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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

American women began to enter the paid labor force in large numbers during the late 

nineteenth century. This important economic and social change is generally believed to have 

occurred primarily in the North and Midwest, regions having industrial cities with rising 

economic opportunities. A look at the historiography of women employed for pay reveals that 

most major works on the subject have a Northeastern or Midwestern bias. Additionally these 

works tend to examine women as employees, due in large part to women’s history having roots 

in labor history, which also focused primarily on workers rather than employers.  

Alice Kessler-Harris’s 1982 Out to Work: A History of Wage-Earning Women is 

groundbreaking in its subject and scope. Kessler-Harris’s work examines how women’s paid 

work changed from colonial times to the 1980s and analyzes patterns relating to race, class, and 

ethnic groups. Her vast work does include a few gaps, notably women’s professional work and 

agricultural labor. Another groundbreaking work is Vicki Ruiz’s 1987 Cannery Women, Cannery 

Lives: Mexican Women, Unionization, and the California Food Processing Industry, 1930-1950, 

which looked at Mexican-American women, although confined to California, and their roles as 

workers. Julia Kirk Blackwelder’s Now Hiring: The Feminization of Work in the United States, 

1900 - 1995 focuses on the changing economy in the 20th century and its dominant role in the 

changes of women’s paid labor. Blackwelder’s scope is smaller than Kessler-Harris, covering 

only the 20th century, but does include brief looks at southern women, particularly black women 

working as domestic servants. Leslie Woodcock Tentler’s Wage-Earning Women: Industrial 

Work and Family Life in the United States, 1900 – 1930 looks primarily at factory workers in 
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Eastern and Midwestern cities. Tentler’s study focuses on both the work life and family life of 

majority working-class women in the years 1900 to 1930.1 

Another group of works on women’s paid employment looks primarily at specific jobs or 

a specific occupational category. Sharon Hartman Strom’s Beyond the Typewriter: Gender, 

Class, and Origins of Modern American Office Work, 1900 - 1930 examines the origins of the 

modern office, specifically the rise in women’s participation in the office and other professional 

occupations such as teaching, nursing, and librarians. Rebecca Sharpless’s Cooking in Other 

Women’s Kitchens: Domestic Workers in the South, 1865 - 1960 focuses solely on the American 

South and examines various aspects of the employment of primarily black domestic workers in 

the years from immediately after the Civil War to the 1960s.2 

The subject of Texas women working for pay has received little attention in major works, 

and as yet no study has specifically focused on Texas women’s paid employment in any time 

period. Texas Through Women’s Eyes offers a broad survey of Texas women throughout the 20th 

century, but as the scope of the work is very broad, paid employment receives little attention 

overall. Texas women’s history, including Texas women’s work for pay, is generally either 

                                                 
1 Alice Kessler-Harris, Out to Work: A History of Wage-Earning Women in the United States, 20th 

Anniversary Edition, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), ix; Vicki Ruiz, Cannery Women, Cannery Lives: 

Mexican Women, Unionization, and the California Food Processing Industry, 1930 – 1950 (Albuquerque: 

University of New Mexico Press, 1987); Julia Kirk Blackwelder, Now Hiring: The Feminization of Work in the 

United States, 1900 – 1995 (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1997), 3 – 4; Leslie Woodcock Tentler, 

Wage-Earning Women: Industrial Work and Family Life in the United States, 1900 – 1930 (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 1979), 1-3. Additional works on women’s wage-labor include Barbara Mayer Wertheimer, We 

Were There: The Story of Working Women in America (New York: Pantheon Books, 1977). Works on married 

women’s changing place in the labor force include Lynn Y. Weiner, From Working Girl to Working Mother: The 

Female Labor Force in the United States, 1820 – 1980 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985); Lois 

Scharf, To Work and to Wed: Female Employment, Feminism, and the Great Depression (Wesport, CT: Greenwood 

Press, 1980). 

 
2 Sharon Hartman Strom, Beyond the Typewriter: Gender, Class, and the Origins of Modern American 

Office Work, 1900 – 1930 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1992); Rebecca Sharpless, Cooking in Other 

Women’s Kitchens: Domestic Workers in the South, 1865 – 1960 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 

2010). 
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found in chapters of edited collections, such as Texas Labor History; Texas: A Sesquicentennial 

Celebration; and Invisible Texans: Women and Minorities in Texas History; or works focusing 

on specific cities such as Dallas in Women and the Creation of Urban Life and San Antonio in 

Women of the Depression. These works serve as excellent resources for women’s overall 

experience but provide only specific information on women’s wage work at particular times such 

as during the Depression or within a city such as Dallas rather than an overall look at the state’s 

women as wage workers and changing patterns in the early decades of the 20th century. Other 

works focus on specific groups such as black Texas women and Chicana women, including 

Black Women in Texas History, Black Texas Women, Working Women into the Borderlands, and 

The World of the Mexican Worker in Texas. These works, like all previously mentioned studies, 

offer a broad synthesis including examinations of work for pay but do not focus primarily on 

labor.3  

Despite the dispersed nature of works on Texas women’s employment during the first 

half of the 20th century, some general trends do emerge within these works. All of the works on 

Texas women’s paid labor agree that black women were more likely to work for pay than were 

their white counterparts; white wage-earning women typically did so in ‘suitable’ occupations 

such as teacher and clerical workers, and many Mexican-American women worked as 

                                                 
3 Judith N. McArthur and Harold L. Smith, Texas Through Women’s Eyes: The Twentieth-century 

Experience (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2010); Bruce A. Glasrud and James C. Maroney, editors, Texas 

Labor History (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2013); Donald W. Whisenhunt, editor, Texas: A 

Sesquicentennial Celebration (Austin: Eakin Press, 1984); Donald Willett and Stephen Curley, editors, Invisible 

Texans: Women and Minorities in Texas History (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2005); Elizabeth York Enstam, Women 

and the Creation of Urban Life: Dallas, Texas, 1843 – 1930 (College Station: Texas A&M University, 1998); Julia 

Kirk Blackwelder, Women of the Depression: Caste and Culture in San Antonio, 1929 – 1939 (College Station: 

Texas A&M University Press, 1998); Bruce A. Glasrud and Merline Pitre, editors, Black Women in Texas History 

(College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2008); Ruthe Winegaten, Black Texas Women: 150 Years of Trial 

and Triumph (Austin: University of Texas Press, 1995); Sonia Hernandez, Working Women into the Borderlands 

(College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2014); Emilio Zamora, The World of the Mexican Worker in Texas 

(College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1993). 
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seamstresses from home. Since most of the studies are either small or specific to a region, 

decade, or ethnic group, few connect their findings to broader trends.  

One major reason for the lack of attention to women working for pay in Texas is the 

predominantly rural nature of the state during the nineteenth century. It should be expected, 

however, that as the state began to urbanize in the 20th century, more women would work for pay 

both inside and outside the home. Generations of women worked inside their homes as part of 

their familial duties, but towns and cities presented new prospects to Texas women wanting to 

earn pay for their work. 4 Therefore, throughout the early years of the 20th century, from 1900 to 

1940, more and more Texas women began working for pay. How closely did their experience 

parallel that of women across the nation?  Had Texas women begun working for pay in 

significant numbers before World War II, so that the war years marked the continuation of a 

trend rather than a notable new departure in that aspect of their lives?   

This study is a quantitative analysis of Texas women who worked for pay either inside or 

outside the home during the years 1900 to 1940 in five mid-size cities: Temple, McAllen, 

Denton, Big Spring, and Marshall. It examines those women primarily in terms of race, age, 

marital status, and occupation at each census year and how those key factors changed over time. 

Mid-size cities were chosen as the focus of this study due to manageability and their rising 

importance as the state urbanized. Total population in the year 1940 defined mid-size cities for 

the purposes of this study. Based on the population statistics in 1940, Texas cities were divided 

into four categories: mega-size cities, large cities, mid-size cities, and small cities. Mega-size 

                                                 
4 Per the United States Census Bureau, “rural” is categorized as areas with a maximum population of 2,500 

inhabitants. Beginning in the 1910 Census, a city required at least 2,500 inhabitants to be considered urban. The 

1920 Census marked the first time in which over 50 percent of the US population was defined as urban. For all 

urban cities, the categorization as based on population size in 1940. 
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cities had populations greater than 97,000 and included only Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and 

San Antonio. Large cities had populations between 28,000 and 97,000 people; mid-size cities 

had a population between 10,000 and 28,000 people; and, finally, small cities had a population 

between 2,500 and 10,000. 5 

In addition to population size, the five cities chosen for this study were selected due to 

their geographic location within the state of Texas (see Map 1.1). Although the coverage of the 

state is not perfect, it is the best within the population constraints set out: McAllen in south 

Texas; Denton in northeast Texas; Marshall in east Texas; Big Spring near the Texas Panhandle; 

and Temple in central Texas. This study does not include any city in west Texas because either 

the city did not meet the population criteria, or the city, if the population criteria in 1940 did 

define the city as mid-size, was not incorporated until well after 1910.6  

Map 1.1: Geographic Distribution of the Sampled Cities 

5 Texas Almanac, “Texas Almanac: City Population History from 1850 – 2000,” 

https://texasalmanac.com/sites/default/files/images/CityPopHist%20web.pdf, accessed June 1, 2016. 

6 These cities were chosen based on both population and region. When looking at the 1940 city population, 

even cities that came just shy of the 10,000 population cut-off were in the same general geographical area of the five 

cities already chosen. 
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A data set for each of the five cities in this study was compiled through the use of a 

random sample of fifty households per ward or district in each city. After determining the 

number of households in each ward or district, a random sample of fifty of those numbers was 

generated by using the random integer function on a scientific calculator. The random numbers 

determined the households that would be included in the sample. For each household that 

became part of the sample, the following information on every female over the age of sixteen 

was coded into the software program IBS SPSS Statistics 23: name, age, head of household 

status, marital status, occupation, place of birth, native tongue, whether the woman was an 

immigrant, and her homeowner status (e.g. whether the house was rented, owned outright, or 

mortgaged). If a household corresponding to a random integer did not include a female over the 

age of sixteen, the previous household’s information was used in an effort to preserve the 

randomness of the sample.7  

The sampling procedure was based on the wards or districts in each small city because 

the census system numbered households consecutively within each of those subdivisions, and 

those numbers were used to determine the total in each subdivision and which households to 

choose from the lists of random numbers. The cities did not have the same numbers of wards or 

districts, so the overall size of the samples differed. For example, Denton had four wards at each 

census year so each sample of 50 per ward resulted in a total sample of 200.  The other four 

cities in the study differed in their numbers of wards or districts at different census years.  As a 

result of the sample comprising fifty households per ward or district, the total numbers of 

                                                 
7 Sixteen was chosen as the cut-off age due to the Census Bureau’s national statistics of women’s 

workforce participation, Table in Series D 29-41, “Labor Force, by Age and Sex: 1980 to 1970,” also chose sixteen 

as the youngest age from which to measure. The occupations of women were coded as they occurred in the Census, 

as I wanted to let the data speak for itself and properly showcase the breadth of employment opportunities for 

women during this time. The SPSS programs was primarily used to make tables in order to compare the race and 

marital status of specific occupations and the general make-up of the female workforce. 
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households in each city’s sample differed to some extent.  In all of the samples for each of the 

five small cities, however, the numbers of households were large enough that tests for margin of 

error showed levels of  error that were consistently plus or minus 4 to 6 percent at a 95 percent 

confidence interval (see Table 1.1).  

Margin of Error of Five Texas Cities, 1900 – 1940 

Table 1.1 

The census is not perfect. For example, enumerators often undercounted women who 

worked for pay in their homes or who received income through boarders. The 1910 census, by 

contrast, over-reported women’s work. For the purposes of studying changing patterns of 

women’s paid employment, however, it is the best source available.8  

Rather than organize the chapters exclusively by city and presenting five different case 

studies, the study revolves around census years as well as the five cities studied. Chapter 2 

begins with the sample of the 1900 census and concludes with the results of the sample of the 

1910 census. Chapter 3 focuses on the Progressive Era, its effects throughout the country and 

state of Texas, and ends with the 1920 census. Chapter 4 discusses Texas in the 1920s and 

8 Lynn Y. Weiner, From Working Girl to Working Women, 87-8; Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed, xii. For 

more information about the history of the United States Census, see Margo J. Anderson, The American Census: A 

Social History (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1988). 

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring ± 9 percent ± 5 percent ± 6 percent ± 5 percent ± 4 percent 

Denton ± 4 percent ± 5 percent ± 5 percent ± 5 percent ± 6 percent 

Marshall ± 6 percent ± 6 percent ± 3 percent ± 5 percent ± 6 percent 

McAllen ± 3 percent ± 3 percent ± 5 percent ± 4 percent ± 4 percent 

Temple ± 6 percent ± 6 percent ± 7 percent ± 6 percent ± 4 percent 
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concludes with the findings of the 1930 census samples. Finally, Chapter 5 examines Texas in 

the Great Depression and the New Deal and ends with the 1940 census. A conclusion then 

summarizes the changes from 1900 to 1940 in each of the sample cities, compares the experience 

of women in those cities to that of women working for pay across the nation, and explains the 

significance of these findings for the historiography of Texas women in the early twentieth 

century.  

The conclusion will reveal that during the first four decades of the 20th century in five 

mid-size Texas cities, none of which had a large-scale industrialized sector, the percentage of 

women working for pay increased from approximately 20 percent to approximately 30 percent of 

the total.  The situation of Texas women closely matched the percentages of women across the 

nation who worked for pay, a statistic that increased from 20 percent in 1900 to 26 percent in 

1940. Thus, in Texas, women’s participation in paid labor, which is often thought to be primarily 

a phenomenon of the post-World War II era, was actually the acceleration of a trend already in 

place rather than a new development.
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CHAPTER 2 

 

BEGINNING THE ASCENT: 

WAGE-EARNING WOMEN FROM 1900 TO 1910 

 

At the turn of the 20th century, Texas was still largely rural; in 1900, 83 percent of Texans 

lived in areas with a population of less than 2,500. Only two cities—Dallas and Houston—

boasted populations of more than 40,000. Cotton dominated the state’s economy, employing 

most Texans in labor related to agriculture—many of them as tenants and sharecroppers. 

Nevertheless, in 1900, Texas women in the five small cities sampled found some opportunity to 

work for pay, and they actually increased their numbers during the next ten years. The five 

sampled cities generally began the 20th century closely matching the national figure of women 

working for pay and many by 1910 exceeded that percentage. This chapter presents data on the 

total number of women working for pay in 1900 and then in 1910 and offers analysis of those 

data on the basis of the women’s ages, marital status, races, birthplaces, and various occupations.  

In addition to the overall trends shown for women working for pay in the five small cities, each 

city is examined separately to discuss changes over the decade on a comparative basis.1 

The percentage of women working for pay in three of the five cities decreased slightly 

between 1900 and 1910 (see Tables 2.1 and 2.2).2 Big Spring’s total percentage of women 

working for pay decreased from 15 percent to 12 percent, representing the biggest decrease 

among the cities. The other two cities whose wage-earning women decreased, Marshall and 

                                                 
1 Angela  Boswell, “From Farm to Future: Women’s Journey through Twentieth-Century Texas,” in 

Twentieth Century Texas: A Social and Cultural History, ed. John W. Storey and Mary L. Kelley (Denton: 

University of North Texas Press, 2008), 105; “Texas Almanac: City Population History from 1850 – 2000,” Texas 

Almanac, https://texasalmanac.com/sites/default/files/images/CityPopHist%20web.pdf, accessed May 1, 2016; 

Randolph B. Campbell, Gone to Texas: A History of the Lone Star State (New York: Oxford University Press 2012), 

337. 

 
2 These statistics often seem to ask for an explanation. However, as this study is limited to a small sample 

and many other variables outside the census are unavailable, speculation on individual cities generally are not 

attempted throughout the study.  
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McAllen, experienced much smaller decreases. Marshall’s percentage only decreased by half a 

percentage point, and McAllen’s decreased by slightly over one percentage point. Temple and 

Denton, by contrast, experienced an increase in their percentages of women working for pay. 

Temple increased from 31 percent to 39 percent, and Denton’s percentage increased from 17 

percent to 27 percent. Thus, although there were slight decreases in the percentages of women 

working for pay in three of five mid-size cities, the large upsurge in two other mid-size cities 

indicates there were income opportunities for women in Texas outside major cities as early as the 

first decade of the 20th century.3 

 

Percentage of Women  Working  Percentage of Women Working 

for Pay in Five Texas Cities, 1900  for Pay in Five Texas Cities, 1910 

 

Big Spring 15 percent 

Denton  17 percent 

Marshall 35 percent 

McAllen 13 percent 

Temple 31 percent 

Table 2.1     Table 2.2 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 1900 US Census, Temple, Bell County, Texas; 1900 US Census, Denton, Denton County, Texas; 1900 

US Census, Marshall, Harrison County, Texas; 1900 US Census, Justice Precincts 01 – 08, Hidalgo County, Texas; 

1900 US Census, Unknown Township, District 0097, Howard County, Texas; 1910 US Census, Temple, Bell 

County, Texas; 1910 US Census, Denton, Denton County, Texas; 1910 US Census, Marshall, Harrison County, 

Texas;  1910 US Census, Justice Precinct 02 – 08, Hidalgo County, Texas; 1910 US Census, Big Spring, Howard 

County, Texas. Hereafter the sampled cities will be cited as 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, 

Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring.  

 

Big Spring 12 percent 

Denton 27 percent 

Marshall 35 percent 

McAllen 10 percent 

Temple 39 percent 
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Among wage-earning women between 1900 and 1910 in the five cities sampled no age 

group represented an overwhelming majority (see Tables 2.3 and 2.4). The age group with the 

largest increase was wage-earning women in their late twenties to early thirties. In Marshall, for 

example, the percentage of women aged twenty-five to thirty-four working for pay in the 

samples increased from 24 percent in 1900 to 34 percent in 1910.  This possibly corresponds to 

the increase in married women working for pay, discussed in more detail in the next paragraph. 

In general, women in their teens and early twenties in the five samples tended to decrease their 

participation in the labor force slightly; and women in their late thirties and forties decreased 

their participation even less between 1900 and 1910. By 1910, women over the age of fifty 

earning their own income represented the smallest percentage of women working for pay in all 

five cities.4 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Age, 1900 

Table 2.3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 16-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 

Big Spring 44 percent 33 percent 22 percent 0 percent 

Denton 42 percent 29 percent 8 percent 17 percent 

Marshall 41 percent 24 percent 33 percent 9 percent 

McAllen 35 percent 24 percent 18 percent 22 percent 

Temple 30 percent 38 percent 28 percent 4 percent 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Age, 1910 

Table 2.4 

 

 

The marital status of women working for pay changed notably from 1900 to 1910 in four 

of the five cities (see Tables 2.5 and 2.6). Big Spring, Denton, Marshall, and McAllen all 

experienced increases in their samples’ married women working for pay. Marshall’s increase of 

married women working for pay was the most dramatic of the cities, going from 27 percent in 

1900 to 47 percent in 1910. The least dramatic increase occurred in the McAllen samples. 

McAllen’s percentage of married women wage-earners increased from 18 percent to 19 percent. 

The only city in the sample that experienced a decrease in married women working for pay was 

Temple, which decreased slightly from 33 percent in 1900 to 30 percent in 1910. Despite these 

fluctuations, each of the five cities sampled recorded at least 18 percent of its women working 

for pay as married in 1900 and at least 19 percent in 1910. This general increasing percentage of 

their workforce participation in the five cities sampled matches the national rise in participation 

of married women in the workforce after 1900. The reason for married women’s increasing role 

as wage-earners more often than not intertwined with economic need.5 

                                                 
5 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Lynn 

Weiner, From Working Girl to Working Mother: The Female Labor Force in the United States, 1820 – 1980 

(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985), 84, 23, 25; US Census Bureau, Statistics of Women at 

Work, Based on Unpublished Information Derived from the Schedules of the Twelfth Census: 1900 (Washington 

DC: Government Print Office,1907), https://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/000953092, accessed March 30, 2017. 

 16-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 

Big Spring 25 percent 38 percent 31 percent 6 percent 

Denton 35 percent 32 percent 20 percent 14 percent 

Marshall 26 percent 34 percent 30 percent 10 percent 

McAllen 35 percent 30 percent 20 percent 15 percent 

Temple 33 percent 36 percent 20 percent 11 percent 
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Unmarried women generally worked for pay more often than did married women. In each 

of the five sampled cities unmarried women comprised more than 50 percent of wage-earning 

women, though the individual percentages generally decreased by 1910, matching the general 

increase among married women in the labor force during the same time. In all five cities in 1900 

unmarried women made up at least 66 percent of any given city’s wage-earning women. By 

1910, this statistic decreased to 53 percent. Temple represented the only exception, as its 

unmarried women’s workforce participation increased from 67 percent in 1900 to 70 percent in 

1910.6 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay  Percentage of Women Working for Pay 

by Marital Status, 1900    by Marital Status, 1910 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.5      Table 2.6 

 

 

 

Marital status and race were typically linked in women working for pay. In most of the 

five cities black married women were much more likely to work for pay than their white married 

                                                 
 
6 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 

 Married Unmarried 

 Big Spring 33 percent 66 percent 

Denton 20 percent 80 percent 

Marshall 27 percent 73 percent 

McAllen 18 percent 82 percent 

Temple 33 percent 67 percent 

 Married Unmarried 

Big Spring 44 percent 55 percent 

Denton 38 percent 63 percent 

Marshall 47 percent 53 percent 

McAllen 19 percent 81 percent 

Temple 30 percent 70 percent 
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counterparts in both 1900 and 1910, although this varied slightly according to individual cities.7 

In 1900 three cities (Denton, Marshall, and Temple) were home to married black women 

working for pay. Denton was the only of these cities where black women made up less than half 

of all married women working for pay (45 percent). Black women comprised 79 percent of all 

married wage-earning women in Marshall, and 68 percent in Temple. By 1910, these percentages 

had increased to 60 percent in Denton, 86 percent in Marshall, and 69 percent in Temple. The 

generally higher percentage of married black women working for pay in comparison to their 

white counterparts was likely due to their greater need to supplement their husband’s income in 

order to keep the household running, as black men’s income generally did not equal the income 

of white men. Additionally, it was expected that black women would work for pay in order to 

help their husbands, an expectation dating back to Reconstruction when both black men and 

women were subjected to vagrancy laws. Both of these factors likely contributed to the high 

percentage of black women’s participation in the labor force even after marriage.8 

As in the case of the clear divide in black married women more likely to work for pay 

than their married white counterparts, black women regardless of marital status were generally 

more likely than white women to work for pay (see Tables 2.7 and 2.8). Proportionally, black 

women working for pay ranged from 36 percent of all black women in that city’s sample to 100 

percent. In Marshall, the sample with the largest number of black women, 51 percent of those 

women worked for pay in 1900 and 37 percent in 1910. While there was no general trend in 

                                                 
7 For the sake of simplification, in this study ‘black’ women comprise women whose races were 

categorized as either ‘black’ or ‘mulatto.’  

 
8 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Weiner, 

From Working Girl to Working Mother, 85-6; Bruce A. Glasrud, “Time of Transition: Black Women in Early 

Twentieth-Century Texas, 1900 – 1939,” in Black Women in Texas History, ed. Bruce A. Glasrud and Merline Pitre 

(College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2008), 100; Linda Kerber, No Constitutional Right to Be Ladies: 

Women and the Obligations of Citizenship (New York: Hill and Wang, 1998), 51, 55-60. 
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regard to the increase or decrease of black women’s workforce participation between 1900 and 

1910, in all five cities black women worked at proportionally higher percentages than white 

women.9 

While black women were more likely to work for pay than white women, white women’s 

percentage working for pay did increase in three of the five cities between 1900 and 1910 and 

did not change in another city.10 McAllen’s sample in 1900 showed 8 percent of its white women 

working for pay and 15 percent in 1910, almost double the percentage just ten years earlier. 

Despite the percentage of black women working for pay in McAllen’s 1900 and 1910 samples 

increasing from 0 percent to 100 percent, the number of black women in each census year (four 

and one, respectively) is very small, so these percentages are hardly significant. Similarly, Big 

Spring’s total black women in the 1910 sample decreased from the number in 1900, going from 

two black women in 1900 to zero in 1910. The other three cities, Denton, Marshall, and Temple, 

experienced either no change or an increase in the percentage of both black and white women in 

their respective samples. Denton and Temple both experienced an increase in their respective 

white women’s percentage working for pay, but only Denton’s working black women increased. 

The white women working for pay in Denton went from 12 percent to 19 percent, and in Temple 

the percentage increased from 23 percent to 30 percent. Denton’s working black women 

increased from 36 percent to 66 percent, almost doubling. Temple, meanwhile, decreased its 

working black women from 66 percent to 61 percent despite an overall increase in number by 

almost double, from forty-five total black in the 1900 sample to eighty black and mulatto women 

                                                 
9 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 
10 In regards to the racial make-up of women in the sample, ‘white’ simply means not black. With the 

exception of a few districts, census takers did not consider Hispanic women as a separate ethnicity. For the sake of 

consistency even women counted as ‘Mexican’ are considered white for this study. 
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in 1910. Marshall represented an outlier of the five sampled cities, as its white and black working 

women population decreased between 1900 and 1910. Working white women in the sample went 

from 14 percent in 1900 to 12 percent in 1910; wage-earning black women in the sample 

decreased from 51 percent to 37 percent. Despite these individual fluctuations, the cases of 

increased participation among both white and black women indicate that women regardless of 

race were beginning to seek their own source of income during the first decade of the 20th 

century. Black women were still more likely to be working for pay in 1900 and 1910, but white 

women slowly began increasing their workforce participation as well.11 

 

Percentage of Women Working   Percentage of Women Working 

for Pay by Race, 1900     for Pay by Race, 1910 

 

 White Black 

Big Spring 12 percent 100 percent 

Denton 12 percent 36 percent 

Marshall 14 percent 51 percent 

McAllen 8 percent 0 percent 

Temple 23 percent 67 percent 

Table 2. 7      Table 2.8 

 

Despite the proportion of black women working for pay being greater than was the case 

for their white counterparts, strictly among wage-earning women white women generally made 

up the majority of women working for pay (see Tables 2.9 and 2.10). This discrepancy most 

likely lies in the smaller percentage of the cities’ samples black women made up overall. In four 

                                                 
11 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 

 White Black 

Big Spring 12 percent N/A 

Denton 19 percent 66 percent 

Marshall 12 percent 37 percent 

McAllen 15 percent 100 percent 

Temple 30 percent 61 percent 
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of the five cities white women comprised the majority of women working for pay. For example, 

in Denton in 1900 white women made up 65 percent of the city’s women in the workforce, while 

black women comprised 35 percent; in 1910 Denton’s wage-earning women were 59 percent 

white and 41 percent black.  Marshall, also the only city with a substantial percentage of black 

women, was the sole exception to this general trend. In 1900 white women made up 17 percent 

of Marshall’s female workforce, compared to 83 percent black women. These figures only 

changed slightly by 1910, when white women comprised 18 percent of the city’s workforce and 

black women made up 82 percent.12 

 

 

Racial Make-up of Women       Racial Make-up of Women 

Working for Pay, 1900       Working for Pay, 1910 

                   

Table 2.9          Table 2.10 

 

Paying occupations undertaken by women between 1900 and 1910 can typically be 

categorized as either domestic service, homework, or professional work (see Tables 2.11 and 

2.12). Women had a total of forty-six different occupations in the samples between 1900 and 

                                                 
12 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 

 White Black 

 Big Spring 77 percent 22 percent 

Denton 65 percent 35 percent 

Marshall 17 percent 83 percent 

McAllen 100 percent 0 percent 

Temple 60 percent 40 percent 

 White Black 

 Big Spring 100 percent 0 percent 

Denton 59 percent 41 percent 

Marshall 18 percent 82 percent 

McAllen 98 percent 2 percent 

Temple 54 percent 45 percent 
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1910. The domestic service jobs listed as women’s occupations included cook, laundress, 

washerwoman, live-in housekeeper, maid, and nurse. Homework occupations included 

seamstress and dressmaker. Professional work included all clerical positions (secretary, typist, 

and stenographer), teacher, physician, and telephone operator. Occupations employing more than 

one woman across the five cities and in both sample years that do not fit in either category 

included laborer, waitress, milliner, and saleswoman. In both the 1900 and 1910 samples, 

employed women typically did not stray too far from these occupations.13 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay in Three Common Categories, 1900 

 Domestic Work Homework Professional Work 

Big Spring 22 percent 33 percent 33 percent 

Denton 40 percent 18 percent 27 percent 

Marshall 77 percent 3 percent 5 percent 

McAllen 52 percent 24 percent 2 percent 

Temple 44 percent 21 percent 6 percent 

Table 2.1114 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
13 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 
14 Due to some occupations not counted in these calculations, the percentages do not add up to 100 percent 

in this table and all other related tables throughout the study. 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay in Three Common Categories, 1910 

 Domestic Work Homework Professional Work 

Big Spring 38 percent 17 percent 6 percent 

Denton 46 percent 17 percent 29 percent 

Marshall 80 percent 5 percent 3 percent 

McAllen 57 percent 4 percent 6 percent 

Temple 60 percent 10 percent 21 percent 

Table 2.12 

 

Domestic work generally employed the highest percentage of women in each of the five 

cities in both 1900 and 1910. Marshall contained the largest percentage of its women working for 

pay in domestic work in both 1900 and 1910 (77 percent and 80 percent, respectively), likely due 

to the city’s higher black population. Across the cities, black women overwhelmingly worked in 

domestic work. In both 1900 and 1910 most (90 percent) of black women working for pay did so 

in domestic work.  The most common occupations undertaken by black domestic workers were 

laundress and washerwoman. The laundress and washerwoman’s responsibilities involved 

drawing the water, chopping wood to heat the water, scrubbing each article of clothing, washing 

the clothes, and, finally, cleaning the ashes produced from the burning wood. Even with multiple 

women helping, the task took most of the day.15 

The proportion of women employed in homework generally decreased between 1900 and 

1910. The most notable decrease occurred in McAllen, from 24 percent in 1900 to 4 percent in 

                                                 
15 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Alice 

Kessler-Harris, Out to Work: A History of Wage-Earning Women in the United States, 20th anniversary edition (New 

York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 111-2.  
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1910. This was likely due to the increased percentages of women employed in domestic and 

professional work. This decrease did not necessarily mean that the number of women earning an 

income while working from home declined. Homework was often undercounted in the census 

and may have been the case here. It is also possible, however, that through the first decade of the 

20th century more unmarried women in mid-size cities sought employment outside the home 

whereas many married women conducted homework in order to stay at home with their children. 

In the two cities that experienced an increase in women employed in homework, Denton and 

Marshall, their respective figures did not increase by more than two percentage points. Almost 

all women in the samples employed as homeworkers were white. Most of these women earned 

their wages as dressmakers and seamstresses, though a few boardinghouse keepers and tailors 

were recorded in the samples.16 

A different type of homework was prostitution. Only two cities, Denton and Temple, had 

women working as prostitutes in their respective samples. In Temple, the eleven prostitutes 

recorded in the sample skewed the results so that statistically prostitute was the occupation 

employing the most working white women in the city’s sample. Although Temple is not one of 

the Texas cities typically associated with a large prostitution community or red light district, the 

number of prostitutes in the sample likely related to its railroad. Many cities with a railway found 

that prostitution flourished in the years before World War I. The virtual disappearance of 

prostitutes listed as a woman’s occupation after the 1900 census likely stems from waves of anti-

prostitution sentiment within the state. Women often led these state and national crusades and, by 

1910, had achieved the virtual elimination of such in smaller Texas cities. It is therefore possible, 

                                                 
16 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Weiner, 

From Working Girl to Working Woman, 87-8. 
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then, that the mid-size cities of Denton and Temple experienced the same wave of reform and 

eliminated prostitution, at least from recognition in the census as an official occupation.17 

Professional work notably changed between 1900 and 1910 in the cities of Big Spring, 

Denton, and Temple. Denton’s percentages increased just slightly, from 27 percent to 29 percent. 

Temple’s increase, 6 percent in 1900 to 22 percent in 1910, was mostly due to the number of 

nurses in the sample (further discussed in Chapter 5). While the percentage for Big Spring seems 

to be a dramatic decrease, this was primarily due to the relatively small number of wage-earning 

women in the city.18 

In each census year, three cities recorded women employed in clerical occupations. In 

1900 Denton, Marshall, and McAllen’s clerical workers comprised between 1 and 2 percent of 

its total wage-earning women; in 1910 Big Spring, McAllen, and Temple recorded as low as 1 

percent of its total women in the workforce and as high as 6 percent. While these percentages are 

small in comparison to other occupations, these increases indicate the opening up of clerical 

positions to women. For example, in the 1910 samples women recorded their occupations as 

secretary and bookkeeper for the first time. In 1900, 77 percent of Americans employed as 

stenographers or typists were women. Most clerical workers were single and native-born women. 

One suggested factor for the increase in female clerical workers was the high turnover rate of 

male clerical workers caused by male employees’ desire for promotion. Female clerical workers, 

compared to their male counterparts, typically did not seek out promotions at the cost of their 

                                                 
17 1900 US Census samples of Temple and Denton; David C. Humphrey, “Prostitution in Texas: From the 

1830s to the 1960s,” East Texas Historical Quarterly 33, no. 1 (1995): 27-8; Handbook of Texas Online, David C. 

Humphrey, "Prostitution," accessed April 20, 2017, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/jbp01. 

 
18 1900 US Census samples of Big Spring, Denton, and Temple. 
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current job. Clerical work in the early 20th century became increasingly more open to women, a 

change reflected in the census even in mid-size Texas cities.19 

Teaching generally employed the most women within the ‘professional’ category. With 

few exceptions these women were white. Denton in particular experienced a high percentage of 

teachers in both samples, which is not surprising considering the presence of two normal schools 

in the city, North Texas Normal College and Girls’ Industrial College. Teaching served as the 

top employer for white women in Denton for both the 1900 and 1910 samples, providing work 

for 35 percent of all wage-earning white women in the city’s 1900 sample and 32 percent in 

1910. Teaching often brought middle class status, though qualifications and training for teaching 

was often limited. Indiana, for example, was the only state in 1907 that required a high school 

diploma for a woman to be granted teaching certification. In Texas during this time teacher 

certification was granted based on examination results separate from formal education. This is 

hardly surprising, given that only three state-run programs designed for teacher training and 

education existed in the state at 1900.20 

Only two cities in the sample contained women working as telephone operators in both 

1900 and 1910, Temple and Denton. Denton especially experienced an increase in women 

working at telephone operators, increasing from 2 percent of all those working for pay in 1900 to 

7 percent in 1910. In Temple this decreased from 4 percent in 1900 to 2 percent in 1910, 

                                                 
19 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Barbara 

Mayer Wetheimer, We Were There: The Story of Working Women in America (New York: Pantheon Books, 1997), 

233; Sharon Hartman Strom, Beyond the Typewriter: Gender, Class, and the Origins of Modern American Office 

Work, 1900 – 1930 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1992), 189, 65-6. 

 
20 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Julia Kirk 

Blackwelder, Now Hiring: The Feminization of Work in the United States, 1900 – 1995 (College Station: Texas 

A&M University Press), 67; Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed: Female Employment, Feminism, and the Great 

Depression (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1980), 5; Handbook of Texas Online, Alan W. Garrett, "Teacher 

Education," accessed April 19, 2017, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/kdtsj. 
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although numerically the difference between the two samples was one woman. For the 1900 

samples no other city except Denton and Temple recorded women working as telephone 

operators, and in 1910 Marshall joined the list of samples recording telephone operator as an 

occupation. Women’s employment as telephone operators grew nationally by a total of 39,305 

women from 1902 to 1907, more than doubling their number. Most (more than 90 percent) of 

female telegraph operators were single. The work was incredibly fast-paced. Operators often 

took between 250 and 350 calls per day, were subjected to strict supervision, and termination 

could come from making one mistake.21 

Denton served as the sole city in either census year for a woman to record her occupation 

as physician. Each census year sample listed one woman as a physician: Louisiana Owsley in 

1900 and Rebecca Evans in 1910. Owsley served as a personal physician, and it is unclear what, 

if any, formal training she had received. Evans received her medical degree from Northwestern 

University’s Women’s Medical School in 1903. Although Evans’s formal education occurred 

outside the state of Texas, an increasing number of women graduated from Texas medical 

schools in the early 20th century. Prior to the late nineteenth century female physicians practicing 

in Texas trained outside the state before moving to practice in Texas. This situation slowly began 

changing after 1897, when the University of Texas Medical Branch (UTMB) at Galveston 

graduated its first female physician. By 1900 UTMB at Galveston had graduated six woman 

physicians, and it continued to graduate at least one per year annually until 1920. In the early 

                                                 
21 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Barbara 

Mayer Wetheimer, We Were There: The Story of Working Women in America (New York: Pantheon Books, 1997), 

237. 
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years of the 20th century, at least, women increased their participation in medical education with 

the ultimate goal of becoming physicians.22 

Between 1900 and 1910 the percentage of foreign-born women working for pay generally 

increased, despite the fact that immigrant women’s percentage in the samples’ total number of 

working women decreased (see Tables 2.13 and 2.14). Immigrant women most commonly 

earned an income in either domestic work or as laborers. While farmer did not appear again as 

the occupation of foreign-born women in 1910, many worked as laborers on railroads and 

farms.23 

 

Percentage of Foreign-born Women   Percentage of Foreign-born Women 

Working for Pay, 1900    Working for Pay, 1910 

 

Big Spring 0 percent 

Denton 27 percent 

Marshall 33 percent 

McAllen 10 percent 

Temple 33 percent 

Table 2.13      Table 2.14 

 

 

                                                 
22 Down in the Cross Timbers: Joseph Eldon Bailey and His Contemporaries, Ch. 6 pg 79 (via 

ancestry.com); Evans held the MD degree, according to the yearbook at her place of occupation, Texas Industrial 

School, where she lectured on Physiology and Hygiene. (Chaparral 1906 yearbook via Ancestry.com); Evans 

earned her medical degree in 1903 from Northwestern’s Women’s Medical School (1902-1903 Northwestern 

University Register via Google Books), and was listed under Denton in the American Medical Directory, Vol. 7 

(1921) (via Google Books); Handbook of Texas Online, Cheryl Ellis Vaiani, "Women and Health," accessed April 

19, 2017, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/smwbn; Handbook of Texas Online, Chester R. Burns, 

"University of Texas Medical Branch At Galveston," accessed April 19, 2017, 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/kcu29. For more on women in medicine in Texas, see Elizabeth 

Silverthorne and Geneva Fulgham, Women Pioneers in Texas Medicine (College Station: Texas A&M University 

Press, 1997). 

 
23 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, Big Spring. 

Big Spring 11 percent 

Denton 0 percent 

Marshall 60 percent 

McAllen 14 percent 

Temple 66 percent 
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McAllen, the city in the sample with the highest percentage of foreign-born women, 

deserves special consideration on the employment patterns of its immigrant women. McAllen’s 

percentage of its immigrant population working for pay increased from 10 percent in 1900 to 14 

percent in 1910 despite the overall proportion of foreign-born women among white women 

decreasing from 44 percent in 1900 to 21 percent in 1910. In both 1900 and 1910 McAllen’s 

foreign-born women were overwhelmingly born in Mexico. All wage-earning women born in 

Mexico worked almost exclusively in domestic service, homework, or as laborers. Domestic 

service participation among Mexican-born women increased from 41 percent in 1900 to 71 

percent in 1910. Homework did not appear in the 1910 sample among Mexican-born women, but 

when it did appear in 1900 homework occupied 27 percent of all Mexican-born women working 

for pay. Laborers among wage-earning Mexican-born women, either farm laborers or general 

laborers, increased from 18 percent in 1900 to 29 percent in 1910. The large percentage of wage-

earning Mexican-born women is similar to state-wide working patterns of Mexican women.24 

Across Texas Mexican workers were most commonly employed outside the home by the 

railways and farms, and women working inside the home did so in the service and laundry 

industries.25 

In summary, after 1900 increasing numbers of women in the five mid-size Texas cities 

sampled worked for pay, but the types of occupations that they undertook during the first decade 

of the new century remained largely the same. Domestic service overwhelmingly employed 

black women, whereas most women earning an income from homework were white. Professional 

                                                 
24 For this study ‘Mexican’ women refers strictly to those whose place of birth on the census was recorded 

as Mexico. 

 
25 1900 and 1910 US Census samples of McAllen; Emilio Zamora, The World of the Mexican Worker in 

Texas (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1993), 19, 26. 
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work was largely limited to white, ‘feminine’ occupations such as teaching, clerical work, and 

telephone operators. The increase in clerical workers and telephone operators from 1900 to 1910 

indicates the opening up of these occupations for women in the first decade of the 20th century. 

Married women were less likely to work for pay than were their unmarried counterparts, except 

in the case of married black women.  

In the five sample cities, the proportion of women sixteen or older working for pay 

generally increased between 1900 and 1910.  The five cities’ percentages of women working for 

pay in 1900 was typically around 20 percent, and by 1910 many of the cities’ percentages stood 

around 30 percent.  At the same time, across the entire United States, the comparable statistic 

increased from 20 to 25 percent, aligning almost perfectly with that of the five Texas cities. 

Considering that the Texas cities had populations of less than 40,000 and were not major urban 

areas with numerous employment opportunities for women such as those found in the 

northeastern United States, this similarity is striking. Texas women appeared to be matching the 

national trend for finding that their place was on the job. As Texas entered the Progressive era 

and World War I, did this slow and steady increase continue? 26

                                                 
26 US Census Bureau, “Statistics of Women at Work, Based on Unpublished Information Derived from the 

Schedules of the Twelfth Census: 1900,” accessed April 19, 2017, 

https://www2.census.gov/prod2/decennial/documents/00779830ch1.pdf; Barbara J. Harris, Beyond Her Sphere: 

Women and the Professions in American History (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1978), 104. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

UPSURGE: 

WAGE-EARNING WOMEN IN 1920 

 

 Between 1910 and 1920 Texas underwent important changes, especially in the status of 

women. Progressivism gave ways for increased participation of women in the public sphere, and 

women gained the right to vote in the state’s Democratic Primary in 1918 and in all elections 

with the passage of the 19th Amendment in 1920. World War I accelerated established 

employment patterns of women working outside the home and opened new opportunities for 

female employment, particularly in clerical work, as telephone operators, and as railroad 

workers. As would be expected, these changes brought a general increase in the percentages of 

women working for pay in the five cities. This increase continued the trend of women increasing 

their participation in the labor force in each decade as the 20th century unfolded. This chapter 

examines data on the total number of women working for pay in 1920, analyzing those data in 

terms of the factors of age, marital status, race, occupation, and nativity. In addition to overall 

trends, each city is analyzed separately for comparison of the changes occurring in each factor 

examined.1 

Continuing the steady increase seen in the 1900 to 1910 census years, the percentage of 

women working for pay in the five cities generally increased over the next decade (see Table 

3.1). Additionally, most of the five cities’ percentages exceeded the comparable state (18 

percent) and national statistics (23 percent). In three of the cities sampled, women working for 

pay comprised between 28 percent and 33 percent of all women in its sample. Denton’s sample 

yielded 28 percent of its women earned their own income, an increase from 27 percent in 1910.  

                                                 
1 Maurine Greenwald Weiner, Women, War, and Work: The Impact of World War I on Women Workers in 

the United States (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1980), 4, 9 – 11, 13. 
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McAllen and Big Spring’s percentages also increased. McAllen’s sample yielded 10 percent of 

its women working for pay in 1910 and wage-earning women comprised 12 percent of Big 

Spring’s 1910 sample; by 1920 both cities’ samples yielded 15 percent of its women working for 

pay. Marshall and Temple’s percentages did decrease, though only slightly. Marshall’s 

percentage of women working for pay decreased from 35 percent in 1910 to 33 percent in 1920, 

while Temple’s decreased from 39 percent to 33 percent.2 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay in Five Texas Cities, 1920 

 

Big Spring 15 percent 

Denton 28 percent 

Marshall 33 percent 

McAllen 15 percent 

Temple 33 percent 

Table 3.1 

 

 

As was the case in 1910, in 1920 no age range held an overwhelming majority of wage-

earning women (see Table 3.2). Women in their teens and early twenties generally made up the 

largest group of all women working for pay; the age group thirty-five to forty-nine typically 

                                                 
2 1920 US Census, Temple, Bell County, Texas; 1920 US Census, Denton, Denton County, Texas; 1920 

US Census, Marshall, Harrison County, Texas; 1920 US Census, McAllen, Hidalgo County, Texas; 1920 US 

Census, Marshall, Howard County, Texas. Hereafter the sampled cities will be cited as 1920 US Census samples of 

Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. Faye Downs, “Texas Women at Work” in Texas: 

Sesquicentennial Celebration, edited by Donald W. Whisenhunt (Austin: Eakin Press, 1984), 319; US Census 

Burea, Table in Series D 29-41, “Labor Force, by Age and Sex: 1890 to 1970,”in Bicentennial Edition: Historical 

Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1970, accessed May 17, 2017, 

https://www2.census.gov/library/publications/1975/compendia/hist_stats_colonial-1970/hist_stats_colonial-1970p1-

chD.pdf . 
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comprised the second-largest percentage of women in the labor force in the five cities. Women in 

their late twenties to early thirties usually made up the third group of wage-earning women, and 

women fifty and older comprised the smallest percentage of women working for pay. Between 

1910 and 1920 the largest percentage change by age group in the cities was that of women in 

their late twenties and early thirties. On an individual basis, the largest percentage of wage-

earning women in all five cities was in the age group of women in their late teens and early 

twenties, and the smallest percentage consisted of women older than fifty. Three of the five cities 

followed the overall pattern of women in their late thirties and forties comprising the second-

largest percentage of wage-earning women, followed by women in their late twenties to early 

thirties. The cities outside the pattern, McAllen and Temple, had more women aged twenty-five 

to thirty-four working for pay than their older, thirty-five to forty-nine, counterparts.3 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Age, 1920 

 

 16-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 

Big Spring 48 percent 19 percent 29 percent 5 percent 

Denton 28 percent 27 percent 30 percent 14 percent 

Marshall 35 percent 21 percent 28 percent 16 percent 

McAllen 41 percent 32 percent 24 percent 3 percent 

Temple 32 percent 26 percent 23 percent 19 percent 

Table 3.2 

   

 

Marital status continued to factor into the likelihood of women being wage-earners. 

While married women were still less likely to work for pay than their unmarried counterparts, 

                                                 
3 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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their labor force participation generally increased from the previous decade (see Table 3.3). In 

the cities with the highest percentage of married women comprising the female labor force, 

Marshall and Temple, married women accounted for 40 percent of their samples’ women 

working for pay. The city with the smallest percentage of married women among all wage-

earning women was Big Spring at 19 percent. This is most likely due to Big Spring’s sample 

comprising only white women. (The racial factor of married women working for pay will be 

discussed later.) The remaining two cities, McAllen and Denton, were close percentage-wise in 

their samples’ married wage-earning women. Married women comprised 27 percent of Denton’s 

women working for pay in 1920 and 32 percent in McAllen. In comparison to the 1910 samples 

of married women working for pay, the two cities with the largest increase were McAllen, whose 

percentage jumped from 19 percent in 1910 to 32 percent in 1920, and Temple, whose 

percentage increased from 30 percent in 1910 to 40 percent in 1920. In contrast to the samples, 

nationally less than 25 percent of women in the paid labor force were married.4  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Alice Kessler-Harris, 

Out to Work: A History of Wage-Earning Women in the United States, 20th Anniversary Edition (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 200), 229. 
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Percent of Women Working for Pay by Marital Status, 1920 

 Married Unmarried 

Big Spring 19 percent 81 percent 

Denton 27 percent 73 percent 

Marshall 40 percent 60 percent 

McAllen 32 percent 68 percent 

Temple 40 percent 60 percent 

Table 3.3 

 

Race and marital status were inextricably linked in the case of women working for pay. 

This held true for both 1900 and 1910 and continued to hold true in 1920. Most married women 

working for pay were black. In the city of Marshall, 90 percent of its married women working 

for pay were black. The city with the smallest percentage of black women comprising its married 

wage-earning women was McAllen; in its 1920 sample, 9 percent of married women working for 

pay were black.5 While this percentage was much lower than the other cities, only two black 

women were recorded in the McAllen sample. Considering this, all the black women in the 1920 

sample for McAllen worked for pay and half of those wage-earning black women recorded their 

marital status as married.6 

Black women regardless of marital status were more likely to work for pay than their 

white counterparts (see Table 3.4). In all five cities at least half of the respective samples’ black 

women worked for pay. In Marshall, the city with the largest number of black women in its 

                                                 
5 Big Spring, which yielded no black women in its 1920 sample, was taken out of consideration since it was 

an anomaly in comparison and not applicable. 

 
6 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 



32 

 

sample, black women comprised 75 percent of all wage-earning women and 53 percent of the 

sample’s black women worked for pay. Even in cities with a lower percentage of black women 

making up the entirety of the women working for pay, the proportion of black women working 

for pay was greater. For example, in Denton 75 percent of the sample’s black women worked for 

pay, but in the overall total of wage-earning women black women only comprised 25 percent of 

the city’s total female labor force. This discrepancy is due to the sample’s higher number of 

white women overall, thus white women numerically account for more wage-earning women but 

proportionally black women worked for pay in greater numbers (see Table 3.5).7  

While white women typically made up the largest percentage of wage-earning women, 

they were still proportionally less likely to work for pay than black women. In the individual 

cities, however, Denton, Big Spring, and Marshall’s samples for 1920 show an increase in the 

proportion of white women working for pay from their 1910 numbers. In Denton, for example, 

23 percent of its white women worked for pay in 1920 versus 19 percent in 1910. These 

increases reflect the pattern from 1900 to 1910 of more white women working for pay, albeit the 

increases were not great.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
7 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

. 
8 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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Racial Make-up of Women Working for Pay, 1920 

 

 White Black 

Big Spring 100 percent N/A 

Denton 75 percent 25 percent 

Marshall 25 percent 75 percent 

McAllen 53 percent 6 percent 

Temple 53 percent 47 percent 

Table 3.4 

 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Race, 1920 

 

 White Black 

Big Spring 15 percent N/A 

Denton 23 percent 75 percent 

Marshall 15 percent 53 percent 

McAllen 14 percent 100 percent 

Temple 22 percent 81 percent 

Table 3.5 

 

 

Like marital status and overall likelihood of working for pay, the types of jobs open to 

women was often race-specific. The three main categories examined in Chapter 2, domestic 

work, homework, and professional work, are examined again here (see Table 3.6). Domestic 

work, once again comprising cooks, maids, live-in housekeepers, laundresses, and 

washerwomen, generally decreased in comparison to the 1910 figures. Women’s participation in 

domestic work decreased nationally as well, likely due to the corresponding national increase in 

women employed in clerical work. Women employed in domestic work were most likely to be 
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black. Of the working black women across the five cities, most worked in domestic service. In 

Marshall, domestic work employed 56 percent of its women working for pay, the highest 

percentage of the five cities. This was likely due to Marshall’s large percentage of black women, 

comprising 47 percent of the sample.9  

Homework among women working for pay also typically decreased from 1910 to 1920. 

This decrease shows that more wage-earning women began seeking employment outside the 

home. The city with the highest percentage of its wage-earning women making an income from 

homework was McAllen, at 18 percent. This was likely due to its large percentage of Mexican-

born and second-generation Mexican women. Many Mexican-born women earned their income 

by working at home either sewing, ironing, or washing for other families.10  

Professional work, by contrast, increased its percentages of women working for pay. In 

some cases this increase was especially dramatic. In Big Spring, for example, only 6 percent of 

its wage-earning women earned their income through professional work in 1910, but this figure 

skyrocketed to 62 percent by 1920. This jump across the five cities likely signifies the increased 

opening of such jobs to women, especially in clerical positions. On a national level, many 

women during World War I shifted their occupations increasingly to office work, accounting for 

the national rise in women’s clerical occupation participation and a decrease in domestic work.11  

 

 

                                                 
9 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Alice Kessler-Harris, 

Out to Work, 79; Lynn Y. Weiner, From Working Girl to Working Mother: The Female Labor Force in the United 

States, 1820 – 1980 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1985), 80. 

 
10 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Emilio Zamora, The 

World of the Mexican Worker in Texas (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1993), 26. 

 
11 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Maurine Weiner 

Greenwald, Women, War, and Work, 12-3. For more on the Texas home front during World War I, see Ralph 

Wooster, Texas and Texans in the Great War (Buffalo Gap, TX: State House Press, 2009). 
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Percentage of Women Employed in Three Common Categories, 1920 

 

 Domestic Work Homework Professional Work 

Big Spring 14 percent 5 percent 62 percent 

Denton 39 percent 5 percent 38 percent 

Marshall 56 percent 5 percent 24 percent 

McAllen 26 percent 18 percent 41 percent 

Temple 57 percent 9 percent 23 percent 

Table 3.6 

 

 

Clerical workers generally increased in the five cities. In Big Spring, the city in which 

professional work significantly increased between 1910 and 1920, clerical workers comprised 38 

percent of its women in the labor force in 1910. Nationally the percentage of clerical workers in 

1920 increased to 12 percent, a result of more women employed as such during World War I and 

staying in their respective offices after the war. Many companies with a preference for male 

clerks before World War I shifted to employing women during and after the war.12 

Teachers also experienced a general increase in numbers from 1910 to 1920. Denton once 

again had the largest percentage of teachers in its sample. In 1920, 28 percent of Denton’s 

women in the labor force were employed as teachers, an increase from 1910’s 22 percent. 

Marshall, the other sampled city that was home to institutes of higher education, counted 12 

percent of its wage-earning women as teachers, an increase from 1910’s 3 percent. The process 

of becoming a teacher in 1920 had changed from 1910. Prior to 1911, each county administered 

                                                 
12 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Alice Kessler-Harris, 

Out to Work, 224; Sharon Hartman Strom, Beyond the Typewriter: Gender, Class, and the Origins of Modern 

American Office Work, 1900 – 1930 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1992), 201.  
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an exam and certified based on the result. In 1911, however, the county-based certification came 

to an end, and the state superintendent issued teaching certifications valid across the state. 

Certification did not, however, require formal training and teacher education.13 

Telephone operators typically decreased in number, though there were cases in which this 

occupation appeared for the first time in the cities’ samples. Across the five cities in 1920, Big 

Spring recorded no women employed as telephone operators, Denton’s telephone operators 

comprised 1 percent of its wage-earning women, Marshall’s only made up a fraction of a percent 

(0.8 percent) of its women in the labor force, but telephone operators in both McAllen and 

Temple accounted for 6 percent of their respective women working for pay. McAllen’s 

percentage is noteworthy for the fact that in neither 1900 nor 1910 did a single woman record her 

occupation as telephone operator. Nevertheless, the general decrease contrasted with the national 

figures. This is surprising because across the nation many more women worked as telephone 

operators during World War I. All telephone operators in the sample were white and unmarried; 

88 percent of telephone operators across the five cities had never married and the remaining 

women were widowed. This is in accordance with the 1910 make-up of telephone operators, 

more than 90 percent of whom were single.14  

Another growing occupation category was sales. In the five cities, the percentage of 

wage-earning women employed in sales ranged from 4 percent to 19 percent. In the hierarchy of 

women’s occupations at the turn of the 20th century sales work fell below professional and 

clerical work and above factory and domestic work. Sales work, although not requiring formal 

                                                 
13 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Handbook of Texas 

Online, Alan W. Garrett, "Teacher Education," accessed May 21, 2017, 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/kdtsj. 

 
14 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Maurine Greenwald 

Weiner, Women, War, and Work, 12-13. 
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education, did require workers to be reliable and fast at performing their duties and often 

demanded a sixty to eighty hour work week. During World War I, sales work was one 

occupation women began filling in increasing numbers.15  

While no women in this sample listed their occupation as physician, one woman worked 

as an official in the city’s government. Ruth Henley of Marshall served as Harrison County’s 

Treasurer. While records of Henley’s time as County Treasurer are sparse, some details of her 

life are available. Henley was born circa 1890 in Texas to Lindley and Unity Henley. Prior to her 

time as County Treasurer Henley worked in Marshall as a teacher after graduating from the 

University of Texas in 1908. After serving as County Treasurer, Henley worked as a life 

insurance agent at Southwestern Life Insurance Agency. She died in Marshall at age eighty-

seven in 1976.  Henley represents an example of a woman serving in local government.16    

 Foreign-born women typically made up a small percentage of the cities’ working 

population, but the rates of foreign-born women working for pay generally increased (see Tables 

3.7 and 3.8). Apart from Marshall, all five cities’ immigrant women working for pay increased 

from 1910 to 1920. The largest increase in this category was in Denton; in 1910 none of the 

city’s foreign-born women in the sample earned their own income, but in 1920, 17 percent of 

                                                 
151920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Julia Kirk 

Blackwelder, Now Hiring: The Feminization of Work in the United States, 1900 – 1995 (College Station: Texas 

A&M University Press, 1997), 11-2; Leslie Woodcock Tentler, Wage-Earning Women: Industrial Work and Family 

Life in the United States 1900 – 1930 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), 29; Barbara Mayer Wertheimer, 

We Were There: The Story of Working Women in America (New York: Pantheon Books, 1977), 238; Maurine 

Greenwald Weiner, Women, War, and Work, 12-13. 

 
16 Circumstances, such as whether Henley was elected or appointed and public opinion, of Henley’s tenure 

as County Treasurer were not readily available. 1920 US Census, Marshall, Harrison County, Texas, Roll 

T625_1815, Page 3B, Enumeration District 62, Image 1050 (via Ancestry.com); 1910 US Census, Marshall, 

Harrison County, Texas, Roll T624_1562, Page 6B, Enumeration District 0047 (via Ancestry.com); “US, College 

Students Lists, 1763 – 1924” (via Ancestry.com); Jefferson Marion County Courier, December 8, 1939, accessed 

May 19, 2017, Portal to Texas History, https://texashistory.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metapth293146; Texas, Death 

Certificates, 1903 – 1982 (via Ancestry.com). 
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these women worked for pay. Among foreign-born women working for pay across the five 

sampled cities, most worked in domestic work (55 percent). Homework and professional work 

each employed 15 percent of wage-earning foreign-born women. Teachers comprised 33 percent 

of all foreign-born professional workers, and clerical workers made up 67 percent of all foreign-

born professional workers.17 

The city with the largest percentage of its sample comprised of immigrant women was 

McAllen at 28 percent, and 29 percent of McAllen’s wage-earning women were foreign-born. 

All of McAllen’s foreign-born women emigrated from Mexico. Of the sixty-two women born in 

Mexico in McAllen’s sample, ten worked for pay. Of this admittedly small numerical sample, 60 

percent worked in domestic service, 20 percent earned an income from homework, 10 percent in 

clerical work, and the final 10 percent in sales work. Compared to McAllen’s 1910 sample, 

Mexican-born women’s participation in domestic service decreased from 71 percent and their 

participation in clerical and sales work, which was practically nonexistent in 1910, increased to 

10 percent each. This trend corresponds to both the national and other cities’ findings.18  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 1920 US Census Samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 
18 1920 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Nativity, 1920 

 

 Native-born Foreign-born 

Big Spring 99 percent 1 percent 

Denton 97 percent 3 percent 

Marshall 99 percent 1 percent 

McAllen 71 percent 29 percent 

Temple 91 percent 9 percent 

Table 3.7 

 

 

Percentage of Foreign-born Women Working for Pay, 1920 

 

Big Spring 18 percent 

Denton 17 percent 

Marshall 15 percent 

McAllen 16 percent 

Temple 71 percent 

Table 3.8 

 

The percentage of women working for pay in five mid-size Texas cities steadily 

increased from 1910 to 1920. More women began working outside the home for pay, 

representing a shift in types of occupations available to women. Women in professional work 

increased rapidly while domestic work and homework experienced a decline. The demographics 

of these occupations, however, did not change from 1910 to 1920. Professional work, such as 

teaching and clerical work, was the highest on the hierarchy of occupation undertaken by women 

and deemed ‘feminine.’ Most women in these occupations were white. Black women 
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overwhelmingly worked in domestic work. Married women, while increasing their numbers in 

1920, were still less likely to work than their unmarried counterparts, except in the case of black 

women. 

The percentage of women working for pay in the sampled cities increased between 1910 

and 1920. During this decade across the United States the percentage of women working for pay 

decreased from 25 percent to 23 percent. The fact that, in 1920, five mid-size cities without an 

urban economy had more women working for pay than the national average is remarkable. With 

the state’s economy in an upswing in the Roaring Twenties, did expanded opportunities for 

employment result in an increase in women’s workforce participation in those cities?
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CHAPTER 4 

 

ESCALATION: 

WAGE-EARNING WOMEN IN 1930 

 

The 1920s brought prosperity to the nation and Texas. The state economy boomed largely 

due to oil production. Women across the nation experienced change and now openly smoke, 

drank, dressed modernly, and developed more open attitudes toward sex. Employment for 

women also changed and opportunities further expanded. Each of the five Texas cities typically 

increased their percentage of wage-earning women, reflecting both an increase in certain 

occupations and an expansion of the breadth of recorded occupations among women. This 

chapter, like previous chapters, examines data on the number of women working for pay in the 

1930 census and analyzes the factors of age, marital status, race, occupation, and nativity.1 

Between 1920 and 1930 the percentage of women working for pay typically increased 

(see Table 4.1). All of the cities sampled, except Temple, increased their percentage of wage-

earning women. Big Spring and McAllen’s percentages increased the most, 8 percent and 7 

percent, respectively. Both Denton and Marshall increased 3 percent. Temple’s percentage 

decreased, though only 2 percent.  The increases in four of the five sample cities suggest that, as 

would be expected in the “Roaring Twenties,” more women earned their own income. Beginning 

with the 1920s more women than in previous decades worked for pay in order to afford 

consumer goods rather than strictly to meet economic need, although economic need still 

influenced many wage-earning women.2 

                                                 
1 Campbell, Randolph B, Gone to Texas: A History of the Lone Star State, 3rd edition (New York: Oxford 

University Press, 2017), 332-6. 

 
2 1930 US Census, Temple, Bell County, Texas; 1930 US Census, Denton, Denton County, Texas; 1930 

US Census, Marshall, Harrison County, Texas; 1930 US Census, McAllen, Hidalgo County, Texas; 1930 US 

Census, Marshall, Howard County, Texas. Hereafter the sampled cities will be cited as 1923 US Census samples of 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay in Five Texas Cities, 1930 

Big Spring 23 percent 

Denton 31 percent 

Marshall 36 percent 

McAllen 22 percent 

Temple 31 percent 

Table 4.1 

 

 

As in previous census years, no age group accounted for a majority of its women working 

for pay in 1930 (see Table 4.2). Overall, women in their late teens and early twenties generally 

had the largest percentage of wage-earning women. The next largest percentage of women in the 

samples working for pay was typically those in their late twenties and early thirties followed by 

women in their late thirties and forties. The smallest percentage of wage-earning women 

continued to be among those aged fifty and older. The percentage of wage-earning women aged 

sixteen to twenty-four who worked generally decreased from 1920 to 1930. In Temple, for 

example, wage-earning women in this age group decreased from 32 percent in 1920 to 23 

percent in 1930. The next two age groups, women ages twenty-five to thirty-four and women 

ages thirty-five to forty-nine, typically increased their workforce participation between 1920 and 

1930. Using Temple as an example again, the decrease in the percentage of wage-earning women 

sixteen to twenty-four corresponds with its increase in women aged twenty-five to thirty-four 

                                                 
Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Alice Kessler-Harris, Out to Work: A History of Wage-

Earning Women in the United States, 20th Anniversary Edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 217-8. 
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and thirty-five to forty-nine. Within the five sampled cities, no particular pattern emerged in 

regard to which age group comprised the greatest percentage of wage-earning women.3 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Age, 1930 

 16-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 

Big Spring 43 percent 29 percent 24 percent 5 percent 

Denton 30 percent 18 percent 32 percent 20 percent 

Marshall 24 percent 26 percent 37 percent 13 percent 

McAllen 43 percent 32 percent 15 percent 11 percent 

Temple 23 percent 39 percent 31 percent 7 percent 

Table 4.2 

 

 

 Married women continued to enter the workforce at a slow but steady pace (see Table 

4.3). The percentage of married women working for pay in all of the five cities was close to the 

national percentage of about 30 percent, and some even exceeded this figure. Two of the five 

cities’ married women working for pay increased from 1920 to 1930, and both increased 

substantially. Big Spring’s married women in the workforce increased from 19 percent in 1920 

to 49 percent in 1930, and Denton’s percentage increased from 27 percent to 47 percent. The 

remaining three cities’ married women wage-earners decreased from 1920 to 1930. Marshall’s 

percentage decreased from 40 percent to 33 percent, McAllen decreased from 32 percent to 29 

percent, and Temple decreased the most, from 40 percent to 27 percent. These decreases were 

possibly linked to each city’s individual economies during the 1920s. Other possible factors 

include sporadically-applied marriage bars in various professional jobs and a decrease in black 

                                                 
3 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring.  
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women in the samples, a group of women statistically more likely to work for pay after marriage 

than white women.4  

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Marital Status, 1930 

 Married Unmarried 

Big Spring 49 percent 51 percent 

Denton 47 percent 53 percent 

Marshall 33 percent 67 percent 

McAllen 29 percent 71 percent 

Temple 27 percent 73 percent 

Table 4.3 

 

 

For the first time the majority of married female wage-earners were not black.  The only 

exception to this was the city of Marshall, which is not surprising considering it was also the 

only city comprised almost equally of white and black women in its 1930 sample. In Marshall 

black married women comprised 59 percent of married women wage-earners. The city with the 

lowest percentage of black women making up its married women in the labor force was McAllen 

at 8 percent. As in 1920, this low percentage was due to the McAllen sample’s small number of 

black women. Just as in 1920 only two women in McAllen’s 1930 sample were black, and both 

of these women worked for pay and recorded their marital status as married. In Big Spring 

eleven women in the 1930 sample were black, a marked change considering that no black 

women were in the city’s 1910 and 1920 samples. Of these eleven black women, nine worked for 

pay, and eight of these nine were married.5 

                                                 
4 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Alice Kessler-Harris, 

Out to Work, 229.  

 
5 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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White women comprised well more than half of all wage-earning women in most of the 

five sampled cities (see Tables 4.4 and 4.5). These changes likely reflect both the decreasing 

black population across the state and expanded opportunities for white women in various 

occupations. The black population decreased from 20 percent of the state’s total population in 

1900 to slightly less than 15 percent by 1930. Even though black Texans’ population percentage 

was decreasing, black women were still more likely to work than their white counterparts, 

although white women’s labor force participation did generally increase among the five cities. In 

Marshall, the city with a near-equal percentage of black and white women in its respective 

sample, 49 percent of its black women worked for pay compared to 24 percent of the sample’s 

white women (an increase from 1920’s 15 percent of white women working for pay). Marshall 

also represented the only sampled city in which the number of black female wage-earners were 

greater than white female wage-earners.6 

 

Racial Make-up of Women Working for Pay, 1930 

 White Black 

Big Spring 86 percent 14 percent 

Denton 67 percent 33 percent 

Marshall 33 percent 67 percent 

McAllen 98 percent 2 percent 

Temple 68 percent 32 percent 

Table 4.4 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
 
6 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Cary D. Wintz, “The 

Struggle for Dignity: African Americans in the Twentieth Century,” in Twentieth-century Texas: A Social and 

Cultural History, edited by John W. Storey and Mary L. Kelley (Denton: University of North Texas Press, 2008), 

85; Julia Kirk Blackwelder, Now Hiring: The Feminization of Work in the United States, 1900 – 1995 (College 

Station: Texas A&M University Press, 1997), 70. 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Race, 1930 

 White Black 

Big Spring 20 percent 82 percent 

Denton 24 percent 72 percent 

Marshall 24 percent 49 percent 

McAllen 22 percent 100 percent 

Temple 25 percent 59 percent 

Table 4.5 

 

 

In the three categories of women’s paying occupations, 1930 continued the general trend 

of domestic work and homework decreasing. Professional work also decreased between 1920 

and 1930 (see Table 4.6). While this slight decrease in professional work seemingly goes against 

the upward trend seen in years prior, it showcases the increased opportunity for women in other 

occupations. Similarly, certain professions were recorded for the first time in 1930 such as 

hospital technician.7  

 

Percentage of Women Employed in Three Common Categories, 1930 

 Domestic Work Homework Professional Work 

Big Spring 38 percent 2 percent 29 percent 

Denton 46 percent 6 percent 30 percent 

Marshall 61 percent 3 percent 23 percent 

McAllen 33 percent 1 percent 29 percent 

Temple 31 percent 3 percent 32 percent 

Table 4.6 

 

 

                                                 
7 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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 Teachers also decreased their presence among wage-earning women in 1930. This 

decrease is surprising due to an increased demand for teachers in the 1920s, largely in response 

to an increase in compulsory schooling and the building of more secondary schools across the 

country. Additionally, certification began to become more rigorous during this decade. In 1921 

Texas moved away from teacher certification based solely on an exam and instead required 

college education as the basis for certification. Approximately two thirds (68 percent) of the 

teachers in the sample were unmarried, possibly due to the profession’s strict marriage bar, 

which began in the 1920s. Some schools refused to hire married women as teachers, and some 

went so far as to fire single teachers if they married. The teaching profession was still largely 

closed to black women; a few black women in the state and in the five cities were employed as 

teachers, but most black women still worked in domestic service.8 

 Clerical workers, in contrast to the general decrease in professional workers, generally 

increased between 1920 and 1930. Clerical work was also subjected to a marriage bar, although 

in the 1920s it was only sporadically applied. When it was applied, employers actually preferred 

to hire single, never-married women they knew would eventually leave upon marriage. The 

amount of time women worked in the office, typically five to ten years, allowed the employers to 

receive a return of their investment in the female clerical worker’s training while preventing 

promotion based on lack of time with the company or office. As more women filled various 

clerical positions, office managers claimed these positions were unfit for promotion. Some 

                                                 
8 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Lois Scharf, To Work 

and to Wed: Female Employment, Feminism, and the Great Depression (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1980), 

68, 75-76; Handbook of Texas Online, Alan W. Garrett, "Teacher Education," accessed May 28, 2017, 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/kdtsj; Merline Pitre, “At the Crossroads: Black Texas Women, 

1930 – 1954,” in Black Women in Texas History, edited by Bruce A. Glasrud and Merline Pitre (College Station: 

Texas A&M University Press, 2008), 131. 
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teachers even left their jobs to enter clerical work, sometimes due to the less strict application of 

the marriage bar, and through 1930 the salaries of the two professions were comparable.9 

  Three women, all of whom resided in Temple in 1930, recorded their occupation as 

hospital technician. These women, Doris Reader and sisters Thelma and Doris Thompson, were 

all single (never married), white women in their twenties. Given the lack of specific information 

regarding the occupation, such as duties, it is impossible to generalize the working conditions of 

these women. The recording of such an occupation in the 1930 census does, however, 

demonstrate women entering a medical-related field that offered employment outside the home 

beyond any profession previously discussed.10 

 Another wage-earning woman with a recorded occupation not seen in the years prior was 

Heret Ridler of McAllen. Ridler and her husband Herry worked as licensed embalmers at an 

undertaker company.11 Records regarding either of the Ridlers were unavailable except in the 

1930 census. While it is likely that Heret worked in a family-owned business as an embalmer 

because her husband did as well (and not the other way around), it is still striking for a woman to 

record her occupation as such in 1930.12  

 The percentage of foreign-born women working for pay decreased in all of the sampled 

cities except McAllen (see Tables 4.7 and 4.8). Among foreign-born women working for pay, 70 

                                                 
9 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Sharon Hartman 

Strom, Beyond the Typewriter: Gender, Class, and the Origins of Modern American Office Work, 1900 – 1930 

(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1992), 190-1, 387, 331-4. 

 
10 1930 US Census sample of Temple. 

 
11 It is probable that the correct spelling of the Ridlers’s names is Harriet and Harry, but the 1930 census is 

the only record readily available and the couple is listed as Heret and Herry Ridler. 

 
12 1930 US Census sample of McAllen; 1930 McAllen, Hidalgo, Texas, Roll 2356, Page 11A, Enumeration 

District 0022, Image 287.0, FHL microfilm 2342090 (via Ancestry.com). 
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percent worked in domestic service occupations. The remaining 30 percent of foreign-born 

women in the sample earned their wages through various occupations such as saleswomen, 

professional work, and farm laborer.13 

 McAllen’s percentage of foreign-born women in the sample working for pay increased 

from 16 percent in 1920 to 20 percent in 1930. Most (more than 95 percent) of these women 

were born in Mexico. The increase was possibly due to greater reliance by Mexican families on 

the income of the women in the household to supplement the male head of household’s salary or 

wages. Domestic work employed 67 percent of Mexican-born women in the city, but some 

women did earn their income through professional work and sales.14 

 Two Mexican-born saleswomen in McAllen were Maria Salinas and Benita Flores, both 

eighteen years old and living with their families. Maria Salinas worked in sales at a department 

store. Salinas lived with her widowed mother along her two older sisters; Salinas’s mother and 

sisters worked as laundresses as well as receiving rent from two male boarders. Salinas most 

likely worked to help support her family and took advantage of increasing opportunities for 

women in sales. Benita Flores lived with her family of eleven. Flores worked in a bakery, the 

only woman in her house to work for pay. She likely did so to help supplement her father’s and 

brother’s income as farm laborers.15  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
13 1930 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 
14 1930 US Census sample of McAllen; Julia Kirk Blackwelder, Now Hiring, 71. 

 
15 1930 US Census, McAllen, Hidalgo, Texas, Roll 2356, Page 26A, Enumeration District 0023, Image 

341.0, FHL microfilm 2342090 (via ancestry.com); 1930 US Census, McAllen, Hidalgo, Texas, Roll 2356, Page 

30B, Enumeration District 0023, Image 350.0, FHL microfilm 2342090 (via ancestry.com). 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Nativity, 1930 

 Native-born Foreign-born 

Big Spring 97 percent 3 percent 

Denton 98 percent 2 percent 

Marshall 100 percent 0 percent 

McAllen 71 percent 29 percent 

Temple 97 percent 3 percent 

Table 4.7 

 

 

Percentage of Foreign-born Women Working for Pay, 1930. 

Big Spring 11 percent 

Denton 40 percent 

Marshall 0 percent 

McAllen 20 percent 

Temple 15 percent 

Table 4.8 

 

 

From 1920 to 1930, the percentage of wage-earning women in most of the five mid-size 

Texas cities increased. The types of occupations available to women also broadened. Fewer 

women were employed in domestic work and homework than during previous decades. While 

professional work, such as teaching and clerical positions, slightly decreased, other professions 

previously unmentioned in the census begin to appear in 1930. While the breadth of occupations 

began to expand, the demographics of women in various occupational types remained the same. 

In 1930, as in 1920, black women most likely worked in domestic service while white women 

earned their incomes increasingly through professional, ‘pink-collar’ jobs and other occupations 
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not categorized as domestic service. Married women continued to increase their labor force 

participation, although overall they were still less likely to work for pay than unmarried women. 

Despite the individual fluctuations in each of the five cities, all the cities either closely 

aligned with or exceeded the national percentage of women wage-earners, 24 percent. This 

statistic continued the remarkable trend that first appeared in 1900 and resumed in 1920. During 

the next decade, as the nation and state did their best to survive the disastrous Great Depression, 

the question becomes one its effect on women wage-earners. Did the Great Depression drive 

women out of the paid work force, or did it force even more women to work to help their 

families survive?16  

                                                 
16 US Census Bureau, Table in Series D 29-41, “Labor Force, by Age and Sex: 1890 to 1970,”in 

Bicentennial Edition: Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1970, accessed May 17, 2017, 

https://www2.census.gov/library/publications/1975/compendia/hist_stats_colonial-1970/hist_stats_colonial-1970p1-

chD.pdf . 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

THE SUMMIT: 

WAGE-EARNING WOMEN IN 1940 

 

The prosperity of the 1920s ended almost abruptly with the stock market crash of 1929. 

As Texas suffered through the Great Depression in the 1930s, unemployment skyrocketed 

nationally and across the Lone Star State. Despite the unemployment rates, however, women’s 

participation in the labor force during the Depression actually increased nationally, and Texas 

women’s workforce participation also increased. Employment opportunities for women, 

especially in ‘pink-collar’ jobs, continued to expand during the Depression and, for the first time, 

white-collar jobs served as the primary type of occupation for women in the workforce. This 

chapter examines the number of women in the workforce in the 1940 census and, as in previous 

chapters, analyzes the factors of age, marital status, race, occupation, and nativity. Additional 

factors, such as the perception of wage-earning women during the Depression and the roles of 

various federal relief agencies are also discussed, where appropriate.1 

The percentage of women working for pay in the five cities generally increased between 

1930 and 1940 (see Table 5.1). Considering the economic cost of the Great Depression on both 

the country and the state, any increase at all was remarkable and, likely, unexpected. Nationally 

women’s labor force participation rose as well, increasing from 24 percent in 1930 to 26 percent 

in 1940. Across the five cities, all except McAllen and Temple increased their respective 

samples’ percentage of women in the workforce; McAllen’s decrease was only 1 percent (22 

percent of its women working for pay in 1930 and 21 percent in 1940), and Temple’s decreased 

                                                 
1 Alice Kessler-Harris, Out to Work: A History of Wage-Earning Women in the United States, 20th 

anniversary edition (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 258; Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed: Female 

Employment, Feminism, and the Great Depression (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1980), 108. 
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from 31 percent in 1930 to 28 percent in 1940, just 3 percent.  Of the three cities that increased 

their percentage of wage-earning women, Big Spring experienced the highest, increasing from 23 

percent in 1930 to 31 percent in 1940.  There are many possible reasons for this marked increase, 

such as increased employment opportunities for women and an economic need for more women 

to enter the workforce to support their family.2 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay in Five Texas Cities, 1940 

Big Spring 34 percent 

Denton 34 percent 

Marshall 38 percent 

McAllen 21 percent 

Temple 28 percent 

Table 5.1 

 

 

The ages of women working for pay in 1940 followed the same general trend of previous 

census years with no particular age group representing an overwhelming majority (see Table 

5.2), although more than half of wage-earning women were between the ages of sixteen and 

thirty-four in four of the five cities. Women aged twenty-five to thirty-four typically comprised 

the largest percentage of women in the labor force. Other than this common trend among the 

                                                 
2 US Census Bureau, Table in Series D 29-41, “Labor Force, by Age and Sex: 1890 to 1970,”in 

Bicentennial Edition: Historical Statistics of the United States, Colonial Times to 1970, accessed May 17, 2017, 

https://www2.census.gov/library/publications/1975/compendia/hist_stats_colonial-1970/hist_stats_colonial-1970p1-

chD.pdf; 1940 US Census, Temple, Bell County, Texas; 1940 US Census, Denton, Denton County, Texas; 1940 US 

Census, Marshall, Harrison County, Texas; 1940 US Census, McAllen, Hidalgo County, Texas; 1940 US Census, 

Marshall, Howard County, Texas. Hereafter the sampled cities will be cited as 1940 US Census samples of Temple, 

Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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cities, each group’s percentage of wage-earning women varied so much as to not create a 

particular pattern. 3  

 

Percent of Women Working for Pay by Age, 1940 

 16-24 25-34 35-49 50+ 

Big Spring 26 percent 33 percent 27 percent 14 percent 

Denton 19 percent 20 percent 33 percent 28 percent 

Marshall 19 percent 34 percent 36 percent 11 percent 

McAllen 31 percent 33 percent 30 percent 6 percent 

Temple 27 percent 36 percent 21 percent 17 percent 

Table 5.2 

 

 

Married women continued to increase their participation rate among wage-earning 

women between 1930 and 1940 (see Table 5.3). The percentage of women working for pay that 

were married was around 40 percent for all the cities, and the individual figures increased in 

three cities from 1930 to 1940. Even more impressive is the fact that this increase occurred 

during the Depression decade when many married wage-earning women faced discrimination 

and negative public perception for either continuing to work or attempting to enter the labor 

force for the first time. Married women were often blamed for men’s unemployment. Nationally 

about 28 percent of all wage-earning women were married in 1938, and many married women in 

the workforce worked due to economic need, such as having an unemployed husband. Despite 

discrimination in hiring and federal relief programs, discussed later, married women’s 

                                                 
3 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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percentage of all wage-earning women increased nationally as well, going from 29 percent in 

1930 to 36 percent in 1940.4 

 

Women Working for Pay by Marital Status, 1940 

 Married Unmarried 

Big Spring 45 percent 55 percent 

Denton 44 percent 56 percent 

Marshall 47 percent 53 percent 

McAllen 37 percent 63 percent 

Temple 38 percent 62 percent 

Table 5.3 

 

 

Continuing with the trend first exhibited in 1930, white women made up the majority of 

women working for pay, although proportionally black women were still more likely to work for 

pay (see Tables 5.4 and 5.5). The proportion of white women working for pay increased in three 

of the five cities and made up more than 90 percent of the wage-earning women in Big Spring, 

Denton, and McAllen. In each city, white women comprised more than half of the wage-earning 

women with the sole exception of Marshall. In Marshall, white women were the minority of 

women working for pay at 44 percent. This was likely due to the proportionally greater 

percentage of black women in the city’s sample. This large percentage of white women was 

likely due to the continued decreasing percentage of black women across the five cities.5 

                                                 
4 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring.; US Women’s Bureau, 

Women in Industry: A Series of Papers to Aid Study Groups, bulletin 164, Revision to bulletin 91 (1938), 3, 17, 19; 

Alice Kessler-Harris, Out to Work, 256-7; Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed, 59-60. 107. 

 
5 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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The decline in black women working for pay was also likely due to the discrimination in 

employment they faced during the Depression. Across the state during the decade of the Great 

Depression black women’s unemployment rate was the highest of all workers, and they were 

more likely to be unemployed than their white counterparts. One reason for this was the rise of 

preference for white domestic workers.  Although black women still overwhelmingly worked in 

domestic service, the Depression strengthened the trend for white-only domestic help that began 

in the 1920s. Also, as will be explained, Federal relief programs discriminated against black 

women.6 

  

Racial Make-up of Women Working for Pay, 1940 

 White Black 

Big Spring 91 percent 9 percent 

Denton 93 percent 7 percent 

Marshall 44 percent 56 percent 

McAllen 98 percent 2 percent 

Temple 69 percent 33 percent 

Table 5.4 

 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Race, 1940 

 White Black 

Big Spring 29 percent 79 percent 

Denton 33 percent 64 percent 

Marshall 28 percent 53 percent 

McAllen 21 percent 50 percent 

Temple 23 percent 54 percent 

Table 5.5 

                                                 
6 Merline Pitre, “At the Crossroads: Black Texas Women, 1930 – 1954,” in Black Women in Texas History, 

edited by Bruce A. Glasrud and Merline Pitre (College Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2008), 129, 131; Lois 

Scharf, To Work and to Wed, 114-16. 
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 Among the three main categories of occupations performed by women, domestic workers 

generally decreased between 1930 and 1940, continuing the trend of the previous census years 

(see Table 5.6). This decrease was likely due to the decreasing number of black women 

statewide to fill the jobs and the expansion of employment opportunities for women in ‘pink-

collar,’ professional jobs, leaving less white women to fill the domestic work employers now 

preferred to give to white women. It is also possible that, due to Depression, fewer families could 

afford domestic workers.7  

 Homework also decreased between 1930 and 1940, the sole exception to this being 

McAllen. During the Depression homework thrived, particularly in cities with a large Mexican 

population, as Mexican women less likely to work outside the home in comparison to their 

Anglo or black counterparts. The garment industry served as one of the top employers of Texas 

homeworkers, and many women produced fine embroidery and sewing. Despite National 

Recovery Act (NRA) attempts to eliminate homework due to its loophole in NRA codes 

regarding wages, Texas homework prospered during the 1930s.8 

 Professional work among wage-earning women varied by city, but generally stayed about 

the same. Two cities in which women in professional work occupations increased were Denton 

(from 30 percent in 1930 to 34 percent in 1940) and Marshall (23 percent in 1930 to 29 percent 

in 1940). This increase of professional work also occurred nationally. The growth of professional 

work corresponded to the growth of middle-class women in the workforce, as many women from 

                                                 
7 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

 
8 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Julia Kirk 

Blackwelder, “Texas Homeworkers in the 1930s,” in Homework: Historical and Contemporary Perspectives on 

Paid Labor at Home, edited by Eileen Boris and Cynthia R. Daniels (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1989), 75-

80; Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed, 110-16. 
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lower socioeconomic classes lacked the education required for these jobs and semi-skilled jobs 

for women were vanishing.9 

 

Percentage of Women Employed in Three Common Categories, 1940 

 Domestic Work Homework Professional Work 

Big Spring 18 percent 6 percent 26 percent 

Denton 15 percent 9 percent 34 percent 

Marshall 42 percent 2 percent 29 percent 

McAllen 17 percent 3 percent 24 percent 

Temple 34 percent 3 percent 31 percent 

Table 5.6 

 

 

 The percentage of teachers slightly increased among the cities from 1930 to 1940. The 

largest percentages of teachers occurred in Denton where 18 percent of the city’s total women in 

the workforce taught and in Marshall, where 10 percent worked at schools. These two cities 

having the largest percentages of teachers was likely due to their being the only two of the five 

that were home to institutions of higher education. Nationally, many teachers lost their jobs due 

to school closures during the Depression. As a result of school closures, teachers who did keep 

their job faced pay cuts, pay deferments, larger class sizes, and an increase in older students who 

stayed in school longer than previous decades to avoid entering the workforce. The marriage bar 

against teachers heightened during the Depression, continuing a practice that began in the 1920s. 

Texas teachers in particular faced a harsh marriage bar. A sample of school districts serving a 

                                                 
9 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Julia Kirk 

Blackwelder, Now Hiring: The Feminization of Work in the United States, 1900 – 1995 (College Station: Texas 

A&M University Press, 1997), 97-9; Rebecca Sharpless, “Women and Work during the Great Depression in Texas,” 

in Invisible Texans: Women and Minorities in Texas History, edited by Donald Willett and Stephen Curley (New 

York: McGraw Hill, 2005), 153. 
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population between 2,500 and 50,000 in 1932 found that 31 percent had a formal marriage bar 

while 62 percent admitted that they discriminated against married applicants despite having no 

formal marriage bar. Married teachers who did manage to keep their jobs faced blame for the 

lack of available positions for single teachers and were often accused to being inefficient and 

unable to focus on both their job and family.10 

 Women clerical workers generally decreased from 1930 to 1940. There were cases in 

which the percentage of clerical workers increased, however. Clerical workers in Marshall, for 

example, increased from 7 percent of the city’s wage-earning women in 1930 to 15 percent in 

1940. Nationally, clerical work did increase, although openings were limited and highly 

competitive among women vying for the income. The office structure also changed in the 1930s, 

with private secretaries often replaced by large groups of stenographers using dictating 

machines.11 

 A substantial portion of Temple’s wage-earning women were employed as nurses. Nurses 

comprised 12 percent of all wage-earning women in the city’s 1940 sample. The large 

percentage of nurses in the city was due to Temple being the home of three hospitals: Woodson 

Hospital, Scott & White Sanatorium, and Santa Fe Hospital (now all part of the Scott & White 

Medical Center system). Not all nurses in Temple worked in the city’s hospitals, however. Some 

found employment as private nurses, a position that offered good wages and the ability to work 

outside the hospital environment and its corresponding restrictive policies. In fact, many women 

preferred employment as private nurses and actively sought such employment after graduating 

                                                 
10 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Lois Scharf, To Work 

and to Wed, 68-72, 75-6, 78-9; Judith N. McArthur and Harold L. Smith, Texas Through Women’s Eyes: The 

Twentieth-century Experience (Austin: University of Texas Press, 2010), 83. 

 
11 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Lois Scharf, To Work 

and to Wed, 98-100. 
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nursing school. All of the nurses in Temple were white, and most were unmarried (71 percent) 

and in their twenties (67 percent). These three factors showcase the exclusion of black women 

from various opportunities and the preference for unmarried women in a skilled, professional 

occupation.12 

 Women employed in some capacity by the New Deal’s Works Progress Administration 

(WPA) appeared in several of the sampled cities, largely as seamstresses. Across the state other 

WPA occupations undertaken by women included canning, domestic service, and various public 

school positions; all of these occupations were either service jobs or domestic/household work. 

WPA sewing rooms was the largest WPA program and employed over 50 percent of all 

American women who were enrolled in the WPA, although only 20 percent of WPA workers 

were women. Despite this large percentage of women employed through the WPA, the federal 

relief program did follow various discriminatory practices because federal relief programs 

typically viewed women as auxiliary workers who only needed income for a short period of time. 

For example, the WPA only allowed one job per family per household and that was typically 

limited to the male head of household. Even women who sought a WPA job because their 

husbands were unable to, though capable of, finding work were often declined a position, and 

this was often extended to denial of aid based on any capable male of working age residing in the 

household. Unmarried women serving as heads of their own households fared better in receiving 

WPA aid, although because most WPA jobs centered on domestic or service work, many 

unemployed professional and clerical workers did not receive aid. The WPA further 

discriminated against minority women. In Texas the WPA’s division of the Women’s and 

                                                 
12 1940 US Census sample of Temple; Handbook of Texas Online, Poldi Tschirch and Eleanor L. M. 

Crowder, "Nursing," accessed June 09, 2017, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/shn02. 

 

http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/shn02
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Professional Division only counted black women as 3 percent of its workers. Additionally, black 

women were almost exclusively limited to domestic work in the WPA, although in the five cities 

there were instances of black WPA seamstresses. In order to try to prevent Mexican women from 

receiving aid, some agencies used citizenship as a requirement for receiving federal aid.13  

 The WPA was not the only federal relief program to discriminate against women. Wage 

provisions arranged under the NRA were often unfavorable to women, although many employers 

(such as those employing domestic workers and home workers) found various loopholes through 

this wage provision. Black women who were employed through the NRA were often the first to 

lose their jobs when wages were raised to comply with the wage provisions. The NRA also 

enacted maximum hours requirements, limiting the hours worked and pay women could receive. 

Other federal relief agencies to discriminate against women workers included the Civil Works 

Administration (CWA) and the Federal Emergency Relief Administration (FERA): in 1933 and 

1934 women only received 5 percent of all CWA and FERA jobs.14 

 Despite the generally terrible economic situation preceding the 1940 census, some 

women’s recorded occupations stood out. One such woman was Marie Wegg of Big Spring. 

According to the 1940 census, Wegg helped support her family through her private chiropractic 

practice. Wegg was the first female doctor to be recorded in the census sample since 1910. 

Although no information regarding Wegg’s medical training was available, in 1940 she owned 

                                                 
13 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Rebecca Sharpless, 

“Women and Work,” 153-4; Julia Kirk Blackwedler, Now Hiring, 100; Judith N. McArthur and Harold L. Smith, 

Texas Through Women’s Eyes, 84-88; Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed, 123, 124; Merline Pitre, “At the 

Crossroads,” 133-36. 

 
14 Lois Scharf, To Work and to Wed, 114-117, 110, 122-23; Merline Pitre “At the Crossroads,” 134; Judith 

N. McArthur and Harold L. Smith, Texas Through Women’s Eyes, 84, 88; Alice Kessler-Harris, Out to Work, 263; 

Turner, Elizabeth Hayes, Women and Gender in the New South, 1865 – 1945 (Wheeling, IL: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 

2009), 186. 
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her own clinic on the same street as, but separate from, her house. Per a newspaper ad in Big 

Spring’s Daily Herald, Wegg’s clinic offered an X-Ray laboratory and served as a Terpezone 

clinic (Terpezone was used to cure various ailments through breathing purifying air).15 

 Sarah Taylor represented one of the few black women in the sample not employed in 

domestic work, one of the few black women employed by the WPA, and one of the few WPA 

black women not employed as a seamstress. In 1940 Taylor, residing in Marshall, worked as a 

librarian in a WPA school program. Taylor, who began her wage-earning years as a laundress at 

home with her mother, supported her three children alone; Taylor’s marital status was recorded 

as married, though her husband was not recorded as living in the house in the 1940 census.16 

 Foreign-born women’s make-up of the cities’ workforce generally decreased, although 

most of the cities’ foreign-born women working for pay actually increased in number between 

1930 and 1940 (see Tables 5.7 and 5.8). McAllen was the only city of the five sampled where 

foreign-born women comprised more than 2 percent of the city’s overall female workforce, due 

largely to foreign-born women comprising 25 percent of that city’s overall sample population. 

The occupation employing the most foreign-born women in McAllen was that of farm laborer. 

That form of employment occupied 29 percent of McAllen’s foreign-born women working for 

pay, and all of these women were born in Mexico. Some foreign-born women did find work in 

non-domestic and non-homework occupations, such as Mexican-born stenographer Soledad 

                                                 
15 1940 US Census, Big Spring, Howard, Texas, Roll T627_4070, Page 5B, Enumeration District 114-7 

(via Ancestry.com); Big Spring Daily Herald, February 9, 1941 (via ancestry.com); Shamrock The Shamrock Texan, 

July 20, 1937 (via Portal to Texas History). 

 
16 1940 US Census, Marshall, Harrison, Texas, Roll T627_4057, Page 24A, Enumeration District 102-10 

(via ancestry.com); 1920 US Census, Marshall, Harrison, Texas, Roll T625_1815; Page 17A, Enumeration District 

57; Image 1150 (via ancestry.com). 
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Balderas, Mexican-born teacher Chelsa Garza, German-born café co-owner (with her husband) L 

Caballera, and Russian-Latvian proprietor of a drygoods store, Lena Brenne.17  

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Nativity, 1940 

 Native-born Foreign-born 

Big Spring 99 percent 1 percent 

Denton 99 percent 1 percent 

Marshall 99 percent 1 percent 

McAllen 73 percent 27 percent 

Temple 98 percent 2 percent 

Table 5.7 

 

 

Percentage of Foreign-born Women Working for Pay, 1940 

Big Spring 7 percent 

Denton 25 percent 

Marshall 25 percent 

McAllen 22 percent 

Temple 20 percent 

Table 5.8 

 

  

 In 1940, after an entire decade of economic depression, the percentage of wage-earning 

women in five mid-size Texas cities had generally increased over the previous decade, albeit 

slightly. Nevertheless, considering economic conditions in the country and state, any increase at 

all is remarkable. A lower percentage of women earned their income through domestic work than 

any other decade in the 20th century to that point. This may have been due, in part, to fewer 

                                                 
17 1940 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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families being able to afford domestic work in the 1930s. Homework did increase in some cities, 

though various factors such as lack of employment opportunities for married women outside the 

home probably account for this. Women employed in professional work increased, as 

opportunities in clerical work and other ‘pink-collar’ jobs continued to expand despite the 

Depression. The demographics of women working for pay depended on the woman’s race. While 

black women were still proportionally more likely to work for pay, white women’s workforce 

participation increased between 1930 and 1940.  Married women comprised a majority of all 

women working for pay, despite public vitriol aimed at married women working for pay and 

their being used as scapegoats to explain the large numbers of unemployed men. 

 Women working for pay increased in both the sampled cities and nationally and at similar 

rates. Women’s participation in the workforce increased across the country by 2 percent, an 

increase that the cities either matched or exceeded. The percentage of wage-earning women in 

most of the five cities was greater than the national statistic, which was 26 percent. This 

continued the extraordinary trend of the percentage of women working for pay among the five 

mid-size Texas cities being greater than the national percentage. As Texas began to gear up for 

World War II, and its female citizens began to mobilize, a sizeable percentage of its women 

already worked for pay and did so outside the homes.  
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

The study of wage-earning American women in the early 20th century focuses primarily 

on the Northeast and Midwest, reflecting the general trends of the scholarship as well as the 

availability of sources. These works, indicative of the labor history roots of women’s history, 

tend to focus on the worker rather than entrepreneurship, either through their survey approach or 

analyses of specific occupations. Works on Texas wage-earning women tend to be limited to 

female workers in large, urban areas; a specific timeframe such as the Great Depression; or 

specific groups of women such as black or Chicana Texas women. This work studies the work 

patterns of mid-size Texas cities through the early 20th century, a subject previously unexamined 

in-depth. 

In five mid-size Texas cities women entered the 20th century working for pay at a rate 

around 20 percent of the female population over the age of sixteen and, slowly but steadily, kept 

increasing their workforce participation through the next four decades (see Figure 6.1). By 1940 

the percentage of wage-earning women in the five sampled cities was generally around (or 

exceeded) 30 percent. Two cities’ percentages of women in the workforce increased notably. Big 

Spring and Denton represented the two cities that doubled their percentage of women working 

for pay: Big Spring more than doubled, going from 15 percent of its sample population working 

for pay in 1900 to 24 percent in 1940; Denton doubled exactly, increasing from 17 percent in 

1900 to 34 percent in 1940. Both McAllen and Marshall’s percentage of wage-earning women 

increased, though they did not double. McAllen’s percentage increased 8 percent, going from 13 

percent in 1900 to 21 percent in 1940, while Marshall increased from 35 percent in 1900 to 38 

percent in 1940. Temple represented the only city to decrease from 1900 to 1940, and the decline 
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there was by only 3 points. It should also be noted that Temple started the 20th century with the 

second highest percentage of wage-earning women in its sample.1   

Percentage of Women Working for Pay in the Five Texas Cities, 1900 – 1940 

Figure 6.1 

Various factors in the lives of wage-earning women, such as marital status, racial patterns 

of employment, and types of occupation, also shifted over time. The percentage of married 

women among wage-earning women increased significantly in the five cities, and in some cities 

more than doubled in the first four decades of the 20th century. This doubling represented more 

and more women with families of their own desiring to earn their own income separate from 

their husbands, either due to familial economic need, wanting a supplemental household income 

1 1900 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; 1940 US Census 

samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; Handbook of Texas Online, Vivian Elizabeth 

Smyrl, "Temple, TX," accessed May 2, 2017, http://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/online/articles/hdt01. 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

1900 1910 1920 1930 1940

Big Spring Denton Marshall McAllen Temple



67 

to buy more goods in an increasingly consumer market, or craving the independence a job away 

from home brought.2 

Racial patterns of employment more or less stayed the same from 1900 to 1940. Black 

women in each of the cities were more likely to work for pay than their white counterparts and 

more likely to work in domestic service. Their likelihood of working for pay increased, though. 

Black women generally increased their proportion of working for pay between 1900 and 1940; 

white women’s percentages increased in every city, even tripling in some cases. While most 

black women worked in domestic service in every census year, such as maids or laundresses, a 

few throughout the decades were employed in occupations such as teachers and librarians.3 

For white women, whose employment opportunities were much more varied throughout 

the century, the two most common occupations were teaching and clerical work. Teaching and 

clerical work generally increased the percentage of women employed for pay in such 

occupations, though each city had its own individual fluctuations. Professional work skyrocketed 

from 1900 and 1940. In three of the five sampled cities professional work employed 5 percent or 

less of its women in the workforce in 1900 but employed between 25 and 35 percent by 1940, a 

remarkable increase in just four decades. This astounding increase demonstrates both an 

expanding opportunity for women in ‘pink-collar’ jobs as well as opportunities for women’s 

employment outside the home and not in the service industry. A third occupation among women 

on an upward trajectory in the first forty years of the 20th century was sales.4 

2 1900 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; 1940 US Census 

samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

3 1900 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; 1940 US Census 

samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 

4 1900 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; 1940 US Census 

samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring. 
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In every decade sampled the percentage of wage-earning women in each of the five mid-

size cities generally matched or exceeded the national proportion of women working for pay (see 

Figure 6.2). In 1900 the percentage of women in the workforce in the five sampled cities was 

around 20 percent, mirroring the national percentage of 20 percent. In 1940 these figures 

generally increased to around 30 percent in each of the five cities and 26 percent nationally. 

While these are comparisons, one would expect them in either a larger, more industrialized state 

in the Northeast or in a more urbanized Texas city such as Dallas or Houston. The fact that this 

occurred in smaller, mid-size cities suggests that women working for pay at all, and increasingly 

outside the home, was not a phenomenon strictly limited to the Northeast and other urban areas 

in the decades prior to World War II. Thus, these figures disprove the common misconceptions 

that women did not work outside the home in large numbers until World War II, and that women 

who did work outside the home prior to World War II did so in the Northeast or in large urban 

areas. Women’s workforce participation steadily increased throughout the first forty years of the 

20th century across the nation, even in mid-size Texas cities where such figures would be 

unexpected.5 

5 1900 US Census samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; 1940 US Census 

samples of Temple, Denton, Marshall, McAllen, and Big Spring; US Census Bureau, Table in Series D 29-41, 

“Labor Force, by Age and Sex: 1890 to 1970,”in Bicentennial Edition: Historical Statistics of the United States, 

Colonial Times to 1970, accessed May 17, 2017, 

https://www2.census.gov/library/publications/1975/compendia/hist_stats_colonial-1970/hist_stats_colonial-1970p1-

chD.pdf . 



69 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay: Sample v. National Figures, 1900 – 1940

Figure 6.2 

Texas, like the rest of the nation, underwent a great deal of social and economic change 

in just the first four decades of the 20th century. Texas entered the 20th century largely rural and 

ended the pre-World War II years more urban than rural for the first time. The oil boom began to 

diversify the state’s economy, though cotton was still king. Women in particular saw a lot of 

social change in the first few decades of the 20th century, such as gaining the right to vote and 

increased work opportunities outside the home. The Great Depression devastated the nation and 

the unemployment rate skyrocketed. Despite this, women nationally and in the Texas sample 

increased their workforce participation. Both single and unmarried women increased their 

workforce participation during this decade, a feat especially for married women who faced 

public vitriol and served as the scapegoats for unemployed men and single women. 

Women in the five sampled mid-size Texas cities increased their overall participation at 

rates nearly matching or exceeding the national percentage. The wage-earning women in these 
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five cities began the 20th century were most likely to be unmarried and employed in either 

domestic and homework. By 1940, more white women worked for pay than in previous decades, 

women found expanded opportunities to earn their own income outside the home, and more 

wage-earning women were married than any decade previously. While the changes that occurred 

were gradual rather than radical, employment opportunities for wage-earning women among the 

five cities in 1900 were vastly different than those for wage-earning women in 1940.  

Women’s participation in paid labor in the second half of the 20th century skyrocketed, 

but the roots of this expansion lay in the pre-World War II years. In the first four decades of the 

20th century the national percentage of women working for pay increased from 20 percent in 

1900 to 26 percent in 1940. Even in mid-size Texas cities, those without a large-scale 

industrialized sector, the percentage of women in the workforce increased from around 20 

percent to around 30 percent in this same period. While women rapidly entered the labor force of 

the first time in the post-War boom after women mobilized in enormous numbers during World 

War II, the war accelerated a trend already in place rather than created a new one.  
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Name 

Ethnicity 

 1 = White 

 2 = Black 

 3 = Hispanic 

 4 = Mulatto 

Age 

Marital Status 

 1= Single 

 2= Married 

 3= Widowed 

 4= Divorced 

 5= Unspecified 

Head of Household 

 1= Head of House 

 2= Wife 

 3= Daughter 

 4= Sister/Sister-in-law 

 5= Daughter-in-law 

 6= Aunt 

 7= Neice 

 8= Other relation 

 9= Border/Renter 

 10= Live-in Housekeeper 

 11= Not specified 

 12 = Other (friend, etc.) 

Number of Children 

Number of Living Children 

Place of Birth 

• Coded as it appeared on census 

Occupation 

• Coded as it appeared on census (see Appendix B for list) 

Place of Occupation 

 1= Outside home 

 2= Inside home 

 3= Does not work 

Ability to Read 

 1= Yes 

 2= No 

 3= Unspecified 
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Ability to Write 

 1= Yes 

 2= No 

 3= Unspecified 

Speaks English 

 1= Yes 

 2= No 

Home Ownership 

 1= Owns, without mortgage 

 2= Owns, with mortgage 

 3= Rents 

 4= Unspecified 

 5= Owns, unclear mortgage 

Immigrant 

 1= Yes 

 2= No 

 3= Foreign born but unclear 

Dwelling 

 1= Farm 

 2= House 

 3= Unspecified 

Seeking Work 

 1= Yes 

 2= No 

 3= N/A (already employed) 

 4= Unspecified 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay in Five Texas Cities, 1900 – 1940 

 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring 15 percent 12 percent 15 percent 23 percent 31 percent 

Denton 17 percent 27 percent 28 percent 31 percent 34 percent 

Marshall 35 percent 35 percent 33 percent 36 percent 38 percent 

McAllen 11 percent 10 percent 15 percent 22 percent 21 percent 

Temple 31 percent 39 percent 33 percent 31 percent 28 percent 

Table B.1 

 

 

Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Age, 1900 – 1940 

  
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring 

16-24 44 percent 25 percent 48 percent 43 percent 26 percent 

25-34 33 percent 38 percent 19 percent 29 percent 33 percent 

35-49 22 percent 31 percent 29 percent 24 percent 27 percent 

50+ 0 percent 6 percent 5 percent 5 percent 14 percent 

Denton 

16-24 42 percent 35 percent 28 percent 30 percent 19 percent 

25-34 29 percent 32 percent 27 percent 18 percent 20 percent 

35-49 8 percent 20 percent 30 percent 32 percent 33 percent 

50+ 17 percent 14 percent 14 percent 30 percent 28 percent 

Marshall 

16-24 41 percent 26 percent 35 percent 24 percent 19 percent 

25-34 24 percent 34 percent 21 percent 26 percent 34 percent 

35-49 18 percent 30 percent 28 percent 37 percent 36 percent 

50+ 22 percent 10 percent 16 percent 13 percent 11 percent 

McAllen 

16-24 35 percent 35 percent 41 percent 43 percent 31 percent 

25-34 24 percent 30 percent 32 percent 32 percent 33 percent 

35-49 18 percent 20 percent 24 percent 15 percent 30 percent 

50+ 22 percent 15 percent 3 percent 11 percent 6 percent 

Temple 

16-24 30 percent 22 percent 32 percent 23 percent 27 percent 

25-34 38 percent 26 percent 26 percent 39 percent 36 percent 

35-49 28 percent 20 percent 23 percent 31 percent 21 percent 

50+ 4 percent 11 percent 19 percent 7 percent 17 percent 

Table B.2 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Marital Status, 1900 – 1940 

  
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring 
Married 33 percent 44 percent 19 percent 49 percent 45 percent 

Unmarried 66 percent 55 percent 81 percent 51 percent 55 percent 

Denton 
Married 20 percent 38 percent 27 percent 47 percent 44 percent 

Unmarried 80 percent 63 percent 73 percent 53 percent 56 percent 

Marshall 
Married 27 percent 47 percent 40 percent 33 percent 47 percent 

Unmarried 73 percent 53 percent 60 percent 67 percent 53 percent 

McAllen 
Married 18 percent 19 percent 32 percent 29 percent 37 percent 

Unmarried 82 percent 81 percent 68 percent 71 percent 63 percent 

Temple 
Married 33 percent 30 percent 40 percent 27 percent 38 percent 

Unmarried 67 percent 70 percent 60 percent 73 percent 62 percent 

Table B.3 

 

 

 

Racial Make-up of Women Working for Pay, 1900 – 1940 

  
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring 
White 77 percent 100 percent 100 percent 86 percent 91 percent 

Black 22 percent 0 percent N/A 14 percent 9 percent 

Denton 
White 65 percent 59 percent 75 percent 67 percent 93 percent 

Black 35 percent 41 percent 25 percent 33 percent 7 percent 

Marshall 
White 17 percent 18 percent 25 percent 33 percent 44 percent 

Black 83 percent 82 percent 75 percent 67 percent 56 percent 

McAllen 
White 98 percent 98 percent 94 percent 98 percent 98 percent 

Black 2 percent 2 percent 6 percent 2 percent 2 percent 

Temple 
White 60 percent 54 percent 53 percent 68 percent 69 percent 

Black 40 percent 45 percent 47 percent 32 percent 33 percent 

Table B.4 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Race, 1900 – 1940 

  
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring 
White 12 percent 12 percent 15 percent 20 percent 29 percent 

Black 100 percent N/A N/A 82 percent 79 percent 

Denton 
White 12 percent 19 percent 23 percent 24 percent 33 percent 

Black 36 percent 66 percent 75 percent 72 percent 64 percent 

Marshall 
White 14 percent 12 percent 15 percent 24 percent 28 percent 

Black 51 percent 37 percent 53 percent 49 percent 53 percent 

McAllen 
White 8 percent 15 percent 14 percent 22 percent 21 percent 

Black 22 percent 100 percent 100 percent 100 percent 50 percent 

Temple 
White 23 percent 30 percent 22 percent 25 percent 23 percent 

Black 67 percent 61 percent 81 percent 59 percent 54 percent 

Table B.5 

 

 

Percentage of Women Working in Three Common Categories, 1900 – 1940 

  
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big 

Spring 

Domestic Work 22 percent 38 percent 14 percent 38 percent 18 percent 

Homework 33 percent 17 percent 5 percent 3 percent 6 percent 

Professional Work 33 percent 6 percent 62 percent 21 percent 35 percent 

Denton 

Domestic Work 40 percent 46 percent 39 percent 46 percent 15 percent 

Homework 18 percent 17 percent 5 percent 6 percent 9 percent 

Professional Work 26 percent 28 percent 29 percent 25 percent 38 percent 

Marshall 

Domestic Work 77 percent 80 percent 56 percent 61 percent 42 percent 

Homework 3 percent 5 percent 5 percent 3 percent 2 percent 

Professional Work 5 percent 3 percent 20 percent 19 percent 29 percent 

McAllen 

Domestic Work 52 percent 57 percent 26 percent 33 percent 17 percent 

Homework 24 percent 4 percent 18 percent 1 percent 3 percent 

Professional Work 2 percent 6 percent 32 percent 23 percent 26 percent 

Temple 

Domestic Work 44 percent 60 percent 57 percent 31 percent 34 percent 

Homework 21 percent 10 percent 9 percent 3 percent 3 percent 

Professional Work 4 percent 13 percent 11 percent 28 percent 33 percent 

Table B.6 
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Percentage of Women Working for Pay by Nativity, 1900 - 1940 

  
1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big 

Spring 

Native-born 100 percent 89 percent 99 percent 97 percent 99 percent 

Foreign-born 0 percent 11 percent 1 percent 3 percent 1 percent 

Denton 
Native-born 94 percent 100 percent 97 percent 98 percent 99 percent 

Foreign-born 6 percent 0 percent 3 percent 2 percent 1 percent 

Marshall 
Native-born 98 percent 96 percent 99 percent 100 percent 99 percent 

Foreign-born 2 percent 4 percent 1 percent 0 percent 1 percent 

McAllen 
Native-born 54 percent 15 percent 71 percent 71 percent 73 percent 

Foreign-born 46 percent 85 percent 29 percent 29 percent 27 percent 

Temple 
Native-born 94 percent 90 percent 91 percent 97 percent 98 percent 

Foreign-born 6 percent 10 percent 9 percent 3 percent 2 percent 

Table B.7 

 

 

 

Percentage of Foreign-born Women Working for Pay, 1900 – 1940 

 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 

Big Spring 0 percent 11 percent 18 percent 11 percent 7 percent 

Denton 27 percent 

 

0 percent 17 percent 40 percent 25 percent 

Marshall 33 percent 60 percent 15 percent 0 percent 25 percent 

McAllen 10 percent 14 percent 16 percent 20 percent 22 percent 

Temple 33 percent 66 percent 71 percent 15 percent 20 percent 

Table B.8 
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Boardinghouse keeper 

Cook 

Laundress 

Seamstress 

Washerwoman 

Prostitute 

Dressmaker 

Saleswoman 

Milliner 

Drygoods saleswoman 

Live-in housekeeper 

Teacher 

Laborer 

Clerk 

Telephone Operator 

Physician 

Nurse 

Lodginghouse keeper 

Commercial traveler 

Waitress 

Clothes alterer 

Laundry presser / ironer 

Stenographer 

Maid/ housekeeper 

Agent 

Factory worker 

Homekeeper/housewife 

Librarian 

Assistant to county clerk 

Photographer 

Chiropractor 

HR "Hiring" 

Dining Hall laborer 

Manager 

Bookkeeper 

Secretary / office girl 

Landlady 

Steel laborer 

Proprieter 

Hairdresser 

Laundry finisher  

Food demonstrator 

Tailor shop finisher Inspector 
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New Worker 

Apatment Manager 

Nutrition worker 

WPA sewing supervisor 

beauty shop operator 

Piano teacher 

Typist 

Railroad operator 

Tourist Park manager 

Rug Maker 

Motor transport agent 

College registrar 

Ticket seller 

Boardinghouse manager 

Student assistant 

WPA seamstress 

Dishwasher 

Tailor 

Music Director 

Vocal Music 

Songwriter 

Owner 

Looks after hotel 

Candy factory mapper 

Newspaper employee 

Chambermaid 

Cashier 

Solicitor 

Hotel elevator 

Gift shop 

Compositor 

RR laborer 

Real estate agent 

Traveling salesman 

Farm laborer 

Merchant 

Furniture dealer 

Musician 

Café manager 

Contractor 

Hotel manager 

Reporter 

Laundry foreman 
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Farmer 

Carpenter 

China painter 

Janitor 

Cotton picker at compress 

Cook's helper 

Gardener 

Porter 

Florist 

Restaurant Keeper 

County Treasurer 

School Matron 

Artist 

Stamper 

Comptometer operator 

Sandwich shop 

Cutter 

Post office 

Field supervisor 

Produce Buyer/Shipper 

Coffee Shop assistant 

Oil Co. Asst. 

Print shop helper 

Helper 

Embalmer 

Artist, theatre 

Engineer 

Elevator operator 

Deputy County clerk 

Blue print assistant 

Office manager 

WPA project director 

Soda fountain 

Dental artist 

Meter accountary 

Dress shop owner 

Collector/Real Estate 

Commercial printer 

WPA school matron 

Driller Contractor 

Dental Assistant 

Hand station attendant  

Dairy Maid 
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Publishing 

Fruit/Veg. Peller 

Food grader 

Tortilla maker 

Vegetable picker 

Packer 

Bricklayer 

Laundry Checker 

Furniture repair 

Hospital Tech 

Candy wrapper 

Hem stitcher 

Beauty specialist 

Meat Cutler 

Evangelist 

WPA School teacher 

Charwoman 

Finisher 

Café Co-owner 

Hostess 

Cosmetologist 

WPA Nursery dietitcian 

Attendant  

Hospital clinic helper 
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SAMPLE POPULATION DEMOGRAPHICS 
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  Big Spring Denton Marshall McAllen Temple 

1900 

Total 60  308  252  448  235  

White 58 97 percent 258 84 percent 109 43 percent 444 99 percent 190 81 percent 

Black 2 3 percent 50 16 percent 143 57 percent 4 1 percent 45 19 percent 

1910 

Total 149  309  214  486  275  

White 149 100 percent 258 83 percent 109 51 percent 485 99.8 percent 195 71 percent 

Black 0 0 percent 51 17 percent 105 49 percent 1 0.2 percent 80 29 percent 

1920 

Total 137  340  739  223  159  

White 137 100 percent 308 91 percent 395 53 percent 221 99 percent 128 81 percent 

Black 0 0 percent 32 9 percent 344 47 percent 2 1 percent 21 19 percent 

1930 

Total 278  322  309  366  242  

White 267 96 percent 276 86 percent 155 50 percent 364 99 percent 201 83 percent 

Black 11 4 percent 46 4 percent 154 50 percent 2 1 percent 41 17 percent 

1940 

Total 519  283  291  423  608  

White 500 96 percent 272 96 percent 173 59 percent 419 99 percent 511 84 percent 

Black 19 4 percent 11 4 percent 118 41 percent 4 1 percent 97 16 percent 
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