

U.S. Supreme Court required that the previously all-white 

University of Texas Law School and the University of Okla 

homa Graduate School accept Negro applicants because the 

simila~- facilities provided for Negroes in those states were 

judged inferior. 

Areas that failed to provide equal facilities for 

Negroes, and especially the seventeen states that required 

segregated schools by law, were headed for a showdown , 

South Carolina, wh i ch had for years failed substantially to 

improve the public schools, had to act hrith expediency. At 

that moment in history James F. Byrnes offered his talents 

as governor of South Carolina to accomplish in education 

"wha t should have been done over the past 75 years. 1126 

25N i.ACP Le.a al Defense and Education Fund, ttSchool 
iJ 

Segree-a tion Cases Before the U. S. Supreme Court rt, press 
release (Library, Greenville News - Piedmont, Greenville, 
s, c.» , 

26staLe, Nov. 1, 1953. 



THE GROUNDWORK FOR REVOLUTION 

On January 14, 1950, from his home in Spartanburg,, 

James F. Byrnes announced to the press what South Carolin- 

ians had expected for several months: he definitely would 

run for governor. In making the announcement he reminded. 

the voters of his state that he had not planned to re-enter 

politics when he resigned as Secretary of State 1n 1947, and 

had adhered to that intention until the trend in politics 

had caused him to speak out in 1949 on state, national and 

international affairs. He refrained from announcing a 

specific platform, but he promised that he would aid in no 

other political race in 1950.1 

Three other candidates had already entered the race 

for governor: Tnomas Pope of Newb er ry , Speaker of the House; 

~Iarcus Stone, Florence and Dillon lumberman; and Lester Bates, 

Columbia Counciln1an.2 Yet Byrnes immediately r ece i ved the 

baclcing of some of t h e state's outstanding leaders, such as 

Mayor Frank Owens of Columbia and Ma.yor Hilliam i\forrison of 

Charleston, as we I L as members of all branches of state, 

county and city governmen~. The State, the Columbia 

morning newspaper, expressed the sentiment of most of the 

newspapers in the state t owa r d Byrnes. "He will seek, and 

11 

lstate, Columbia, s. c., Jan. 15, 1950. 

2Ibid. - 
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we believe receive the Democratic nomination from the people 

next summer,11 and "if elected what he does and what he says 

w.i LL attract wide notices. n3 

However, everyone did not share a jubilant feeling 

about Byrnes' decision. Opinions ranged from indifference 

expressed by President Harry Truman with whom Byrnes had 

recently disagreed on national and international policies, 

to sharp criticism especially from his opponents. When 

asked his reaction to his former Secretary of State ts de 

cision to enter the race for governor, Truman retorted, "He 

is now free to do as he damn pleases.rr4 Although perhaps 

not so violent, his opponent Marcus Stone in a speech at 

Sumter wa s more critical: ttl feel that Jim.my Byrnes has 

done America and democracy more harm than any living man." 

Another opponent, Lester Bates, intimated in a speech de 

livered in Camden that Byrnes was seeking the governor's 

chair as a seat of retirement. Criticism came from others. 

who accused nyrnes of unfamiliarity of state politics be 

cause of his long absences from South Carolina. To this 

Byrnes responded that the more he saw of the world, the 

more he thought of South Carolina, and the happier he was to 

return.5 

3state, Jan. 16, 1950. 

4state, Jan. 20, 1950. 

5state, flay 24, 1950. 
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The education issue became a part of the campaign 

as the candidates "s t ump ed " the state making many appear- 

ances together with candidates for other officies, as wa s 

the custom in South Carolina.6 On May 17, 1950, attorneys 

for the Ni'iACP representing 102 Negro school children and 

parents, who, a~ter having no success in dealing with the 

county school board, charged Summerton School District No. 

22 of Clarendon County with discrimination solely on race 

and color in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment to the 

United States Constitution. The plaintiffs alleged that 

the discrimination resulted in inferior school buildings 

and facilities, and the lack of free bus service for Negro 

students. The court case did not immediately become an 

issue in the campaign, perhaps because it was thought to be 

isolated to only one of the state's 1220 school districts, 

and because the case would not be argued in the cour t s for 

several months.7 

One issue in education did arise, however. State 

educators had demanded a sixty five million dollar state 

bond issue to be supported by a three percent sales tax. 

In speeches on June 5 both candidates, Pope and Byrnes, 

addressed themselves to this question. Pope saw ttan imme- 

~ews and Courier, Charleston, s. c., May 18, 1950. -- 
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diate need" for such a program because the local governments 

couldn't afford it.8 Byrnes took a more cautious approach. 

He said that he recognized the need for a school building 

program, but gave first priority to making a careful study 

of the entire school system consulting education authorities 

and officials of the Parent-Teachers' Associations in order 

to secure the best advice available. He further pointed out, 

however, that the state must raise-the salaries of its 

school teachers to the point of being comparable with those 

paid school teachers in other progressive Southern states.9 

8state, June 6, 1950. 

However, an event on that same day, June 5, increased, for 

Byrnes at least, the interest in immediate action in 

education. The U.S. Supreme Court handed down decisions 

in the cases Sweatt v. Painter and McLaurin v. Oklahoma 

State Regents. TI1e rulings required that the previously 

all white University of Texas Law School and University of 

Oklahoma Graduate School admit Negroes because similar 

facilities for Negroes in those states were ruled inferior. 

Byrnes reacted to this ruling at a campaign rally in Green 

wood: "Lf the same reason applied to segregation of elemen- 

tary schools, it would require admission of Negro children 

to wh.i te schools. tt He declared that with rrDi vine guidancerr 

9James F. Byrnes, "Campaign Speech", June 5, 1950 
<James F. Byrnes Ya12e..f..§, Clemson University, Clemson, s. C, , 
hereaft-r referred to as tlle Byrnes Papers). 



the state would find a solution to this problem as it had to 

similarly serious problems in the past. He reasoned that 

because the church, "the highest and most unselfish and 

Christian of all institutionsrr had always been segregated, 

then certainly educational institutions had a right to re- 

main segreGated too. He ended his remarks on segregation by 

saying that these were his views as a private citizen but 

!flt will be my view if I am elected by you as Governor of 

South Carolina.ttlO 

Because of the Texas and Oklahoma University cases 

and the pending Clarendon public school case, many people 

began to discuss the cost of equalization of schools in the 

South. TI1e Palmetto State Teachers' Association, an organ 

ization of Negro teachers in South Carolina, estimated that 

it would cost their state alone 110 million dollars to 

equalize its public schools and colleges.11 Byrnes began to 

make speeches agreeing with Pope that the State imi.11ediately 

needed a school building program, not only for the white, but 

the Negro schools as well. "The law requires equal f aci li ties 

for the races. We should provide them because it ·is right 

and not·vvait until we are forced by the U.S. Courts to p.ro-. 

lODyrnes, "Gr ecnwo od Spe ech "; June 6, 1950 (Byrnes 
Papers). 

llstate, June 11, 1950. 

15 

-- 
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vide them.nl2 Dyrnes further stated that even though the 

outlay for schools had increased from four million to thirty 

million dollars per year, he was ashamed of the poor showing 

of the educational opportunities offered by South Carolina 

to both wh.i te and Negro children during the preceding twenty 

years.13 In the days just before the Democratic primary 

the people by· the state. u14 

rreducational system is the most important service rendered 

------- 

Byrnes called for an "educational revivaln because the 

In the July 11 primary Byrnes won over his three 

opponents by a landslide of nearly eighty percent of the 

t~tal vote.15 Negroes voted in block against Byrnes;16 yet 

only one county gave more votes to one of the other 

candidates: Candidate Pope's home county, Newberry, gave 

Pope more votes.17 

Since there was no opponent for the Democrats in the 

12Byrnes, ncampaign Speech", June 12, 1950 (Byrnes 
Papers). 

13Byrnes, "Radio Broadcastn, June 12, 1950 (Byrnes 
Papers). 

14Byrnes, 1'Radio Spe ech ", June 26, 1950 (Byrnes 
Papers). 

15James F. Byrnes, All in One Lifetime (New York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1958)P. 406. . 

16James F. Byrnes, Letter·to Hon. T. n. Bryant, Jr., 
Aug. 9, 1950 from Isle of Palms,s. C. (Dyrnes Papers). 

17state, July 13, 1950. 
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November general election, Byrnes' nomination in the Demo- 

crat primary was equivalent to his election as governor, and 

he was free to consider what action he might carry out once 

he was in office.18 Hilliam D. \forkman, well-lrnovm capital 

editorial correspondent for the Charleston~ and 

Courier, summed up the issues facing Byrnes as the next 

governor. He predicted that the most critical of the prob 

lems which would face I3yrnes was that of taxation, along 

with education, which was also essentially a financial mat- 

ter. He further added that the finance - education problem 

was aggravated by two factors with which the State must also 

deal~ the need for providing more nearly equal school 

facilities for the Negro children and keeping teachers who 

were moving to states that paid higher salaries.19 

Just after the November general election, an event 

1n Charleston made equalization of Negro schools even more 

urgent. In a pre-trial conference before Judge J. Waties 

Waring on November 17, 1950, Judge Waring agreed to dismiss 

the suit brought by Harry Briggs and others against School 

District No. 22 in Clarendon County demanding equal schools 

for Negroes if a suit attacking racial segregation were 

brought.20 .Although the case was not formally drafted for 

18James F. Byrnes,~ i!!, One Lifetime, p. 406. 

19News and Courie~, July 17, 1950. -- 
20statc, Nov. 18, 1950. 
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over a month, the announcement of the possibility of a case 

in wh.i c li 1:-~egroes would seek to enter wh.i te schools immedi- 

ately touched off negative reactions throughout the state. 

In an address at a Jefferson Hotel dinner given in his honor..--,. 

in Columbia on the same evening, Governor-elect Byrnes 

sharply criticized Truman's Fair Deal Program for its ef f'o rt.s. 

to persuade the United States Supreme Court to outlaw all 

segregation. He discussed the ttunusual pr og r e s s " made by 

Negroes in South Carolina during the past t·wenty years; he 

attributed that fact to the opportunities offered the Negroes 

by their white neighbors in spite of ttinterference by paid 

organizers from Northern states.a As criteria for their 

progress he cited the large number of automobiles he had 

seen at a Negro church in Spartanburg County, and the in 

creasing number of television sets in Negro homes in Spartan- 

burg.21 

Byrnes was not alone in his .c r i t i c ism. The Charles 

ton News and Courier editorialized that these Clarendon ................ __......_ 

County Negroes had abandoned the idea of equality for the 

desire of one race; and although the newspaper didntt ex 

pect the courts to order integration, there wer e three 

options open to ,,,hi tes if the courts should do so: sub 

mission, abo.ndonment of public schools, or open resistance.22 

21James F. Dyrnes, 11Columbia Speechtt Jeff er son Hotel 
Dinner, Coltunbia, s. c., Nov. 17, 1950 (Byrnes Paoers). 

22News and Courier, Nov. 20, 1950. 
___............ ~· 



Although criticism was directed toward tl1e Clarendon 

County Negroes and their fellow Negro leaders such as their 

Lawy er , Thurgood Marshall, an NA.A.CP attorney, the white 

Judge Waring was virtually ostracized by wh i te Charles- 

tonians. The Judge, a tenth generation Charleston Waring, 

was also· held responsible for opening the previously all 

white South Carolina Democrat party to Negroes in 1947.23 

The Judge received another black mark on November 17,.1950, 

when he told lawyer for the plaintiff, Thurgood Marshall, to 

redraft the equalization complaint and base ~ton segre 

gation.24 · All Charlestonians did not share ill feelings to 

ward Judge Waring, however. To show their appreciation for 

his leadership, one hundred black and twenty-five white 

"pilgrimsn marched on November 26 from Morris Street (Negro) 

Baptist Church to Judge Waring's home on the. s ame street 

whe re a reception and dinner was t ak'ing place for visitors · 

to the Southern Governors' Conference. In an informal 

address to his guests the Judge declared, uwe do not live in 

da r ke s t Africa; we live in darlcest South Carolina. tt25 

As anticipated the revised case of Briggs v. Elliott, 

the nation rs first public school desegregation suit, wa s 

filed in Federal District Court in Charleston on December 22, 

23News and Courier, Ja..-ri. 13, 1968. 
~ ._...,_. 

24Evening lost, Charleston, S. C., Dec. 22, 1950. 

25state, Nov. 27, 1950. 

19 
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1950, less than one month be-fore Byrnes took office.26 This 

act made school equalization more expedient with expectation 

that if the facilities were equal the courts would not re~ 

quire integration. Although some believed that the issue 

wasn't just South Carolinian or Southern, but American,27 

even Judge \\Jarir~g regarded the Clarendon case as important -- 
only as it affected a local matter, 28 and Byrnes continued I 
to believe that the courts would not abolish segregation 

out-right in the public schools.29 __ 

With these currents swirling around the state, JaJnes 

F. Byrnes was inaugurated as governor of South Carolina on 

January 16, 1951, before a crowd of approximately 100,000 in 

front of State House in Columbia. Speaking of his plans for 

education, he proclaimed: 

It is our duty to provide for the races substantial 
equality in school facilities. 

1Ve 
should do it be 

cause it is right. For me that is a sufficient 

reason. If anyone wants additional reason, I say it is 
wi se • 30 

He later explained why he thought it wise: the pend 

ing Clarendon County case asked for integrated, i:lot equal 

26Greenville Nevvs, Greenville, S. c., Mar. 6, 1951. - 
27News and Courier, Nov. 20, 1950. -- 
28state, Nov. 18, 1950. -- 
29.Evenin_g_ Post, Jan. 24, 1951. 

30Jrunes F. Dyrnes, 0Inaugural Addressn, Columbia, S. 
c., Jan. 16, 1951 (Q,xrncs Papers). 



schools; and based on the rulings in the Texas and Oklahoma 

University Cases, if the state did not provide equal facil- 

ities, the court might require integrated facilities.31 

In his first message to the General Assembly the 

·week following his inauguration, Byrnes gave soecific plans 
4 - 

as to how he thought the state could best attain equaliza 

tion of school facilities. He proposed a seventy-five 

million dollar bond issue backed by a three percent state 

sales tax for school construction and state assumption of 

the problem-ridden school transportation system.32 He 

realized that a sales tax was burdensome; but it was neces- 

s a r y that the state a s sume the cost of the equalization of 

school facilities, an d he c onc l ud ed that a sales tax, wh.i ch 

had previously been urged and rejected, was the only source 

from which the state could raise the money.33 As he had 

studied the revenue problem after his nomination h~ criti- 

cized the federal government for utilizing sources of revenue 

which the states needed for the provision of services such 

as education; and he blamed part of the state's failure to 

31James F. Byrnes, "Speech· to South Carolina .Education 
Associationn. Tmmship Audi tori um, Columbia, s. c., March 
16, 1951 (Library, Greenville News-Piedmont, Greenville, s. 
C.) (Hereafter referred to as Dyrnes2 nspeech to SC.EAir). 

32James F. Byrnes, "Fi.r s t Message to State Legislature" 
Columbia, s. c., Jan. 24, 1951 (Byrnes Papers). ' 

33Byrnes, All in One Lifetime, p. 407. 
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provide adequate educationaLopporttmities on that fact.34 

The cost wa s great and fear existed that the pending 

Clarendon Case would end separate schools altogether; but 

Governor Byrnes assured the State Legislature that the car- 

petbag government of Reconstruction could not force the 

integration of schools in South Carolina and neither could .i, Jt. vi-' 
"'fe/ the "politicians in Washington and the Negro agitators of ';( 

South Carolina ••• in this period.tr He promised that the 

school buildings would not be wasted; the state would find 

a lawful way of educating the state's children in separate 

schools.35 

In a speech to the South Carolina Education Associa 

tion (SC.EA) at its annual convention in Columbia, Byrnes 

admitted that he would "r e l.uc t an t Ly " abandon the public 

schools if the state could no longer legally provide separ~e 

schools for the races. He suggested that as an alternative 

the state could leave the tax money spent for schools in the 

pockets of its citizens to pay for private schools, perhaps 

operated by the churches. But, he reasoned, ivhi~e white 

citizens coLld adjust to the situation, the Negroes would 

have reat difficulties, because their race lacked the re 

sourc s to provide private schools. Therefore, he concluded] 

"it is the uty of the humane wh.i t e people of the state, as 

34James F. Byrnes, "Speech", 1950 (Byrnes Papers). 

35nyrnes, "First .Message to State Legislature''. 



individuals, to see that innccent Negro children are not 

deprived of an education because of false leadership. rt He 

reiterated that therefore the fairest solution was a state- 

wide sales tax to support a seventy-five million dollar 

bond issue.36 

The SC.EA basically approved Byrnes suggestion, 

though they had earlier asked for eighty million dollars for 

improvements; and after a county by county survey the office 

of the State Superintendent of .Education estimated that 

South Carolina schools needed $131,000,000.37 

The reactions from across the state to Byrnes' pro- 

posals were mixed. A poll taken by the Anderson Dail:Y 

~ showed that 94 percent of those interviewed at random 

in Anderson appr.oved the school building program and the tax 

to support it.38 However, from the other end of the state 

the Charleston News' and Courier heaped criticism on the ---- 
proposals. At first the paper argued that local subdivi 

sions, not the state, should accept the responsibility for 

school construction.39 Later it criticized Byrnes for not 

announcing the "i o , 1 planlcu in his legislative program 

36Byrnes, nspeech to SCEAir. 

37s0utl Carolina Education News, (Columbia, s. c., 
South Carolina Educ2.t1on i\.ssoc1ation) Feb. 1951. 

38~erson Daily .Mail, Anderson, s. C., Jan. 27, 1951. 

39News and Courier, Jan. 17, 1951. 
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until after he was elected gqvernor.40 In another article, 

after it was evident that the legislature and governor would 

mak e the decision on the sales tax and bond issue, the News 

~Courier further criticized Byrnes for not giving the 

people a voice in the decision, for they surely would have 

voted dmm the proposals. The paper argued that the state 

Constitution required a referendum, and perhaps the bond 

issue and sales t ax would be ruled unconstitutional because 

of the state's failure to have one.41 

The State Legislature felt differently, however. 

Since llis proposals were based largely on the recommenda- 

tions of the Hollings Committee from the House of Represent- 

atives, and were similar to those recommended by some members 

of the Senate, 42 the Governor had little trouble in getting 

his proposals passed in the General Assembly. On April 19, 

1951, Governor Byrnes signed the bills providing for the 

seventy-five million dollar bond issue and a sales ta.-""C to go 

into effect July 1, 1951.43 He stated that he was particular 

ly glad that the bill contained a provision that sales tax 

receipts could be spent only for public schools. The News - 
40News and Courier, April 2, 1951. 

41News and Courier, April 10, 1951. --- 
42nyrnes, "Speech to SCEAn. 

43~vening ~'April 19, 1951. 
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and Co~1rier called the idea "bo Lon ey ", because it argued 

that even thoucll all of the thirty million dollars the state 

would receive from the sales tax may go to education, tlle 

State would then sllift some twelve to thirteen million 

dollars previously allocated for education to funds other 

than those for education.44 

To supervise the seventy-five million dollar -school 

building program, the General As semb.Ly created the State 

Education Finance Commission. Its purposes were, after mak-: 

ing a survey of tl1e entire school system, to determine the 

need for new construction, new equipment and new transporta- 

tion facilities in order to enable all children to have 

adequate and equal educational advantages. The Commission- 

ers had the authority to effect reorganization by witholding 

or approving funds for building purposes. Each reorganized 

district had to provide a full educational program vith at 

least one high school for each race in order to provide 

equal but separate facilities for the races. To be con 

sidered 1tadequate" each high school had to have at least 250 

students and each elementary school had to have at least one 

teacher per grade.45 

44News and Courier, April 19, 1951. 
_____...,_. ------ 

45E. R. Cr0\'1, speech University of South Carolina 
summ r rrradua tion, Columbia, S. C.? Aug· 13, 1 ?51, (Governor 
Jame _. Dvrnes Papers, State Ar ch i ve s , Columbia, S. C.). · 
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The Legislature furt~er made provision that the 

Commission have five members plus the governor and the State 

Superintendent of Education acting as ex-officio members. 

On April 21, 1951, Governor Byrnes appointed the following 

five men to the Commission: Elliott V.J11i te Springs, Lancas- 

ter, textile mill executive, aviator, and author; Dewey H. 

Johnson, Greenwood, bank president; D. 1v. Robinson, Columbia, 

attorney; J. c. Long, Charleston, attorney and builder; and 

Dr. L. P. Hollis, Greenville, retired Superintendent of 

Parker School District. These five plus the State Superin 

:tendent of Education, Jesse T. Anderson of Florence, pro 

vided one member from each of South Carolina's six Con 

gressional Districts.46 

Later Dr. E. R. Crow of Sumter became Director of 

the Commission, and Negro educator T. A. Johnson, the As s i s t-, · 

ant director. Johnson, who had served as Superintendent of 

Negro high schools in Columbia and professor at Allen Univer 

sity also in Columbia, 'W'Orlced as advisor to Negro teachers 

and education leaders in connection with the school building 

program.47 The Commission approved a $12.5 million bond 

issue, the first of the seventy-five million dollar program, 

on August 6, 1951. Of that total $7.5 million was for tran~· 

46! ews and Courier, Apri 1 22, 1951. --- 
47 reenville News, July 19, 1951. 
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portation and $5 million for buildings.48 

Even as these improvements were beginning, judicial 

pressure upon the State was increasing. On May· 28 1951 ' ' 
the trial of the case against the Summe r t on School District 

No. 22 began in Federal District Court. Judges John J. 

Pa rke r of Charlotte, J. Waties Waring of Charleston, and 

George I3ell Tim..merman of Ba tesburg, South Carolina, heard 

the complaints. Facts presented in the trial s howed that 

South Carolina had improved Negro schools t'wice as fast as 

white schools during the preceding fifteen years. The 

amount spent per pupil per year had increased from ~9 to 

$68 for Negroes, and from $42 to $130 for whites during the 

fifteen-year period, 1935-1950. This meant that the amount 

spent in current operating expenses for Negro students in 

average daily attendance had jumped 800 percent compared to 

only 350 percent for whites. In spite of that report the 

state was still ~50 million or more short of equalization.49 

TI1e court made public its decision on June 23, 1951: 

it upneld segregation by a two-to-one vote, the dissenting 

vote having come from Judge \faring who had suggested the 

integration suit in November, 1950. The court did, however, 

require the equalization of schools in Clarendon District 

48state, Aug. 7, 1951. 

49eo1umbia Hecord, Columbia, s. C., May 24, 1951. 



28 

No. 22.50 For that purpose ~he school district could obtain 

over $400,000 from a revenue surplus and the school bond 

issue.51 

Supporters of Byrnes hailed the court decision as l proof of the wisdom of Byrnes's sales tax and school bond 

program. Even the~~ Courier, which had sharply 

criticized the governor's proposals, admitted that Byrnes 

had w.i s e l.y anticipated the ruling, and had the state not 

begun efforts to equalize the schools, the court may have 

ruled differently. However, they continued to argue that 

the threat of breaking down segregation began before Byrnes' 

election, and he, for the fear of losing votes, failed to 

mention his costly programs.52 

Dut one obstacle still stood in the way of equali 

zation. As the~~ Courier had suggested, the sales 

tax and school bond legislation had been challenged.in the 

State Supreme Court. After the district court ruling on the 

Clarendon Case, Byrnes immediately called for a green light 

from the state Supreme Court so that the state could proceed 

with school equalization as already ordered by the Federal 

District court for one Clarendon County School District. On 

July 9, eight days after they became effective,_ the State 

51News and Courier, June 26, 1951. 
~ ______.. 

52News and Courier, June 27, 1951. -- 
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Supreme Court declared both the. sales tax and the school 

bond legislation const~tutionai.53 Governor Byrnes called 

the decision a ttblown to those seeking to abolish segre 

gation, and declared that it would help lift the state out 

of a "m.i r e of illi tera_cy. u54 

On July 17, 1951, two Columbia lawyers filed another 

case in Federal District Court in Charleston challenging the 

two pieces of legislation. A. W. Holman and John w. Foard, 

Jr., for plaintiffs Matthew B. Barkley of Charleston, and 

B. F. Anderson of Dunbarton, citizens and taxpayers of South 

Carolina, charged Governor Byrnes and Jeff B. Bates, State 

Treasurer, as defendants in the case. The complaint con 

tended that the use of the tax section of.the law (sales tax 

on items bought out of state for use in South Carolina) im 

posed a burden on interstate co~merce, and further contended 

that the approval of the bonds and the passage of the general 

appropriation bill were accomplished in a manner violating 

the due process of law provision of the Federal Constitu 

tion.55 On August 2 the Federal Court dismissed the suit. 

D1us actions of the State Supreme Court and the 

Federal District Court had cleared the last obstacles to 

53Evening Post, July 10, 195i. 

54Anderson .!_.ndependent, Anderson, S. C., July 10, 1951. 

55spartanburg Herald, July 21, 1951. 
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Byrnes' programs.56 Within six months after his inaugura 

tion Governor Byrnes had succeeded in structuring an·exten 

sive program to equalize the State's public schools. In 

those months the General Assembly had provided for a 

s~venty-five million dollor school construction program, 

adopted a three percent sales tax to support it, and created 

the Education Finance Commission to operate it. The legality 

of the program had withstood court challenge; and, as Byrnes 

had hoped, the Federal Courts had continued to hold to the 

principle that.schools, if made equal, cou!d remain segre 

gated. Integration forces continued to \rork in the state, 

and so in anticipation Governor Byrnes took steps to assure 

the continuation of segregated schools in South Carolina. 

56c01umbia Record, Aug. 2, 1951 



PREPAREDNESS M..EASURES 

Governor Byrnes began early in his administration to 

take precautionary measures to assure that the public 

schools he was \Wrking so hard to improve would remain segre 

gated as required by the State Constitution. At a meeting 

in his office soon after his inauguration, Governor Byrnes 

and State Senator Marion Gressette of Calhoun, Chairman. of 

the Senate Committee on Education, discussed what course the 

State could take in anticipation of possible court action 

demanding integrated schools. They agreed that the State 

needed a committee to study possible legal ways to prevent 

the integration of the state's public schools. Senator 

Gressette took the idea to the legislature, and a concurrent 

resolution of the State Senate and House provided for such a 

committee.1 The resolution required the committee to study 

and report to the General Assembly on the advisable course 

to be pursued by the State in respect to its educational 

facilities in the event that the Federal Courts nullified the 

provisions of the State Constitution requiring the establish- 

ment of separate schools for the races.2 

The School Committee was composed of fifteen members: 

lL. 1·larion Gressette, private interviei·1 held in his 
office in the South Carolina State House, Columbia, s. c., 
April 5, 1972. 

2s0uth Carolina School Committee, Interim Report, 
July 2,, 1954, p, 3. 
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five appoint~d from the Senate by the President of the 

Senate, Lieutenant Governor George Dell Timmerman, Jr., of 

Lexington; five appointed from the House of Representatives 

by the Speaker of the House, Solomon Blatt of Barnwell· and . 1 

the final five appointed by the Governor from across the 

state. The fiv~ appointed from the Senate were: T. R. 

Bryant, Jr., of Orangeburg, R. M. Jefferies of Walterboro ' 
Dorcy Lybrand of Aileen, J. Clater Arrants of Camden, and J. 

Marion Gressette of St. Matthews; the five from the House 

were: H. Carlisle Bean of Spartanburg, Harold King of West- 

minster, Tench P. Cwens of Clinton, Ben Underwood of Pi.cken s, 

and John \'Villi ams of Aileen; and those appointed by the gov 

ernor were: Miller Foster of Spartanburg, George Warren of 

Hampton, Wayne Freeman of Greenville, Creighton Frampton of 

Charleston, and George Levy of Sumter.3 

The first meeting of the School Committee was held 

May 23, 1951, in the office of Governor Byrnes. Its purpose 

was primarily organizational. Senator Marion Gressette, who, 

with Governor Dyrnes, had given initiative to the idea of 

such a Cammi ttee, wa s elected Chairman; thereafter the School 

Cammi ttee was better knoi.vn as the Gressette Committee. Rep 

resentative Tench P. Owen s , who later mad e it plain that he 

did not totally agree with the purpose of the Committee, was 

chosen vice chairman, and Wayne Freeman, a Greenville news- 

3eo1umbia llecord, Columbia, s. C., May 20, 1954. 
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paperman and gubernatorial appointee, was elected comm.i t t e e 

secretary.4 Since the Federal Government had to that time 

taken no specific action to force integration in public 

schools, there was no pressing need for the committee to 

take drastic action at that time; so the committee took a 

"wa i t and seen attitude and did not meet again regularly un 

til June, 1954.5 Committee members did, however, participate 

actively in other precautionary activities during the in- 

terim. 

Within less than a week after this first meeting of 

the Gressette Cornm.i ttee, the Clarendon County Case came be- 

fore the Federal District Court. Governor Byrnes instructed 

State.Attorney General T. C. Callison to take over the de 

fense of the case because, he reasoned, all schools in the 

state were affected.6 The Charleston News and Courier 

analysed the state's options. Should separate schools be 

declared unconstitutional, the state had three choices; 

popular nullification, submission to the ruling, or abandon- 

ment of the public school system. Although the paper did not 

suggest which option might be best to take, it did point out 

that should the state have to submit to abolishing segregated 

4rench P. Owens, private interview held in his home,. 
Clinton, s. c., April 41 1972. 

5Greenville News, Greenville,. S. C., June 16, 1954. ~--------- ----- . 

1951. 
6c1-w.rleston .Evening,~' Charleston, S. c., Feb. 2, 
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schools., the metropolitan regions might still avoid integra 

tion by the gerrymandering of school districts, or a state 

wide relaxation of school attendance laws coupled with a 

tightening of academic standards could help to maintain the 

status quo. TI1e paper further warned that vith integration 

would come a danger of racial consorting and intermarriage; 

so the state could at least provide separate schools for 

boys and girls. The paper expressed hope that no blacks 

could be teaching white students since the 7,000 Negro 

teachers and administrative personnel might be without jobs 

when forced to compete for them with whites.7 

For the time being, at least the state would not 

have to consider any of the options because on June 21, 1951, 

the judges reached a 2 - 1 decision upholding segregation, 

but at the same time requiring the Clarendon County District 

to equalize the schools for Negroes and to file a progr es s 

report on equalization with the court at the end of a' six 

month period.8 Still not satisfied with the ruling the law;_ 

yers for the plaintiffs filed an appeal to ,the Federal 

Supreme Court one month later on July 20, 1951. This time 

they asked the judges to hand dm.vn a definite ruling "as to 

whether racial separation in public elementary and high 

7News and Courier, Charleston, s. C., May 19, 1951. -- 
8s12artanburg_ Herald, Spartanburg, S. c., June 24, 1951. 
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schools is a constitutionally possible pattern.n9 For this 

trial the s t a t e contracted the services of New Yor k Lawy e r 

and 1924 Demo era tic presidential candidate Jol111 w. Davis to 

argue the defense. Davis was an outstanding corporation 

lawyer who would now be arguing for the people, a people he 

felt close to since he had a farm in the Lower part of South 

Carolina where he spent each January, Because the st~te no 

longer regarded the issue as one narrowly confined to 

Clarendon County, to South Carolina, or even to other 

southern states, the Greenville News suggested that the 

appearance of Davis before the Supreme Court should have the 

effect of giving the breadth to the case that was inherent.ID 

Not long after the case was appealed Bryan Collier 

of the Charleston ~ and Courier .i.n t e rv.i ewed Henry Br own 

and Grant Oliver, two of the plaintiffs in the Clarendon 

County case. The paper reported that both men said that. they 

wan t ed continued segregation, and that they d.i dnl t under 

stand tllat the case asked for integration. They further 

stated that they thought Negro children should be taught by 

teachers of their ot·m race who understood them b e t ter , . They 

expressed fear that should integration occur, as in the 

9Nr\ACP Le(l'al Defense and Education Fund, 107 West 
b . y n-) R · 1 ,.. 1 t ( L · b - G- 4 3 .street , N e':l y 0 r le, N. ,, , .t res s e e a s e 1 r a r y , .1.. e en- 

v i 11 e } e-ws-l:>icdmont Greenville, S. C., hereafter ref erred 
to n.s nwv\.CP Press Release rt) n , d , 

10crcenville News, Oct. 17, 1951 • ..;,_.;....:;,_------- ----- 
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North few Negro teachers wcu Ld be hirect.11 

In spite of these statements the case was still 

pending in the Supreme Court, and the State of South 

Carolina began to take action to equalize the schools in 

the Summerton area of Clarendon County where the court case 

originated. Although the federal government slowed alloca 

tion of steel for construction of school buildings,12 the 

.Education Finance Commission on October 9, 1951, approved. 

the construction in Summerton of a newhigh school for 

Negroes and the remodeling of the old Scotts Branch }ligh 

School to be used as an elementary school. On November 27, 

1951, the Commission further approved $278,550 for con- 

struction and remodeling, architect's fee, and purchase of 

sites for new Negro schools in the Summerton area.13 

The .Education Finance Corr.mission consolidated· 

Clarendon County's thirty-four school districts into.three. 

The old District 22, where the integration suit had origi 

nated, had been consolidated with eight others to become the 

new School District #1 of Clarendon County with 277 white 

llNews and Courier, Charleston,. S. C., three article 
series o~arendon County Schools by Bryan Collier, Oct. 
7-9, 1951 (here?-fter referred to as ucollier Series"). 

12Ancterson Independent, Ander.son, s, c.; Oct. 7, 1951. 

13n.obert ;McC. Figg, nReport by Robert Mee. Figg on 
Clarendon County School Progr~ss11 filed in Federal Clerk's 
?ffice, Dec. 20, 1951 (Copy w1th letter to Governor Byrnes 
in Governor James F. Byrnes Papers· [hereafter· ref erred to 
as Governor's Pa'oers j State Arcl11 ve s s Columbia, s. c,», 



and 3,096 Negro students. Long range plans called for the 

t\~enty-four Negro elementary schools to be consolidated into 

three; the two white elementary schools combined; and one 

high school for each race •. The $791,580 to be spent on 

one-third the county's schools was estimated at almost four 

times the annual tax revenues of the entire county.14 The 

three percent sales tax plus the decision of the state to 

grant up to 75% of the twenty year school budget allotment 

to any county during the 1951-52 school year had made such 

a large sum available.15 

111e Supreme Court had not handed down a decision on 

the Clarendon Case when Governor Byrnes delivered his annual 

address to the Legislature on January 8, 1952. Tile Governor 

recommended that the Legislature take one other precaution 

by submitting to a referendum the question of removing from 

the State Constitution the requirement for a public school 

sys t em, Governor Byrnes reasoned, "If a resolution repeal 

ing the provision is not submitted at this session, the 

question of repeal could not be acted upon by the people 

until the general election in 1954. If submitted now and 

approved by the electors, it could be ratified by the 

14News and Courier, "Collier ·seriesu Oct. 7-9, 1951. -- 
15Alex McCullough, research secretary, Governor's 

Office, Columbia, s. C., npress Releasett, June 5, 1952 
(Governor 's Papers) • 
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Legislature next January.n16 

Immediately a barrage of attacks came at Byrnes, 

especially from Negroes who claimed that the recommendation I 
r wou Ld abolish the public schools of South Carolina. Byrnes 

called it merely a ''preparedness mea sur e " that would give 

the Legislators who had sworn to uphold the State Constitu- 

tion a free hand in determining the future policy of the 

state as to the maintenance of a public school system.17 

'Iwo days after the Governor "s speech the Senate .Education 

Committee, chaired by Senator Gressette, who was also chair- 

man of the South Carolina School Committee, introduced in the 

State Legislature a proposal to repeal Article II, Section 

5, of. the State Constitution relating to free public 

schools.18 

While the proposal was being debated on the floor of 

the State Senate the Supreme Court on January 28, 1952, 

order~d the Clarendon Case sent back to the lower court on 

grounds that the lower court had not given its opinion on 

the equalization progress report submitted to it by the 

school office at the end of the six month period as it had 

16Anderson Independent, Jan. 9, 1952. 

17 lex McCullough, research assistant, Governor's 
Office "Byrnes Leads South Carolina Educational Revolution u 
press ;elease, (Library, §::._eenville News-Piedmont, Greenvill~ 
S. C.) Nov. 1, 1953. 

13L. Marion Gressette, information from the records of 
the General Assembly suppied in personal letter. 
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ordered in June, 1951.19 Governor Byrnes hailed the order 
- 

a,s a victory for segregation of whites and Negroes in the 

public schools. Many were jubilant over the fact that Judge 

J. Waties Waring, who had cast the one dissenting vote when 

'the case had appeared previously in the district court, on 

the same day announced his retirement to become effective 

February 15, the month before the case was to be re-heard.20 

Upon leaving for his new home in New York City the Judge 

declared urt will be n1ce to get away from narrow provin 

cialism. In the South to advocate the abolition of segre 

gation is the unforgivable sin. And if you deny wh i t e 

supremacy, you 're damned. n21 

Still unsure of a final ruling in the case, the 

Senate on February 5 unanimously ratified the proposal to 

repeal the State Constitution relating to free public 

schools.22 The proposal received slight opposition :i,n the 

House where it was introduced on February 6. Although there 

was no organized opposition, four men voted against the 

proposal. They were Representatives Owens of Laurens, 

Nicholson of Greenwood, Morris of Pickens, and Rawl of 

l9lNAACP P.ress Releaseu. 

2091arleston Evening ~, Ja.."L. 29, 1952. 

21Atlanta Journal, Atlanta, Ga., Mar. 2, 1952. 

22L. Marion Gressette, information from the records of 
the General Assembly supplied in personal letter. 
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Richlanct.23 The four men represented no particular interest 

group, and they wer e not from the same geographical region; 

however, they were all younger members of the House, ranging 

in age from 25 to 35.24 In a speech before the lbuse of 

Representatives Nicholson defended the public school system 

as ttctemocracy in actionu, and asserted that he did not 

think that ingenuity of man could devise a system 0to beat 

an adverse Supreme Court decisionrt anyway. Representative 

Owen s , who was vice-chairman of the Gressette Comm.i ttee, 

spoke at length on the floor of the House against the pro 

posal. 1flJnless some clear, specific alternate is offered in 

the event segregation is outlawed, I can't support this 

resolution, n Owens said. He ·went on to say that he did not 

believe that the United States Supreme Court would change its 

decision by an act of South Carolina or al.low the state to do 

~ndirectly what the court said ~he state may not do directly. 

"Do we really intend to abandon our public schools?" he 

asked. 11Do we intend to follow· confusion with chaos?n25 

Representative O\\Tens felt that the House should not 

blindly follow the governor or any other man, .. but do their 

own thin1dng, especially on a problem as important as the 

23owens, private interview. 
- ' 

24south Carolina Legislative Manual, 33rd edition, 

Columbia, s. c., 1952 •. , 

25Anderson IndeQendent, Feb. 13, 1952. 
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one they Herc considerin3. 1' I realize the people will vote 

on it, but by our action, we would be recommending it,n he 

declarect.26 Owens could not support the proposal in spite 

of the fact that those who favored it wan t ed a unanimous 

vote as a "show of unanimity to the governor0 and nto show 

opposition to the Supreme Court.n27 The final vote in the 

House wa s 110-4, and tlle proposal wa s ratified and sent to 

the people for their opinion in the November general election 

of that year.28 

The action of the State Legislature did not at first 

bring on great discussion f~om the press because, as one 

journal put it, "t lie true importance of this amendm en t " was 

not recognizect,29 and because of the press ts continued pre- 

occupation with oraising Governor Dyrnes' "Revolution in - ;.. . 
Education." The Charlotte Observer compared Byrnes to 

l orth Carolina's own rr.Education Governor" Charles Aycock, 

but de c La r ed that· the ''magnimous accomplishment s " of Byrnes 

made Aycock' s accompli sllments seem "small potatoes indeed. t r 

TI1e paper predicted that not only would South Carolinians 

remember Governor Dyrnes more as the tteducational governorrr 

26Greenville !JeNs, Feb. 13, 1952. ~---------- ----- 
27 0\\Tens, private interview. 

28Greenvi11e Ne\1JS, Feb. 13, 1952. ------------ ----- 
29Howard G. McLain, 11South Carolina's School Ai.11endment,tt 

~ South, VIII (Peb., 1953), 1. 
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than as a national and international statesman, but that his 

prior accomplishment tvould be looJ.:eed upon as experiences 

accumulated toward maldng him the "Mo s e s leading the state 

out of a maze of in-grown problems brought to a head by 

Negroes challenging the Palmetto school system in the Federal 

Court.n30 

In the midst of the praise for Byrnes came more 

action from the courts on the Clarendon case. The case was 

re-heard in district court in Columbia on Ma r ch 3, 1952, and 

a decision was reached on March 13. Judge A. t11. Dobie of 

Norfolk, Virginia, had replaced the retired Judge lfaring, 

arid he and Judges Pa rlcer and Tirmnerman, who had ruled in the 

original case, delivered a unanimous ruling declaring racial 

separation in public schools "not of itself violative11 of the 

Fourteenth Amendment. The ruling came in part because of the 
--=-" 

favorable effort on the part of the State to attempt .to 

equalize the schools in the Summerton District.31 Still 

not satisfied with the decision, the NAACP again a sked the 

Supreme Court to hear the case on May 10, 1952; the f'o LLow- 

ing month the court agreed to hear the case later that year.32 

After a period of three months when the outcome of the refer 

endum relating to public schools had seemed less important,. 

30c11arlotte Observer, Charlotte, N. c., May 29, 1952. 

31News and Courier, .Mar. 14, 1952. -- 
32"NAACP Press Release.u 
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its urgency was then enhanced twofold: the case would be 

heard again, but more importantly that it wo u Ld be heard 

by the Nation's highest court instead of a district court 

where all judges were from states with constitutions requir- 

ing segregated schools. 

During the long summer months and into the fall 

prior to the November general election several groups began 

to openly register opposition to the proposed amendment. 

The local chapters of the NAACP had early attacked the pro- 

posal as a segregationist move to discriminate against 

Negroes • .Ed 13. Smith of Greenville admitted his part in the 

attempt to retain segregated schools and in a widely carried 

"lett.er to the editor" openly denounced the "non vote as 

meaning ttthat we will have to have colored and white people 

mixed in our schoolstt and further tttells the Supr eme Court 

and the the nation that we will submit to the mixing.of the 

. h l n33 races 1n our sc oo s. 

Although by no means not all, some religious groups 

and leaders voiced criticism to the proposed amendment. When 

Governor nyrnes alluded to the possibility of churches oper 

ating the schools, the Rev. F. Clyde Helms, widely known 

naptist pastor in Columbia attacked this assumption which he 

felt could cause tlle churches to become "the last stronghold 

of segregation in South Carolina.n The Public Affairs Com- 

33McLain, 0South Carolina ts School /unendment, u pp. 3-5. 
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mittee of the State YWCA and the Christian Action Council ' 
an independent church agency in South Carolina which worked 

with ten denominations, took their first steps in opposition 

to the proposal in June. The Council later gave its reasons 

for opposing the proposal: (1) the importance of public 

schools in a de1!1ocracy; (2) opposition to making public 

education a "political football11; (3) a protest to the 

opinion that the churches might opetate the schools; (4) a 

protest. against efforts to intimidate and defeat the Supreme 

Court; (5) no alternative plan being suggested, the General 

Assembly would have a ''blank check" to do with the schools 

as they please; (6) the possibility that a favorable vote 

might be interpreted as public sanction for discontinuing 

the public school system; and (7) a. defense that all the 

people involved might find a "wise and Christian solutiontt 

for such problems if and when they come.34 

The local c11apters of the League of Women Voters held 

public forums on the issue in Columbia., Charleston, Spartan 

burg, Chester and several other places. The Columbia Chapt er 

secured radio time for presentation of both sides of the 

issue but found difficulty in getting someone to speak ttfor" 

the amendment. Dy early October a Ll local Leagues had voted 

to oppose the amendment, ond similar action was taken by the 

State League. A f eiv days later the Council of Delegates of 

34Ibid. - 
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the South Carolina illucation Association, which represented 

the white teachers of tlle state, voted in favor of publicly 

supported and racially segregated schools with equal oppor 

tunity for all, expressing faith in the nwisdom of the 

electorate at the polls. u Some educators, such as Dr. E. C; 

llcCants, retired superintendent of schools in And t re r son , ook 

a more concrete stand. McCants was quoted as saying that 

the amendment opposed wha t he had given his life for.35 

As expected after their resounding ratification, 

most of the members of the General Assembly favored the 

amendment. The South Carolina School Committee, or Gressette 

Conunittee, held a meeting July 31, 1952, and all those pre 

sent voted in favor of the adoption of the amendment.36 

However, the vice-chairman, Representative Tench P. Owens, 

who was not seeking re-election to t he Hou s e , was not present. 

In a letter to Senator Gressette, Representative Owen~ recom- 

mended that the School Committee should be meeting even then 

to seek advice and plan ahead while time still remained; and 

he further reiterated his opposition to the amendment: 

I further felt that whatever the future may hold as 
to our policy of segregation of the races in the 
schools the State of South Carolina. should not aban 
don its' system of fr~e public school~ •. An educated, 
informed electorate a s one of the ma rn nopes of our 

35Ibid., pp. 304. 

36L. J\iarion Gressette, Letter to all members of the 
Gressettc Committee and the Governor with enclosures, Aug. 1, 
1952 ( overnor 's Papers)• 
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form of goverrment . Hi thout a free system of nub Li c 
schools, I cannot see how- the democratic processes 
in South Carolina can Nork successfully for the com- 
mon gooa.37 

Representatives ~~ens and Nicholson both spoke out 

.Ln open forums. Nicholson argued that there wa s no forceful 

reason for the change; North Carolina and Virginia, who faced 

the same problem of maintaining segregated schools, had 

similar constitutional provisions for public schools,· and 

these states had not considered abolishing the public 

schools. 38 1-Ie further pointed out, "Any proposal within 

the framework of the public school system could take place 

under the present constitution. So the question revolves 

itself into whether we want to abandon the public school 

system. u39 

State Senator Bruce White of Union County, although 

he had voted to present the amendment to the people, came out 

against it. Senator nominate E. D. Rodger~ of Beaufort op 

posed it "if for no other reason t han to avoid embarrassment 

to our people. 1140 Representative Harold B. Ki ng suggested a 

37Tench P. Owens, letter to M.arion ·Gressette, Sept. 20, 
1952, Clinton, S. C. (Governor's P~pers). 

38,'Jilliam H. Nicholson, Jr •. , "Letter to the Bd.i to r "; 
Charleston Ne\·TS and Courier, Oct. 4, 1952. ~_.............. .. 

39\-Jilliam H. Nicholson, Jr., usolon Voices Opposition 
to Change1t, South Carolina EC~~ News, Co Lumb i a , s. c., 
November, 1952. 

40tvJcLain, "South Carolina's School Amendmen t ", p , 4. 
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rrsimple" solution to all the related problems: From the 

income of the three percent sales tax give $1,000 to every 

nNieger who promises to leave the state.n41 

Election time was drawing near when on October 16 I Governor Byrnes addressed the South Carolina Association of 

School Doards at a meeting in Columbia. He again called on 

the citizens of South Carolina to approve the amendment as a 

npreparedness measureu. He declared that if the amendment J 
went down to defeat in November and the Supreme Court de- 

cided against Clarendon County in December, ttthe legislature 

and other state authorities would have to permit white and 

colored students to attend the same schools. rr The speech 

was broadcast, and the part of it dealing with the amendment 

was transraitted into some of the schools so that the children 

might hear it in the classrooms.42 

On the Thursday night before the election, Lieutenant 

Governor George Dell Timmerman, Jr., son of one of the Dis 

trict Court judges who had heard the Clarendon case twice, 

appealed to the people by radio to approve the amendment. 

He was publicly seconded by other members of the General 

Assembly including Senator Marion Gressette. On election eve 

the Christian Action Council released statements from ten 

41Harold 13. King, personal interview in his home at 
Oalo.·my, near v estminster, S. C., April 3, 1972. 

42McLain, "South Carolina1s Amendmentn, p. 4. 
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leading ministers and churchmen opposing the amendment., 

Governor Byrnes gave a rebuttal declaring that the facts had 

been distorted, and again he called for approval of the amend 

ment. 43 

The debate had progressively p.i.cked up steam gaining 

more opponents up until election day. Because of the much- 

contested presidential race, the election brought out a 

larger than usual turnout. Of the 279,141 voting on the 

school amendment, 68% voted in favor of the amendment. Of 

the forty-six counties in South Carolina, only five voted 

against the amendment. They were Abbeville, Anderson, 

Cherokee, Pickens, and Spartanburg - all Piedmont or 

"up-countrytr counties; and in five other Piedmont counties - 

Greenville, Greenwood, Oconee, Union and York - the vote was 

close. On the other hand, some of the u1ow-country" counties 

had very large margins in favor of the amendment. Calhoun 

County, home of Senator Gressette,. cast 1,287 votes nfor" 

and only 59 votes 1'against n, the largest majority in favor 

of the amendment of any county. Governor Byrnes accused the 

b Lac ks of block voting, to whi.ch the NA.r\CP retorted that the 

b Lack s had learned the practice from whites. In a personal 

letter to Governor Byrnes, J.M. Hinton, president of the 

South Carolina Conference of the NP. ... ACP stated,. "Lt is sur- 

prising to us to tcnow that we have become strong enough to be 

43Ibid. - 
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the balance of power in South Carolina, and to have you 

a cknow.l edg e same. n44 Yet some looked at the two - to - one 

vote as a moral victory for the opposition because of two 

reasons: the strong racial _al).gle associated w.i th the c..mend- 

ment, and the fact that constitutional amendments are almost 

invariably passed by the voters regardless of the subject.45 

On December 9 and 10, just one month after the 

election, the U.S. Supreme Court heard the oral argument 

for the appealed case of Briggs v. Elliott. The court reach 

ed no final agreement and asked for a reargument of that case 

and four similar cases for the October, 1953 term of the U. 

s. Supreme Court.46 When Governor Byrnes delivered his 

annual address to the legislature in January, 1953, the mid 

point of his four-year term, the outcome of the Clarendon 

County case was still pending, and the Governor recommended 

that the members of the legislature refrain from ratifying 

the Constitutional Amendment deleting the requirement for 

public schools at that time. ushould the decision be favor 

able, you might consider ratification unnecessary. Should 

44j. M. Hinton, letter to Governor James F. Byrnes, 
Dec. 6, 1952 (Governor's Papers). 

45McLain, "Sou t h Carolina's School Am endmerrt ", p. 4. 

46Leon Friedman (editor), Argument: The~ Argument 
Before the Su~reme Court in Brovm v , Board of Education of 
1:1ooel\:a, 1952-~5, (New York, Chelsea House PUblishers, 1969) 
pp~ 36, 177. 



50 

the decision be adverse, the G~neral Assembly can decide 

whether the amendment should be ratified," he declarect.47 

This speech by the governor set the stage for a 

11wait-and-see" period for the state which lasted until early 

1954. During that time the state took no further major 

npreparedness measures" to head-off desegregation. There 

fore, by the mid-point of his administration Governor Byrnes 

had (1) established the Gressette Committee to search for 

ways to retain segregation, (2) work~d closely with the 

Clarendon County scho<?l officials to get a ttfavorablen 

ruling in the case of Briggs~· Elliott, and (3)·provided 

for the possible deletion of the Cons ti t ut i.ona.L requirement 

for public schools if necessary. These "preparedness meas 

ures" coupled with his attempt to equalize the schools for 

the races, Byrnes hoped, would make it possible for the 

state to maintain its segregated schools. At least for the 

first three years of his administration the future looked 

very bright for Byrnes' "Educa t i on Revolution •11 

47Alex .McCullough,. "Pr e s s Release,n Nov. 1, 1953. 
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.Even though 1953, Dyrnes' third year as governor, 

was outwardly rather quiet on desegregation, events began 

that made 1954 equally tumultuous. By early June, 1953, 

South Carolinians kn ew that the case of Briggs v • .Elliott 

would be reargued in early December. The Charleston News 

~ Cot:trier argued that the court had the "plain' dutyn to 

uphold the constitutional rights of the states to operate 

their own schools.1 The Orangeburg Times ~ Democrat stated, 

however, that n ••• factors seem to weigh on the side of the 

advocates of non-segregation. u2 While ma;.."1y South Carolinians 

argued that the Supreme Court did not have the-right to use 

the Fourteenth Amendment to abolish segregation because the 

framers of the amendment never meant it so ; .t he n ew United 

States Attorney General Herbert Br owne LL, .Ir ,.; argued that 

the Sup.reme Court did have that rigl;lt.3 The nationally in 

fluential George Meany, president of the American Federation 

of Labor, attacked segregationists by relating anti-Negroism 

and anti-Semitism to anti-Unionism. He indirectly attaclced 

Governor Byrnes when he branded as rr1ittle Hitlers" those 

'Who proposed to abolish the public school systems in their 

lNe\·1s and Courier, Charleston, s. c., Sept. 7, 1953. 

2Times and Democrat, Orangeburg, s. C., Sept. 19, 1953. 

3columbia Record, Columbia, s. c., Nov. 28-30, 1953. 
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states if the Supreme Court abolished racial segregation.4 

On December 7, 1953, the United States Supreme Court 

began hearing the oral reargument of the five ttsegregation 

ca s e s "; Briggs v ... .Elliott was reargued first. The court 

took over five months to reach a final decision.5 Evidently 

by March, 1954, there were tho~e in the General Assembly who 

believed that the decision wo u Ld not be favorable to 

Clarendon County; on .March 19, 1954, the legislature ratified 

the Constitutional Amendment approved by the voters November 

4, 1952 that would negate the constitutional requirement 

that the state provide public schools. 

The Senate Education Committee introduced the 

amendment for ratification. It passed the Senate without 

opposition, but received thirteen negative votes in the 

House.6 This action did not mean an immediate end to the 

public school system of South Carolinat but rather that the 

state.~o~ld not be '~ound by a provision of the State Con- 

··stitutiontt in seeking ways to provide for the continued 

4Times and Democrat, Nov. 12, 1953. 

5Leon Friedman (ed~tor), Argument: ~Oral Argument 
Before the Su~reme Court in Brovm v ; Board of .Education of 
Topeka, --r9s2-:s, (New York, Chelsea House Publishers, 1969) 
pp; 1079' 325. 

6L. Marion Gressette, information from records of 
General Assembly supplied in personal letter. 
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segregation of schools.7 

At a meeting of the South Carolina Education 

Association, the professional organization for white teach- 

cr s , held in Coltunbia the week after the ratification of the 

Constitutional Amendment, Governor Byrnes expressed his fear 

of the outcome of the Clarendon case and further stated his 

priorities: "Our present system of public schools is dear 

to us " but 1'the preservation of racial integrity is even 
J 

dearer. Unless we find a legal way of preventing the mixing 

of races in the schools, it will mark the beginning of the 

end of civilization in the South as we have known it. tt8 

Certainly if the March 19 ratification of the Con- 

stitutional A..rnendment had not ended the ttwait-and-seett period 

in South Carolina, the action taken by the United States 

Supreme Court on May 17, 1954, did. It was on that date 

that the Court ruled simultaneously in four cases commonly __ . 

referred to as Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, declar 

ing separate educational facilities for the races inherently 

unequal. The case from Clarendon County, South Carolinat 

Briggs v. Elliott, was one of the other three included in 

this ruling. 9 Governor Byrnes was "shocked." but he appealed 

7L. Marion Gressette1 private interview held in his 
office in the South Carolina State House, Columbia, s. c., 
April 5, 1972. 

8New~ and Courier, March 26, 1954. 

9Friedman, Argument, p. 325. 
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to the citizens of his state, ;egardless of race, to 

"exercise restraint and preserve order.nlO He felt that the 

court had reversed itself because it had time and again held 

that the doctrine of separate but equal facilities was not 

violative of the Constitution.11 The Governor later stated, 

however, that Squth Carolina "must in good faith try to 

operate within the Law;." which he found hard to understand, 

"while trying at the same time to maintain schools for the 

whites and Negroes."12 In an informal address to a Boys' 

State meeting in Columbia, June 18, 1954, G6vernor Byrnes 

lambasted the Court's decision and further explained his 

feelings toward integration: n1 believe firmly that integra 

~~-would retard education." He referred specifically to v--Ly 
districts where Negroes far outnwnbered wh.it e s and called on 

counties with small Negro population to come to the aid of 

their sister counties in distress. Byrnes used the analogy 

of fish which swim in schools according to their specific 

species never mixing with schools of other species, and he 

referred to the Christian churches which were not integrated. 

These were the reasons why integration of schools was wrong.13 

lOc11arlotte Observer, Cnarlotte, N. c., May 18, 1954. 

11 The St ate, Columbia, S. C. , May 18, 19 54. 

12rhe State, July 1, 1954. 

13James F. Dyrnes, "Informal address to Boys' State," 
Columbia, S. C., June 18, 1954 (James F. Byrnes Papers, 
Clemson University, Clemson, S. C.). 
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On the other hand retired Judge J. Waties Waring, 

who had originally persuaded the plaintiffs in the Clarendon 

case to argue for integration instead of equality, hailed 

the Court decision for placing ttPlessy v. Ferguson in the 

'g a rb ag e pail where it belongs." He compared the decision 

with Moses bringing down the decalogue from Mount Sinai, 

Christ's Sermon on the Mount, Gandhi's march to the sea in 

protest against the salt tax, and the signing of the .Magna 

R l.1. Carta at £unnymede. · The Judge attacked Governor Byrnes 

and Governor Talmadge of Georgia as "subversives • • • trying 

to lead ignorant but decent people into doing wr orig , u15 
0 

~· 

NAACP Executive Secretary Walter White also called the two 

governors "the two most pathetic figures in American history w. 

today ••• in their frustration and bitterness.ul6 

However , the Textile Tribune of Spartanburg came to 

Governor Byrnes' defense, praising his education progr~m: 

It is a peculiar twist of fate that the one man who 
has played the most important part in this helpful 
program, Governor Byrnes, is the man who has received 
the most criticism from a f evt so..;.called Nes ro leaders 

. 0 

in the South and some white renegades in the North. 
Dut we believe the great majority of Negroes in South 
Carolina know and appreciate the efforts Governor Byrnes 
has made in their behalf, and we feel very sure Governor 

1954. 

14News and Courier, Nov. 7, 1954. 

15Greenville NeNs, Greenville, s. c., Nov. 8, 1954. 

16spartanburg Herald, Spartanburg,. s. c., May 24, 



Dyrnes is grateful for the friendly attitude of 
Negroes toward his efforts to improve their school 
facilities.17 

In the midst of tile confusion, heated discussions, 

accusations, and unc er t a i.n t i e s im.i.11edi2.tely_ f o Ll.ow.i ng the 

Supreme Court ruling, Governor Byrnes began to muster his 

forces. TI1e General Assembly had paved the way in March for· 

a final act of closing the publi(( schools to avoid desegre- 

gation by ratifying the Constitutional Ameridmen t , On Hay 

20, 1954, just three clays after the Court1s ruling, Governor 

Byrnes halted new school construction until "it is known 

whether the U.S. Supreme Court decision banning segregated 

schools also k ... no clcs out the state's multimillion dollar 

equalization program.ul8 Byrnes pointed out that ttit is 

obvious that in locating new.schools, if a school cannot be 

allocated to Negro students it might be located in an entir~ 

1y cliff erent site. 1119 The Charleston News ~ Courier had 

for some time pointed out this possibility and had warned · 

against the economic wisdom of t~lowing these millions on 

large permanent consolidated schoolhouses.n20 The State 

bducation Finance Commission publicly backed Byrnes' stopping 

17Textile Tribune, Spartanburg, s, c., May 20, 1954. 

1 °~~' May 21, 1954. 

19News and Courier, May 21, 1954 • ................ ~- 
20~,, Oct. 31, 1953. 
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of school construction,21 but State Superintendent of 

.Education Jesse T. Anderson, after some consideration, 

argued that the state should go ahead with the school build- 

ing program. lle recommended, however , more local authority 

in determining the location of schools because local author- 

i ties "know better wher e school buildings should be located 

in order to serve the races and promote more segregation 

under a non-segregation Law , u22 In spite of these r ecom- 

mendations the governor's orders stood and for some time the 

state built no new schools. 

Out of the confusion and misunderstanding of the 

Court's ruling it soon became evident that the Supreme 

Court would hear argmnen ts in the October, 1954, term on the 

question as to wh a t action that Court should take to imple- 

ment its decision. Byrnes hoped that this action wou Ld not 

only be time-consuming, but that the district court in South 

Carolina would make the final decision, one more favorable 

to Clarendon County and the state. So when the Exec u t.i ve 

Committee of the South Carolina School Administrators 

Association met in Columbia on June 1, Governor Byrnes in- 

structed them ttnot 0ive any consideration to mixing the races 

in the 1954-55 school term" unless and until ordered to do so 

21state, June 12, 1954. 

22Jesse T. Anderson, letter to members of the Education 
Finance Commission, June 16, 1954 (Governor James F. Dyrnes 
Paoers [hereafter. ref erred to as .Governor's Paper_:S] State 
'ir l11ves, Columbia, S. C.). 
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by the Court.23 

Still unsure of what the Court might order, Governor 

Byrnes t ook further action and re-activated the South 

Carolina School Cornm i t t e e , better known as the Gressette 

Committee, to study ways to keep the state's pub.lie schools 

segregated.24 From the time of the reorganized committee's 

first official meeting on June 15, 1954, tmtil Byrnes left 

office in January, 1955, the Gressette Committee took the 

leading role as the administration's work-horse in preparing 

for a possible head-on meeting with court-ordered desegre- 

gation. 

The reorganized committee had some new faces. Al- 

though the five gubernatorial appointees remained the same, 

some of the members from the Senate and House no longer held 

their legislative seats. From the Senate John H. Williams 

of Aiken, formerly a member of the Committee from the House, 

.and \'I. L. Harrelson of .Mullins,. replaced Senators Lybrand 

and Bryant. Only one House appointee remained on the Com- 

mi ttee; he was Har o Ld King of Westminster. 1he new members 

were H.epresen~atives· Tracy Gains of Inman, w. L. Rhodes of 

Yarnville, Paul M •. MacMillan, Jr., of Cha r Le st on , and Phillip 

H. Arrowsmith of Florence.25 

23Ne\iS ~Courier, June 2, 1954. 

24Columbia Record, Columbia, s. c., May 20, 1954. 

25Greenville Ne\'lS, June 11, 1954. 
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The membership of the Committee was heavily weighted 

along certain lines of interest. Of the fifteen members, 

twelve were lawyers, one an educator, one a newspaperman, 

and one a farmer; and all were white. Seven nlmV'-countryrr 

counties were represented on the Committee, three Piedmont 

counties, and two l·Hd-State counties. Th.i s geographical 

imbalance doubtless reflected the higher concentration of 

.Negroes in the "Low -courrt r-y o counties.26 

The Gressette Committee began a series of closed 

door meetings to assay public opinion and to discuss possible 

action the state could take in event the Supreme Court order 

ed immediate desegregation. At its first meeting on June 15, 

1954, the Cormnittee discussed with Governor Byrnes his pro 

posal for a special session of the State Legislature. They 

reached a mutual agreement that anything d on e at that time 

\-'iOUld be impractical and immature since the Court had.not 

specified how or when school segregation should end. Senator 

Arrants argued that the Committee should be talking about 

integration instead of segregation. The reasons he gave for 

his stand we r e that thirty-five percent of the white people 

did not want segregation, preachers were not for segregation, 

and mo st people did not wan t to do away \•Ti th public schools 

under any circumstance. Senator Arrants received no backing 

from other members of the Comm i ttee. lvayne Freeman, a 

26Ioi 1., June 16, 1954. 
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Greenville riewspape rman , promised to wr i te editorials and in 

general keep the reading public informed on the issues re- 

lating to desegregation. The Committee unanimously elected 

Representative Tracy Gains vice-chairman to succeed Tench P. 

O\\Ten who had not sought re-election to the .House.27 

On the following day a number of state officials 

appeared before the Committee: Attorney General T. C. 

Callison, State Superintendent of Education Jesse T. And e.r-, 

son, Education Finance Committee Director E. R. Crow, Depart- 

rnent of Education Chief Finance Officer P.H. Boman, and 

five representatives of the state Education Association. 

TI1e Attorney General advised the Committee to take no 

specific action at that time because that was wha t the 

Supreme Court was waiting for •. Dr. Crow· recommended the 

continuation of the building program with so much power 

to operate the schools in the hands of the local trustees 

that iri effect it would put an end to the state controlled 

public schools. The Committee voted to invite representa 

tives of the Palmetto Education Association, the Negro 

teachers' professional organization, to express their views 

on the situation. The members discussed the possibility of 

not calling in representatives of the Nfl~CP but instead a 

cross section of the Negro citizens and educators who were 

27rT]linutes of the Gressette Connnittee", June 15, 1954 
(Governor's Paners). 
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middle of the roaders.28 

During the second week of meetings on June 23 and 24 

the Committee heard representatives of the Association of 

School Boards and the School Administration Association who 

agreed that if the state continued to build equal schools 

for Negroes they wou l.d not want to go to the \vhi te schools; 

and representatives of the South Carolina Parent-Teachersr 

Association wh.i ch emphasized ke ep i ng the public schools and 

continuing the building program. The Committee also voted 

to send a subcommittee to Louisiana and Mississippi to learn 

what those states were doing to preserve segregated schools. 

The subcommittee, composed of Senators Gressette and 

Williams; Representatives Rhodes, King, and 1.1acMillan; and 

Committee Secretary Wayne Freeman, wen t to Baton Rouge, 

Louisiana, on June 28 and· on to .Iackson , .Mississippi, June 
30.29 

After a none too cordial reception in Baton Rouge,30 

Governor Robert Kenan finally received nour friends from 

South Carolina,rr and explained some of the "exploratory" 

measures taken by his state.31 

28Ibid., June 16, 1954. 

29Ibid., June 23, 24, 1954. 

30Harold B. King, personal interview in his home at 
Oakway, near Festminster, s. c., April 31 1972. 

3lc arlotte Observer, June 29, 1954. 
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In Jackson, l1iississippi, the subcommittee received 

a royal we Lcome wh i ch included a police escort from the 

airport to the Capitol. There they met Governor Hugh White, 

Attorney General J.P. Coleman, and the Chief Justice of the 

State Supreme Court, Harvey .McGehee. Mississippi had no 

particular plan, but the three representatives of the state 

government were happy to share their ideas w.i t h the South 

Carolina delegation.32 

13ack in South Carolina the full Cornmi ttee met again 

July 7 w.i t h people who ·were directly involved in the 

Clarendon County case: lawyers Hobert Mee. Figg of Charles 

ton and S. E. Rogers of Cf.a r endon , and Clarendon Senator 

James.Hugh McFn.dden. These men favored a repeal of the 

state's compulsory sci1ool attendance law, and suggested that 

if the district trustees had the richt to operate or not 

operate_ the schools they might stand a better chance of 

avoiding dcseg r ega t i.on , Senator Gressette reported that he 

favored amending the State ts Constitution to allow the state 

to transfer, sell, and/or lease school proper t y, and to allow 

grants-in-aid for educational purposes so public funds could 

be used to operate private schools. The Committee also heard 

representatives of the Association of County Superintendents 

of Education who we r e very much in favor of maintaining· seg 

regated schools. The group believed that if a voluntary plan 

32King, personal interview. 
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of school attendance was followed that ninety to ninety-five 

percent of the Negroes wou Ld choose to remain in their mm 

schools. Representative King stated that the best weapon 

against integration in a voluntary plan was the Negro 

teachers who would lose their jobs because of qualification 

if they had to compete with white teachers.· The Committee 

discussed uhether to allow A. J. Clement, Jr., president 

of the Charleston Branch of the NAACP, to appear before the 

group. Senator Gressette was not in favor uunder any cir- 

cumstances" of inviting the group; Others said the group . 

should be invited, but that the Comm.i.t t ee should ask them 

no questions. Creighton Frampton favored letting the group 

appear, but on different dates than the colored P. T. A. 

and Palmetto Teachers' Association because of the feelings 

that the groups had for each other.33 

The following day, July 8, the Committee heard repre 

sentatives from the white and Negro Farm Bureaus. The repre- 

sentative from the w11ite organization argued that something 

must be done without publicity, and recommended the repeal of 

compulsory school attendance laws, giving the local superin 

tendent of schools the right to assign pupils, and making 

funds available to segregated schools only. The Negro group 

33"J'·'1inutes of the Gressette Commi ttee1t, July 7, 1954 
(Governorts Paeers). 
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merely expressed opposition to integration.34 

At the two-day meeting the f'o l.Low.i ng week other 

Negro groups appeared. On July 14 the Charleston Chapter of 

the N r '\ACP sent six representatives who delivered a prepared 

·speech outlining some of their suggestions. They made it 

clear from the outset that one of their main goals was to 

end school segregation, and suggested bi-racial school 

boards, continuation of the school building program, appoint 

ment of Negro members to the Education Finance Comnri s s i.on j 

and freedom of choice in school attendance for Negro chil 

dren. The group warned the Committee that Negro teachers, 

for fear of losing their jobs, would not give a fair picture 

of their feelings.35 

On the f o Ll.ow.irig day the teachers did appear as rep 

resentatives of the Palmetto State Teachers' Association and 

the South Carolina Congress of Parents and Teachers. Both 

groups read pr'epared statements and then with some hesitation 

an swer ed questions from com.mi ttee members. Doth groups fa 

vored the continuation of the school building program. Com 

mittee Secretary Wayne Freeman read to both groups figures 

from the Census Bureau showing the small percentage of Negro 

teachers in integrated schools of the North; and Senator 

Gressette, as before all Negro groups, denied that the Com- 

34Ibid., July 8, 1954. 

35Ibid., July 14, 1954. 
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mi ttee was trying to "c i r c umven t n the court ruling, but that 

they wer e trying to "r e commend the proper course of action 

for the educational progress of the state.u36 

.. i 

The impact the Negro representatives had on the Com- 

mittee is questionable because committee members later gave 

different views on the Negroes' feelings. One member of the 

Committee remembered that "all the Negroes favored integra 

tion" to some degree;37 another member recalled that "mo s t " 

all of the Negroes appearing before the Committee were "for 

continued segregationrr and they were what might be called 

nuncle Toms";38 and yet the chairman of the Connnittee recol- 

lected that most of the Negroes were for integration, but in 

a ttsensible way , n39 

Dr. C. A. Johnson, staff member of the Education 

Finance Commission,. also appeared before the Committee on 

July 15. As field consultant where new schools were con 

s+ruc t ed for Negroes, he felt qualified to express the 

opinions of the Negroes. He concluded that if Negroes had 

first class facilities, they would remain in their schools. 

He didnrt regard the Colored Congress of Parents and Teachers 

36Ibid., July 15, 1954. 

37 J •. Clater Arrants, personal interview in' his office, 
Camden, s. c., April 3, 1972. 

38King, personal interview. 

39l:fressette, personal interview. 
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representative of Negroes, and believed that ninety-nine 

percent of colored parents preferred their children in sep 

arate but equal facilities.40 

Except for a brief presentation by the Florence 

Chapter of the National Association for the Advancement of 

White People, the Gressette Committee meetings of July 21, 

22 and 28 evaluated the hearings and discussions up to that 

time. On July 28 the Committee compiled and sent to the 

governor its first interim report. After stating its pur- 

pose as specified in the Concurrent Resolution S 371, :which 

gave it birth, the very thorough report stated more specifi- 

cally the Committee's purpose as the members saw it. The 

Committee attempted to provide equal ·education opportunities 

for all children in an "atmosphere free of social conflicts 

and tensions wh i ch tend to impede and inhibit the learning 

process. rt n1e members believed that any possible disruption 

came from outside forces and influences that were not aware 

of the state's recent progress in the equalization of schools 

and did not understand the specific problems of South 

Carolina. The Committee further observed that the Neg ro , .wm 
had historically contributed the least to the free system of 

public schools, had the most to lose, and might lose it quite 

40ttt-.-Iinutes of the Gressette Committee", July 15, 1954 
(Governor's Papers). 



67 

innocently.41 Therefore, all citizens of the state had a 

stake in what the Comm.ittee did. 

The report gave the Committee's explanation for its 

closed-door meetings and m i.n i.mum of publicity: the Commit- 

tee had hoped to ttavoid hasty action and public misunder- 

standing. n TI1e. report further summarized the actions the 

Committee had taken in its attempt to 0gather information 

and assay public opinion 11: (1) it had reviewed the present 

school system, its aims and purposes, and found the system 

to be "Fundamerrt a.Lj.y sound1'; (2) it had held extensive con- 

ferences with an "effective cross-section of the citizenry 

of the state0; (3) it had sent a subcommittee to other states 

to exchange information and seek solutions; and (4) the Com- 

mittee had collected a mass of written information for fur- 

ther study.42 

On the basis of its study the Gressette Committee 

made two recommendations to Governor Byrnes, both of which 

slowed down what could have been uTu.1ecessarily hasty acts, 

and both of which the governor had already advocated. TI1e 

Comm i ttee reiterated its recommendation that no extraordinary 

session of the General Assembly be called by the Governor. 

The second recommendation was that school trustees, superin- 

41Soutl 
Carolina School Committee, Interim Repor.!_, 

July 28, 1954, pp. 3-4. 

42Ibid. p. 4. --- ' 
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tendents and other educational authorities plan to open and 

operate the public sch6ols for the 1954-55 session accord- 

ing to the existing patten1. The Committee operated on the 

belief that the Supreme Court in its ruling of .May 17 had 

"clearly and deliberately refrained from issuing an order or 

decree which might have the effect of forcing an·immediate 

change in local school policy or procedure,u even in the 

four districts directly affected by the May 17 ruling.43 

After the Gressette Committee had presented its first 

interim report to the governor it appointed two subcommittees 

to continue wo rlc in specific areas while the full committee· 

took a temporary recess. One subcommittee made a thorough 

study of all laws pertaining to schools in South Carolina 

and reconnnended changes necessary to ncontinued progress of 

public education.rr Governor appointee Creighton Frampton, 

Senator John Williams, and Representative Tracy Gains served 

on this subcommittee. A second subcommittee compiled and 

correlated the oral and written data, suggestions, ideas, 

views, and tentative plans of the Committee. This subcom- 

mi ttee was composed of comm i ttee secretary lfayne Freeman, 

Senator \. L. Harrelson, and Representative W. L.., 1U1odes.44 

According to the recommendations of Governor Dyrnes 

43Ibid op- 4-5. _., .... 

44Greenville News, Aug. 10, 1954. 
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and the Gressette Committee, the South Carolina public schools 

opened for the fall term with total racial .seg r eg a t Lon in all 

districts including the one in Clarendon County where the 

case of Dri~gs v. Elliott had originated. No ttunfortunate 

incident rt occurred because of continued segregation. 45 

On November 16, 1954, after a three and a half month 

recess, the Gressette Corr.Jnittee began a new series of meet- 

ings to hear the reports of the two sub comm.i ttees who had 

been hard at work. 46 The results of the meeting wer e re- 

ported to the Governor in the Committee's second interim re- 

port on January 11, 1955, one week before the Governor left 

office. The report praised the ttfar-sighted General 

Assembly and executive administration, together with a co- 

operative public, rt for having placed South Carolina in a 

good position to deal with the problems of education. TI1e 

'Committee still would not suggest any overall or final plan 

to meet 'fhe problems created by the Court's decree; nor 

would it recommend forcing "negro (sic) children to attend 

schools for white children or require white children to 

attend schools established for negro (sic) children," be- 

cause, the Commi t te e reasoned, "Lf forced separation is 

wrong, then it must follow that forced intenningling is 

45south 
Carolina School Committee, Interim Report, Jan. 11, 1955, p. 4. 

46spartanburg Herald, Nov. 17, 1954. 
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equally wr ong , n The Comm i ttee did, however, make tt-10 recom- ·. 

mendations to change the state law pertaining to the opera- 

tion of public schools, "in the interest of clarifying the 

laN itself and increasing the efficiency of administration.0 

The Committee asked the State to "remove the effect of the 

compulsory attendance lavr in so f a r as it would force a 

parent to send his child or children to schools not of his 

choice and against his will.n Secondly, the report recom- 

mended the clarification and further definition of the duties 

and powers of the boards of trustees or other governing 

bodies ~f the schools.47 

On January 12, 1955, the day after the Gressette 

Committee filed its report with the Governor, Senators 

Gressette, Harrelson, Jefferies, and lVilliams of the Commit- 

tee, along with Sena tor i'-'lcFaddin of Clarendon County, intro- 

duced a bill in the Senate to repeal the state's school at- . 

tendance law. TI1e bill was not passed until March 8, 1955, 

after Governor Byrnes' term had expirect.48 

Also on January 12, 1955, Governor Byrnes delivered 

his farewell speech to the Legislature. He spoke at length 

about eclucation because, he declared, nthat problem more than 

any other had caused me to become a candidate for governor in 

47south Carolina School Committee,. Interim Report, 
Jan. 11, 1955, pp. 4, 5. 

48Gressette, information supplied in personal letter. 
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1950.n He praised the work of the Gressette Committee and 

looked confidently toward a bright future for education in 

South Carolina because of it. He still believed that most 

Negro parents, unless coerced by politicians from other 

states, preferred to send their children to the modern 

schools for Negroes where they would be taught by Negro 

teachers. Dut, he declared, "If Negroes should then desert 

their colored teachers, s eek to attend white schools, and as 

a result our public school system be endru1gered, the respon 

sibility for this tragedy rests upon them."49 

Thus, having done what he could do in four years to 

equalize schools for Negroes and at the same time continue 

to maintain segregated public schools for South Carolina, 

and having placed the blame on Negroes for any future 

jeopardizing of the public school system, Governor Byrnes 

retired from office January 18, 1955. 

49News and Courier, Jan. 13, 1955. 



CONCLUSION 

James F. Byrnes accomplished for education in his 

state what one writer said rrshould have been done over the 

past 75 years.ttl Others had made feeble efforts but had 

failed. Byrnes wa s the man of the hour at an hour when 

educational improvement was expedient if segregated schools 

were to continue in South Carolina. In spite of Supreme 

Court rulings to the contrary, no public school in South 

Carolina was integrated when Byrnes left office. By signif 

icantly improving educational facilities, and at the same· 

time keeping them segregated, Governor Byrnes had "had his 

cake and eaten it too." 

Tlle accomplishments in education during his four. 

years had truly been what he had called for during his cam 

paign: a revolution; at least, in improvement of facilities. 

The 1220 school districts that had existed in 1951 had been 

consolidated into 102 by 1955. In the process 824 totally 

inadequate schools had been closed. Of this number 287 were· 

white and 537 were regro, and almost all of them rural. 

Every school district in the state had at least one first 

class high school for Negroes. In a little less than four 

years the state had spent ~124,329,394 on new and improved 

lstate, Columbia, s. c., Nov. 1, 1953. 
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school buildings. Of that amount almost t110-tllirds had ~ 

been spent on Negro schools.2 

During Byrnes' last year in office U. s. Department 

of Corn .. merce figures showed that the state spent 39.5 cents 

of every t ax dollar it collected for education. 3 The state 

spent $147.00 for each white student and $314.00 for each 

Negro student. The state transported to school by bus 

241,000 of its 525,000 students. This showed an increase of 

approximately 100,000 in four years; and yet, because the 

state had taken over the transportation system from the 

individual districts, the cost per pupil per year had de 

creased from $24.77 to $17.oo.4 ·The total revenue for public 

schools hacl increased over 80% during the Byrnes years; from 

$65,719,614.51 to $120,270,533.43. During the same period 

the enrollment had increased only approximately twelve per 

cent. 5 

Byrnes wa s able to lead the General Assembly to· vote 

for a three per cent sales tax to provide the money to 

2.}ames F. Byrnes, All in One Lifetime (Ne1t1 York: 
Harper and Brothers, 1958Jpp~05;. 408. 

3Greenville Piedmont, Greenville, s. c., July 97 1954. 

4state F...ctucational Finance Commission, South Carolina's 
.Educational Revolution: A Report£[ Progress (Columbia, ~) PP· r,--z-; - 

5~~ial~£E.!. of_ the State Superintendent of 
Education of· the State of South Carolina, 1950, pp. 18 46, · ItJ:S:S, pp •. I'T, 4~, 21'.""3. - --- ' 
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finance llis education revolution. In this endeavor others 

had tried but failed.6 Professional reports on the condi- 

tion of the state's public schools and the threat of possi- 

ble integration if the scliools were not equalized aided 

Byrnes in getting tne sales tax passed. 

llhen it became evident to Byrnes that equal but sep 

arate schools possibly would not be legally acceptable, he~ 

began to take "preparedness measures" and to argue the con 
o 

stitutionality and social and moral rightness of segregated' 

schools. He instigated the Gressette Committee.to serve as 

a watch dog to find ways the state might operate segregated 

schools w.i thin the context of non-segregated Laws , 
Ilyrnes ---- led the state to pass two constitutional amendments hoping 

to circumvent forced desegregation. He voiced his willing- 

ness to give up the public school system rather than inte- 

grate; and by his temporarily halting new school construction 

after the "adverse" Supreme Court ruling, he expressed will- 

ingness to forfeit his long-fought for "education revolution" 
also. 

Total segregation in the public schools came to an 

end c1uring the 1963-64 school term, but revenue for education 

provided for in his bond issue continued. Appropriation was 

6L. 
Marion ~essctte, ~ivate interview held in his 

office in the South Carolina State House, Colwnbia, s. c., April 5, 1972. 
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