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The American Dream promised success to Americans in the

nineteenth century. This study analyzes the possibilities for

average individuals to succeed in rapidly growi g Dallas, 
Texas

from 1880 to 1910. Success is measured in terms of occupational,

property, and geographical mobility. Available materials deal-

ing with average persons from Dallas: 
tax rolls, city direc-

tories, and the manuscript census for 1880 are evaluated, The

focus of this study is primarily on the black population, but

for comparison whites and immigrants were also studied. 
A

sample of 216 whites, 212 immigrants, 210 blacks, and 81 mu-

lattoes was randomly drawn from the 1880 census schedules.

These men were traced through directories and tax 
rolls for the

period from 1880 to 1910. Information was also tabulated on

the female heads of household in Dallas in 1880.

This thesis includes a background chapter based largely

upon secondary works, two chapters analyzing primary sources,

and an appendix describing the methods used in the study,

Chapter One summarizes the American Dream, the beliefs in geo-

graphic and economic mobility which supplemented 
this Dream,

and studies of mobility in other areas which 
showed some limited

opportunities for success and that 
most of the population was

highly transient. Chapter One also shows the evolution 
of



the Southern labor system from slavery to free labor. Blacks

sought the American Dream, but conditions for their success

were not favorable. This chapter concludes with a discussion

of Dallas' growth,which created economic opportunities but did

not eliminate poverty.

Chapter Two evaluates the chances for mobility for whites

and immigrants in Dallas. There was a high rate of geographic

mobility out of the city for both groups. For those who re-

mained, opportunities for occupational advancement were good;

but these seem to have decreased as the city grew. There was

a strong relationship between ownership of property and per-

sistence. For those who could accumulate capital, real property

was readily available; and many of those who stayed in Dallas

acquired property. The success of some Dallas residents was

obvious, but the successful were among the small minority who

remained any length of time in the city. Of the majority who

left, little can be determined.

Chapter Three shows that the black population was more

stable than historians had often suggested. Marriage patterns

reflected this stability. Although there were many black and

mulatto female household heads, matriarchy was not widespread.

Blacks and mulattoes were also more persistent than whites or

immigrants. Property ownership was important to persistence,

but it was not as crucial a factor to blacks as it was to whites.

Fewer blacks and mulattoes acquired property than whites and

immigrants, and those who did gain this status were more likely



to go into debt to buy property than whites or immigrants

were. The amount of property that blacks owned was small,

and blacks and mulattoes had the lowest positions in the job

market. Their chances for advancement were slight, and these

chances seemed to worsen in time, Mulattoes were more suc-

cessful in both occupational and property distribution, but

this success was limited. The status of the mulatto remained

closer to the blacks than to the whites or immigrants. The

black's continued status at the bottom of the society made it

easier for whites and immigrants to improve their position,

but there was little in the American Dream that applied to the

black man. For him "equality" meant the freedom to lose

economically.
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CHAPTER I

BLACKS AND THE AMERICAN DREAM: NINETEENTH

CENTURY MYTH AND REALITY

How common is the saying, 'There is always plenty
of room on the top shelf', or 'in the upperstory,1
What of it? All men can no more get there than

every tree in the forest can be taller than all
the other trees. Yet people talk as if this were
possible. 1

Richard. T. Ely

The notion of America's distinctiveness has been empha-

sized throughout the nation's history. A part of the ideology

of American distinctiveness has been to consider the country

an open frontier where all persons could break free from the

restraints of the past and free from the bonds of European

class structures. Concomitant with the notion of distinc-

tiveness has been the American Dream: the rags-to-riches

story or the American success story. Based on a belief in a

rational universe, this American Dream stressed the ability

of each individual to determine his own position within the

social structure; and this social position normally was

measured in economic terms.2

1Richard T. Ely, The Labor Movement in America (1886; re-
print ed., New York: Arno Press and New York Times, 1969),
p. 93.

2Richard Weiss, The American Myth of Sucess; From Horatio
Alger to Norman Vincent Peale (New York: Basic Books, 1969),

p. 15.

1
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By the mid-nineteenth century the prevailing beliefs were

in a laissez-faire America. An America where each autonomous

individual in working for his selfish interest was buoyed with

the assurance that Adam Smith's "hidden hand" would resolve

all inequities for the common good.3 The goaldof the American

Dream was respectability accompanied by economic success where

one had acquired his stake through hard work and sacrifice

with the aid of an expanding economy. The Dream held out the

hope of proprietorship and independence. Since everyone.was

a potential independent property owner, those who worked for

others were encouraged to feel that their dependent status

was temporary.4

One result of the American Dream was a selfish exploi-

tation of the rapidly expanding economic opportunities after

the Civil War, and in time Americans began to see such exploi-

tation as one of their fundamental rights.5 This supposedly

egalitarian society with its possibilities for individual

advancement left open the probability that some competitors

would fail. However, most competitors did not view failure

3William Appleman Williams, The Contours of American

History (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, Quadrangle Paperbacks,
1966), pp. 72, 246-7, 308.

4Rowland Berthoff, "The Working Class," in The Reconstruc-

tion of American History, ed. John Higham (.New York: Harper and
Row, 1962), p. 119.

5 Catherine S. Crary, "The Humble Immigrant and the American
Dream: Some Case Histories, 1946-1776," Mississippi Valley
Historical Review 46(1959):46.
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as a result of the competitive system; instead they blamed

failure upon the individual. The individual who failed

possessed "less moral fiber and economic virtue than the

6
self-made man of 10ealth.l" Poverty and sinfulne.ss4 were

equated, and those who failed did not deserve to succeed.7

According to the American Dream there were to be no

permanent classes in America. Any-ascribed permanent status

was impossible to reconcile with the belief that all had an

equal chance.8 There were no blocks within this "open-class"

structure which could impede the aspiring individual.9 The

process presently known as social mobility, or changes in

social position within the class structure, enabled this open

or fluid class structure to function.1 0  Social mobility is

measured most frequently in terms of occupational changes, but

other factors such as property and prestige are important.

This movement could take place within an individual's career,

or groups could move over generations.

6 Rowland Berthoff, An Unsettled People: Social Order and
Disorder in American History (New York:Harper and Row, 1971),
p. 197.

7Leonar1 Reissman, Class in American Society (Glencoe,
Ill.:Free Press, 1959), p. 293.

8 Berthoff, Unsettled People, p. 189,

9Wilbert E. Moore, Industrial.Relations and the Social
Order, rev. ed. (New York:Macmillan Co., 1951), p. 580.

1 0Ronald Freedman and Amos H. Hawley, "Migration and
Occupational Mobility in the Depression," American Journal
of Sociology 50(1949):171.
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Theoretically, in America the process of social mobility

has been tied to the process of the frontier and the possi-

bilities for geographic mobility. These processes merged in

the American Dream with its strong individualistic and anti-

aristocratic overtones. The process of social mobility with

the individual climbing the occupational or property-owning

ladder, or the process of the frontier with its "mirage of

an infinity of second chances, " substituted for the absent

rigid class structure in Americas NJ The constant geographic

expansion of the United States made these processes more

feasible.

Recent studies of the success myth in nineteenth-century

America have emphasized its anachronistic quality.. This myth

depended upon a society with a predominance of independent

farmers, artisans, and shopkeepers who could gain security by

12
frugal living.12 Popular writers frequently have shown the

dramatic rags-to-riches rise, but most of the litrattnee

encouraged the public to be content with small advances. The

advice was for one to enter a small business, to save enough

to be comfortable, to educate his children, and to remember

that everyone could not be wealthy. This was a conservative

reaction to the changing social order in .the United States.1 3

llWilliams, Contours, p. 257.

1 2 John G. Cawelti, Apostles of the Self-Made Man (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1965), pp. 168-9.

13Weiss, pp. 100-1.
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Horatio Alger has come to typify the success writer; yet

Alger's heroes rarely succeeded through hard 'work alone. Suc-

cess usually resulted from a lucky break, and even then it

was hardly spectacular. The Alger hero wanted to be a respect-

able business owner, but he must have reached this position

honestly. But these values grew less dominant. Economic ex-

pansion undercut the old values: "A lifetime of hard work

often left a man worse off than when he began."l4 In response,

the success myth gradually evolved -aay from a glorification

of the past virtues of hard work, thrift, and honesty, and.

the focus changed to the pursuit of wealth and greater com-

petition.1 5 Social Darwinism and the consensus of belief in

America as a land of economic opportunity buttressed this

16
competition.

This was the myth, yet it is doubtf lk that real success

17
was commonplace. Although it is difficult to define

nineteenth-century success from the perspective of the twen-

tieth century, it is obvious from studies of the business

elite that the children of those with higher economic status

18
were much more likely to succeed than those of lower groups.

1 4 Cawelti, pp. 120-1.

15 Ibid., p. 171.

16Irwin G. Wyllie, The Self-Made Man in America: The Myth
of Rags to Riches (New Brunswick, N. J.: Rutgers University
Press, l954)p.22.

17Ibid., p. 174.

18Cawelti, p. 226.
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Thus the egalitarian rags-to-riches myth did not square with

reality; however, it is possible that more limited economic

mobility occurred. The extent to which lesser degrees of

mobility were available to all levels of the society is un-

clear. It is the purpose of the present study to investigate

these possibilities for economic mobility in Dallas, Texas,

from 1880s-to 1910.

The increased migration to cities during the last half

of the nineteenth century brought about changes in both the

cities and the people. Technological changes made it possible

for urban areas to ao*imodate the newcomers at the same time

economic change forced them to move.19 The foreign-born

immigrants who filled the Northern cities frequently arrived

without capital and had to take the lowest paying and the

20
lowest status jobs. Southern cities tended to attract more

native-born black immigrants than Europeans.21

In prosperous times migration to the cities increased

rapidly with the economic opportunities, but in times of de-

pression migration decreased.2 2  There were four depressions

1 9 Charles N. Glaab and A. Theodore Brown, A History of
Urban America (New York: Macmillan Co., 1967), p. 142.

2 0 0scar Handlin, Race and Nationality in American Life
(Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1948), p. 196.

2 1 Blake McKelvey, The City in American History (New York:

Barnes and Noble, 1969), p. 62.

2 2Charles N. Glaab, ed., The American City: A Documentary
History (Homewood, Ill.: Dorsey Press, 1963), p. 174.



7

during the period of this study: 1882-85, 192-94, 1895-

97, and 1907-08.23 The severest of these was the one lasting

from 1892 to 1894, in which the towns and cities of the South

were hit very badly.2 4

Frequently the success myth seemed even farther from re-

ality as these changes took place in the American social

structure. For most city residents these frequent depressions

made life even more difficult. It is traditional to write of

skilled workers losing status in this period as-a result of

mechanization. ' Gerald Grob, in an analysis of the ideology

Of the American labor movement, described this period as one

of transition from the skilled artisan to the industrial worker.

He attributed the formation of trade unions to the skilled

workers' loss of status.25 Certainly some artisans lost their

positions; but as some-skilled work vanished other trades

developed, and many artisans moved to these new positions.26

2 3 A. Ross Eckler, "A Measure of the Severity of De-

pressions, 1873-1932," Review of Economic Statistics 40(1933):
79.

24C. Vann Woodward, Origins of the New South, 1877-1913
(Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press and Littlefield
Fund for Southern History, 1951), p. 264.

2 5 Gerald N. Grob, Workers and Utopia: A Study of Ideol-
ogical Conflict in the American Labor Movement, 1865-1900
(Evanston, Ill.: Northwestern University Press, 1961),
pp. 187, 190,

26 Stephan Thernstrom, "Urbanization, Migration, and

Social Mobility in Late Nineteenth-Century America," in Towards
A New Past: Dissenting Essays in American History, ed. Barton

J. Bernstein (New York: Random House, Vintage Books, 1969),
p. 171.
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These "aristocrats" of labor did not form unions simply to

act as a buffer against a loss in status; but, ideologically,

the craft unions reflected the working class aspirations to

become middle class. Firmly committed to the American Dream,

these unions lacked any other ideological commitment. Since

working-class status was considered to be only temporary,

unions failed to encourage the development of any class con-

sciousness.

Unfortunately much of labor history has focused upon

these trade unions and has placed very little emphasis on the

experience of the workingmen themselves.
2 7  Concerning this

crucial point in the development of the industrial order in

the United States, most writers have chosen to exclude the

vast majority of the workingmen. Others, however, have pos-

tulated important suggestions about the functions of the

success myth in the working man's experience. Did the workers

reluctantly accept working-class status as rags-to-riches

outlets dried up and the class structure become more rigid in

response to industrialization?28 Did the defenders of the new

order formulate the success myth as a means of social control?
2 9

Questions such as these cannot be verified until better

information is available concerning the extent of opportunities

for success. Until recently the historical study of social

2 7 Paul Faler, "Working Class Historiography," Radical
America 3, no. 2 (1969):56-7.

2 8 Leon Litwack, ed., The American Labor Movement (Englewood

Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1962), p. 3.

2 9 Faler, p. 67.
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mobility has been based largely upon impressions. Since so

many contemporary descriptions contained the success myth,

historians often took for granted the openness of society

without systematically investigating the data.3 0

For hypotheses, the present study of Dallas drew on sev-

eral recent studies which have begun.to illuminate the rather

obscure and previously impressionistic history of social pro-

cesses in this period. The first of these, Stephan Thernstrom s

Poverty and Progress, deals with mobility of the lower class

in Newburyport, Massachusetts from 1850 to 1880. He found in

Newburyport that a small number of manual laborers did move

up to the middle class by ownership of small shops in working

class areas. Most of the mobility, however, was quite limited:

unskilled to semiskilled. Also, a few families achieved some

property mobility while remaining in manual occupations. Hence,

a substantial fraction of the working class obtained property

31
or a stake in the community. In Boston, from 1880 until

1963, Thernstrom found .a 25 to 30 percent rate of mobility

into the middle class for those who began in the working class.32

3 0 0scar and Mary Handlin, The Dimensions of Liberty
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, Belknap Press,
1961), pp. 27-8.

31
Stephan Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress: Social

MobilityL in a Nineteenth Century City (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1964), pp. 98, 103, 118, 132.

3 2 Stephan Therstrom, "Working Class Social Mobility in In-
dustrial America," in Essays in Theory and History: An Approach
to the Social Sciences_, ed. Melvin Richter (Cambridge, Mass:
Harvard University Press, 1970), p. 231.
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The most common mobility available to workers was geo-

graphic mobility. Between 1850 and 1860, 60 percent of the

manual workers of Newburyport left the city; and in Boston

after 1880, there was only a 50-50 chance that a worker would

remain ten years.3 3 Peter Knights! study of Boston between

1830 and 1860 also showed an approximately 40 percent per-

sistence for ten years.3 4  In Poughkeepsie, N. Y., Only 30

percent of the 1850 residents remained in l860.35

Southern cities had similar mobility rates. Richard

Hopkins calculated that for Atlanta between 1870 and 1896,

22 percent of the whites and 21 percent of the immigrants

who began as manual workers moved up to a nonmanual position,

while only 3 percent of the blacks did so. Yet blacks had

the highest persistence rate of all the groups in Atlanta.36

More of Birmingham's black workers in 1880 and 1890 remained

3 3 Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 85; Thernstrom,
"Working Class Social Mob5iT17F,~"~2p.2"6.

3 4 Peter R. Knights, The Plain People of Boston, 183-
1860: A Stud in City Growth (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1971), p. 103.

3 5Stephan Thernstrom and Peter R. Knights, "Men in
Motion: Some Data and Speculations About Urban Population
Mobility in Nineteenth-Century America," in Anonymous
Americans: Explorations in Nineteenth Century Social History,
ed, Tamara K. Hareven (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-

Hall, 1971), p. 20.

3 6Richard J. Hopkins, "Occupational and Geographic
Mobility in Atlanta, 1870-1896,"1 Journal of Southern History
34(1968):205, 212.
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in the city than other groups: 43 percent of the blacks and

34 percent of the whites persisted for 10 years. Of the workers

remaining until 1909, Paul Worthman found 57 percent of the

whites and 25 percent of the blacks owned property. From 1890

to 1899, 24 percent of the whites and 6 percent of the blacks

moved from manual to white collar positions; while over the

period 1890 to 1909, the corresponding percentages were 51

and 18.37

These quantitative studies of the social structure of

nineteenth century American cities uncovered several factors

in common: a very high rate of geographic mobility and a

smaller rate of property and occupational mobility. It can

be postulated that these factors were operating in Dallas from

1880 to 1910. The published census returns have hidden the

fluidity of the population throughout the country. Simple

population increase or stability of population .size in these

studied often obscured the fact that large numbers of people

moved into and out of the enumerated area.
3 8  Most Americans

believed in a high rate of geographic mobility on the frontier,

but recent studies have discovered that Americans were extremely

mobile in all regions. Several writers event hLverargued that

3 7 Paul B. Worthman, "Working Class Mobility in Birmingham,

Alabama, 1880-1914,1 in Anonymous Americans, ed. Tamara K.

Hareven, pp. 183, 189, 195.

38Sidney Goldstein, Patterns of Mobility, l910-1950

(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1958),
p. 131.
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mobility is a key for understanding the American experience

and have pointed out that lateral movement encourages upward

39
social mobility. Part of the rural population moved to

the expanding cities which, proved to be a real frontier in

the late 1800's.4 0  Cities grew in the Southwest but at a

somewhat later date than in the rest of the country.41 But

no matter how much the cities increased in size, this change

was negligible when compared with the total in- and out-

movement. 42

Before the Civit War black slaves performed much of the

labor of the South. On the plantations, blacks most often

worked as field hands. Some worked as servants in the home

of the master, and others became artisans.4 There were many

skilled blacks, but Thomas Page's statement that

When the war closed, among the four million of Negroes
who then inhabited the South, there was, with the
exception of the invalids, the cripples, and the
superannuated, scarcely an adult who was not a trained
laborer or skilled artisan,4 4

39
George W. Pierson, "A Restless Temper. . .," American

Historical Review 69 (1964): 983, 988; Everett S. Lee, "The
Turner Thesis Reexamined," American Quarterly 13 (1961): 83;
Handlin and Handlin, Dimensions, p. 141.

40 Lee, p. 80.

4 1 David Ward, Cities and Immigrants:- A Geography of Change
in Nineteenth-Century America (New York: Oxford University Press,
1971), p. 44.

42/K;Thernstrom and Knights, p. 19.

43 Sterling D. Spero and Abram L. Harris, The Black Worker:
The Negro and the Labor Movement (1931; reprint ed., New York:
Atheneum, l-969T7p. 5.

4 4 Thomas N. Page, The Negro: The Southerner's Problem
(New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1904), p.75.
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is exaggerated. A commonly accepted figure taken from a

census of occupations in 1865 in the South was 100,000 black

and 20,000 white mechanics.4 5 These figures do not seem con-

pletely liablebl, however, since many whites were probably

away at war; and also it was not uncommon for whites to have

listed their occupation as farmer, yet to have followed a

46
skilled trade on the side. It seems possible that in areas

where blacks were in a majority they might have had a monopoly

on skilled trades; in other areas this was extremely unlikely.

Claims that slaves as competitors worked to degrade labor in

the eyes of whites also seem exaggerated.
4 7

About five percent of the slave population worked in

industry, typically in a rural or small town location, and

slavery also existed in the cities.4
8 Primarily, city slaves

were domestic servants; but some were employed as unskilled

49
workers, and few worked as artisans. The mechanics here

4 5Charles H. Wesley, Negro Labor in the United States,

1850-1925 (New York: Vanguard Press, 1927),p. 142.

46 Clement Eaton, lThe Growth of Southern Civilization,

1220-1860 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1961), p. 162.

7 Gunnar Myrdal, An American Dilemma: The Nearo
Problem and Modern Democrcy (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1944), p. 280.

48Robert S. Starobin, Industrial Slavery in the Old

South (New York: Oxford University Press, 19707 p. 11.

4 9Richard C. Wade, Slavery in the Cities: The South,

1820-1860 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1964), p. 30.
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were usually more competent than the rural ones; for while the

plantation artisan produced only .for home consumption, the

urban slave produced for public use.5 0  Urban slaves did not

form a large proportion of Southern slaves, and at emanci-

pation most slaves were isolated from the metropolis.5 1

Suspicion that free blacks undermined the discipline of

slavery forced free blacks from skilled work in the South,

and they also faced economic proscription in the North.5 2  In

Texas, free blacks depended upon the support of whites. Many

whites patronized livery stables and barber shops run by blacks;

and the scarcity of artisans kept black mechanics,masons, and

blacksmiths in business. Sometimes whites helped the free

blacks set up businesses to compete with other whites. But

the black survived on the good will of the whites, and busi-

nesses often failed because of the inability of the free

53
blacks to go to court to collect debts. Thus, the free black,

5 0Spero-and Harris, p. 6.

5 1wade, pp. 4, 30, 278.

5 2 Roger W. Shugg, Origins of Class Struggle in Louisiana:
A Social History of White Farmers and Laborers during Slavery
and After, 1840-17 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University
Press, 1939), pp. 118-9;' Leon F. Litwack, North of Slavery:
The Negro in the Free States, 1790-1860 (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1961),5p. 154-5.

5 3Harold Schoen, "The Free Negro in the Republic of Texas:
Legal Status,1 " Southwestern Historical Quarter Y 40(1937):199;
Harold Schoen, "The Free Negro in the Republic of Texas: The
Extent of Discrimination and Its Effects, " Southwestern His-

torical Quarterly 41(1937):97-9.
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North and South, when confronted with. white hostility and

legal barriers and denied the protection of a master, found

it difficult to succeed in the manner of the' American Dream.5 4

Certainly the white worker did not like to compete with the

free black. Both groups believed in the possibility of rising

to the class of entrepreneurs, but the whites were unwilling

to combine with the blacks for mutual improvement. In the

louth, white workers often tried to exclude blacks from skilled

work; and with the organization of "mechanics associations, "

these attempts became more effective in the years before the

War.55

With emancipation the black gained control of his person;

and later when he obtained legal citizenship, he was supposed

56
to be an equal participant in the system. The unwillingness

of the whites to give him an economic base in the system other

than simply offering his labor for sale, combined with the

legacy of slavery to keep conditions less than equal. It was

not true that all blacks started from scratch at the end of-the war.

Some free blacks had large property holdings, but even these

5 4 Leonard P. Stavisky, "Negro Craftsmanshipein Early
America, " American Historical Review 54(1949):324.

5 5 Starobin, pp. 211-2.

5 6William Appleman Williams, The Great Evasion: An Essay
on the Contemporary Relevance of Karl Marx and on the Wisdom
of Admittingt&h e Heretic into the Dialogue About America's
Future (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, Quadrangle Paperbacks,
1964), p. 141.
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faced severe limitations on their competitive ability.5
7

In the period immediately following emancipation, many

observers commented on the geographic mobility of the blacks,

who moved.around for a short while to see what freedom was

all about. For the skilled worker this often meant leaving

the trade.which he had practiced in his former location. It

was difficult to find work, for few planters would hire a

mechanic permanently.58 The position of this artisan group

after the war was uncertain.5 9 Some former slave mechanics

became- businessmen, and some former house slaves became res-

taurant keepers or barbers, but most blacks were placed in

direct competition with the whites despite their lack of ade-

quate preparation and without the master to secure their

60
employment.

By the late 1870's many writers noted that black mechanics

were losing out to whites and blamed this on simple competitive

disadvantages.61 Some felt that the blacks had been taught

5 7Rayford W. Logan, The Betrayal of the Negro:From
Rutherford B. Hayes to Woodrow Wilson (New York: Collier
Books, 1965), p. 126.

58Henderson H. Donald, The Negr Freedman: Life Conditions
of the American Negro in the Early Years After Emancipation
INew York: Henry Schuman, 1952), pp. 9, 20.

5 9 Lorenzo J, Greene and Carter G. Woodson, The Negro We
Earner (Washington, D. C.: Association for the Study of Negro
Life and History, 1930), p. 34.

60 E. Franklin Frazier, The Negro in the United States, rev.

ed. (New York: MacMillan Co., 1957), pp. 389-593.

61 Greene and Woodson, p. 34; William B. Hesseltine, The South
in American.History (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1943), p. 589.



that they were equal so much that they ignored hard work or

62
went into politics. It was evident that there was a psy-

chological aversion to the work that blacks had done under

slavery or work wiich seemed confining.63 This was especially

true among the younger blacks who had not known slavery. They

were the frequent targetkof critics who wrote that these young

blacks, corrupted by freedom and undisciplined by' slavery, were

64
returning to their hereditary shiftlessness. Only the closely

supervised black could improve himself and be "happy. "65 The

lack of an adequate training program for the former slaves

to pass on their skills compounded the problem.
6 6

Many of the former slave artisans were not highly skilled.

Much of their work was done "by guess" because few slaves could

read.67 Unable to compete equally with the whites who were better

trained, blacks found refuge in the tradition of "nigger work"

6 2Page, pp. 127-8.

6 3 Donald, Negro Freedman, pp. 20, 28.

64W. D. Weatherford, Negro Life in the South: Present

Conditions and Needs (New York: Young Men's Christian Associ-

ation Press, 1910), pp. 46-7.

6 5 Claude H. Nolen, The Negro's Image in the South: The

Anatomy of White Supremacy (Lexington, Ky.: University of

Kentucky Press, 1957), p. 12.

6 6 Frazier, Negro in the United States, p. 596.

6 7 R. R. Wright, Jr., "The Negro in Unskilled Labor,"

Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science

49(1913) :19.
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which gave them a claim to certain occupations.68 The idea

of specific jobs belonging to one race was common throughout

the South, and this tradition lasted some years after Emanci-

pation although the jobs ranged from mehial work and domestic

69
service to skilled labor. The black artisan was caught in

a changing system. For the most part, his skills were rough;

and while this was acdquate for plantation buildings, it was

not enough for the large scale construction in the new Southern

cities.7 0 During and after the period of Reconstruction, the

introduction of new machinery displaced many black mechanics;

and there were changes in building methods including the addi-

tion of steam fitting and plumbing which were alien skills to

the black worker.7 Often new machinery cleaned up the work

so much that it changed from a "Negro job" to a white one,

and the new large scale construction began to attract many

whites who had the advantage of political power.7 2 Despite

68 Charles S. Johnson, "The Changing Economic Status of
the Negro, " Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science 140(1928):128.

69Spero and Harris, p. 14.
70

W. E. B. DuBois, ed., The Negro Artisan, Atlanta Univer-
sity Publication No. 7 (Atlanta, Ga.:1902), p. 23,

7 1John R. Commons, "The Negro," "The Chautauguan 38(1903):
226; Henry A, Bullock, A History of Negro Education in the
South From 1619 to the Present (Cambridge, Mass.: Howard
University Press, 1967), p. 151.

72 Myrdal, p. 282; Robert C. Weaver, Negro Labor: A National
Problem (1946;-r-eprint ed., Port Washington, N. Y.: Kennikat
Press, 1969), p. 5.
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all the disadvantages faced by the black mechanic, however,

his displacement was a slow process. After 1890 there was

a stabilization of his position.

Blacks had clear ideas about what freedom should be,

but they lacked the means to achieve them. The changes after

the war were often merely symbolic; the names were changed,

but not the reality: slaves became freedmen and slave drivers

became foremen.

It was still the white man who largely determined

their fate, and most immediately and crucially,
their food, shelter, and economic livelihood-indeed,
the very content of freedom. Even the Yankees were

nothing more than a different set of masters.7 5

After emancipation most blacks remained in agriculture, but

the majority of those living in urban areas concentrated in

unskilled work or domestic service. These jobs, barber,

laundress, servant, porter, waiter, waitress, teamster, and

laborer paid little and carried the stigma of servitude.
7 6

Thus the preservation of "Negro jobs" aided the blacks in

finding employment, but often.such jobs were but slavery

73 Vernon L. Wharton, The Negro in Mississippi, 1865-

1890 (1947; reprint ed., New York: Harper and Row, Harper
Torchbooks, 1965), p. 128.

7 4 Myrdal, p. 280.

7 5Leon F. Litwack, "Free at Last," in Anonymous Americans,

ed. Tamara K. Hareven, pp. 161-2.

7 6 Frenise A. Logan, The Negro in North Carolina,

1876-1894 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1964), p. 87.
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thinly disguised.77 The black's strength was in menial work

where whites did not want to compete, and the black's general

78
economic inexperience forced him into such undesirable jobs.

Gradually with the intensity of -political feeling increased

by Reconstruction, and as the nation stabilized some of its

conflicts with the passage of Jim Crow laws, the black lost his

advantage even in the "Negro jobs." 7 9  Whites took over any

job that appeared a bit respectable, and this exclusion of

blacks proceeded faster in the newer cities where blacks were

less protected by tradition.80 Whites were given preference

in any job which they desired and could competently fill, and

this increasingly confined blacks to lower status jobs as the

Nineteenth century waned.81 The unskilled nature of much of

this work, with its irregular schedule, meant that the married

black laborer depended on his wife or-children to help support

the family more often then did the white.82 The black's actual

position conflicted with his aspirations, which were those of

77 Myrdal, P. 281; Herbert R. Northrup, Qrganized Labor

and the Negro (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1944), p. 20.

78Spero and Harris, p. 33.

7 9Wharton, p. 127.

8 0Myrdal, p. 282.

8 1 Francis B. Simkins, A History of the South (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1953), p. 507.

8 2Rayford Logan, p. 162.
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the average American; in response, he supposedly moved often

in search of more opportunity.8 3 All the while rural blacks

continued to come to the cities, and thus possibly undermined

84
the jobs of those already resident there.

Blacks also faced the opposition of organized labor and

its apprenticeship system which gave a strong advantage to

whites.85 Since whites opposed black competition, they re-

86
fused to take black apprentices.8 Even so, blacks had no

better jobs in nonunion than in unionized areas of the

87
economy. Organized labor reached no firm decision regarding

88
exclusion or organization of blacks until the 18901s. The

Knights of Labor in Texas organized blacks; and at the state

convention in Dallas which met to organize a state Federation

of Labor in July, 1889, at least one-fourth of the delegates

were black.89 The black delegates were allowed to select one

vice president, T. L. McLeroy, and one member of the executive

83 Simkins, p. 515.

84John Hope Franklin, From Slavery to Freedom: A History
of Negro Americans (1,947; reprint ed., New York: Random House,
Vintage Books, 1969), p. 436.

8 5Spero and Harris, p. 15.

WM. Brewer, "Poor Whites and Negroes in the South

Since the Civil War," journal of Negro History 15(1930):35.

8 7Ray Marshall, _he Negro and Qganized Labor (New York:

John Wiley and Sons, 1965), p. 10.

8 8Woodward, p. 229.

Lawrence D. Rice The Negro in Texas, 1874-1900 (Baton

Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1971), p. 191.
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board, Melvin Wade of Dallas. Blacks still faced many labor

problems: apparently some feared apprenticeship as only an-

other form of servitude and refused to take part even if a

chance were offered.91 In 1902 the Seventh Atlanta Conference

noted these disadvantages of the black artisan and passed a

resolution calling for a careful apprentice system in the South.
9 2

"Negro jobs" -were not the 0nly legacy of slavery.. Before

and after Emancipation, miany believed in the importance of

differences in skin color among blacks. Under slavery,

mulattoes had aafiiuch better chance to belong to the privileged

group of house servants or skilled slaves, 93 and these blacks

also had a greater chance to be manumitted. Several expla-

nations developed for this favoritism. One explanation was

the possible blood relationship to the master that the mulat-

to possessed.94 Whites also considered lighter-skinned blacks

better looking and more intelligent, and were more likely to

aid them.9 5  Since whites regarded the mulatto as superior to

9 0 Dallas Morning News, 4 July, 1889.

9 1Robert Lowry, "The Negro As a Mechanic, " North American
Review 156 (1893l):472.

9 2DuBois, ed., Negro Artisan, p. 8.

9 3 Frazier, Negro in the United States, p. 273.

94 G. Franklin Edwards, The Negro Professional Class

(Glencoe, Ill.: The Free Press, T9T9) p. 104.

9 5 Edward B. Reuter, The Mulatto in the United States (1918;

reprint ed., New York: Negro Universities Press, 1969, p.

174-5, 177.
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the black, the mulatto came to regard himselfassuperior,

physically through his white blood, and socially through

his greater contact with white culture.96

Although there is a general consensus on the status of

the mulatto before the war, the extent to which he maintained

this position later is unclear.
9 7 E. Franklin Frazier showed

that the black upper class usually derived its position from

mixed ancestry.98 Others noted that the leaders of the black

99
ppuiation.were the mulattoes. Yet, it was possible that

with the end of slavery, white reaction against all blacks

who considered themselves better than their ascribed social

position, might have worked to reduce the distinction be-

tween light and dark. This was especially possible among

those who had derived their special status from being free.'
0 0

After the Civil War the black population slowly divided
101

into social classes in a pattern similar to the whites.

96Frazier, Negro in the United States, p. 273; Reuter,

Mulatto in the United States, pp. 178, 180.

97 Edwards, p. 107.

9 8 E. Franklin Frazier, Black Bourgeoisie: The Rise of a

New Middle Class in the United States (1957; reprint ed.,

New York: Macmillan Co., Collier Books, 1962), p. 23.

9 9 Carl Kelsey, "The Evolution of Negro Labor," Annals of

the American Academy of Political and Social Science 21(1903):55.

1 0 Myrdal, p. 696.

1 0 1 Woodward, pp. 218, 366.



2,4

102
The large number of unskilled blacks formed one class.

There was also a class of respectable blacks who aspired to

property ownership and were distinguishable by their steady

103
jobs, usually in the service trades. Finally, a small

upper class of educated clergymen, small businessmen, teachers,

doctors, officials, and some skilled workers, developed. 4

These were often mulattea who had been among those favored

105
with opportunities for education or training under slavery.

During the war, 100,000 slaves came west to Texas for

safety. Many of these returned home, but other blacks soon

replaced them.106 These were part of a general westward

migration, white and black, in the post-Civil War period.

Whites came from throughout the South, the border states and

the Midwest.107 Attempting to participate in the American

Dream, the blacks, like the whites came from the South in what

Carter Woodson described as "a going to the land of more

108
economic opportunities." The development of railroads

102
Donald, Negro Freedman, p. 136.

1 0 3 Reynolds Farley, Growth of the Black Population: A

Study of Demographic Trends (Chicago: Markham Publishing Co.,
1970), p. 130.

10 4 Frazier, Black Bourgeoisie, pp. 23, 24.

10 5 Reuter, p. 395.

106
Lawrence Rice, p. 162.

107Shugg, pp. 263-4.

lO8 Carter G. Woodson, A Century of Negro Migration

(Washington, D. C.: Association for the Study of Negro Life

and History, 1918), p. 120.
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allowed land speculators to encourage movement, and labor

109
agents from Texas also encouraged migration. These agents

were so successful that the westward movement did not slow

110
until the mid-eighties. Some blacks came to work on the

railroads, but this was primarily a rural to rural migration

in which farmers and agricultural laborers moved west to the

111
recently settled rich cotton lands.

Despite the continued location of most blacks in rural

areas, there was also a rural to urban migration within the

South after the Civil War. In 1860, 83 percent of the blacks

in the United States resided in the rural South; only 4.9

percent were in Southern towns and cities. By 1910, 16.2

percent of the blacks in the United States lived in Southern

112
urban areas. Immediately following the war, many blacks,

motivated by what has been called ". . . an irresistable desire

113
to flock to the cities and towns, " rushed to those cities

114

containing Union Army posts, and expected government support.

10 9 Wesley, p. 213.

1 1 0 Lawrence Rice, Negro in Texas, p. 162.

111
Greene and Woodson, p. 35.

112T. Lynn Smith, "The Redistribution of the Negro Popu-

lation of the United States, 1910-1960, 1 Journal of Negro

History 51 (1966):162-3.

1 1 3 Clement Eaton, The Waning of the Old South Civilization,

1960-1880's (Athens, Ga.: University of Georgia Press, 1968),
p. 129.

11 4 Farley, p. 249.
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Bad agricultural conditions also forced blacks to the towns

and cities.W115With the return of more normal conditions, the

rate of increase in the black urban population slowed; and

in later years the urban black .population grew at about the

116
same rate as the whites. However, blacks may have migrated

at a greater-rate but failed to show a greater growth in pop-

ulation because of a, higher death rate.117

Apparently by the latter part of the nineteenth century,

the blacks moved to the towns primarily for the same reason

118
that other groups did: to seek more economic opportunity.

The expanding urban population increased the possibilities for

119
blacks to be employed as servants or laborers. Thousands

of the younger rural blacks attracted by town life and better

wages, moved to the smaller towns. There was a gradual dis-

placement of workers to the larger Southern cities and

5Henderson H. Donald, "The Urbanization of the American

Negro," in Studies.in the Science of Society, Presented to

Albert Galloway Keller, ed. George P. Murdock (New Haven, Conn.:

Yale University Press, 1937), p. 182.

116George E. Haynes, "Conditions Among Negroes in the

Cities, 1 Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social

Science 49(1913):106: Farley, p. 250.

L1 7 Adna F. Weber, The Growth of Cities in the Nineteenth

Century: A Study in Statistics (1899; reprint ed., Ithaca,

N. Y.: Cornell University Press, 1963), p. 312.

11 8 Franklin, p. 399.

1 1 9 Holland Thompson, From the Cotton Field to the Cotton

Mill: A Study of the Industrial Transition in North Carolina

(New York: Macmillan Co., 1906), p. 7.
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120
eventually to the North. Employment opportunities were

more numerous for wc0men although these usually were limited

to "taking in washing" and domestic service. There was great

demand for female service workers, and in all the major cities

black females were more numerous than males.1 2 1

Urban blacks earned most of their income from.wage work.1
2 2

Since these wages were so low, one source of compensation.was

to go into business. This was part of the American Dream, and

some few blacks had the proper background. A few former

slaves carried their skill into small businesses: the barber

123
and the contractor were important instances. But the

average freedman had little in the way of experience to guide

him in business. For those who did, the business class of

barbers, grocers, caterers, and blacksmiths, it was necessary

to rely on both white and black customers for many years.

From the late 1880's on, these traditional black businesses

lost their white customers; and black business based upon a

segregated clientele slowly developed.1 2 4  The justification

120
Greene and Woodson, p. 78.

1 2 1 Kelley Miller, "The City Negro: Industrial Status,"

Southern Workman 31(1902):342; Kelley Miller, "The City Negro:
Distribution,"'tiSouthern Workman 31(1902):222-3.

12 2 Donald, Negro Freedman, p. 29.

123Frazier, Negro in the United States, p. 389; Greene
and Woodson, p. 35.

1 2 4August Meier, Negro Thought in America, 1880-1915:
Racial Ideologies in the Age of Booker T. Washington (Ann
Arbor, Mich: University of Michigan Press, 1963), p. 139.
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for these businesses was the rationale of self-help, thrift,

and racial solidarity. Leaders hoped that by attaining the

American middle-class goal of respectability blacks could

gain their increasingly proscribed rights.125 Already two

of the professions, the ministry and teaching, had managed

to thrive on a segregated following; now business too depended
1 126

on a segregated market. The status of the small business-

man increased, while that of the artisans and domestics de-

clined, as did the status of most American skilled workers

in this period.1 2 7  The black businessmen were making the

American Dream work, but only within a segregated and unequal

context. August Meier and Elliot Rudwick described these

entrepreneurs as "self-made men, of humble origin, on the

whole a darker-skinned group than the older upper class, less

likely to be descended from ante-bellum house slaves or from

128
free people of color."

The best known exponent of the self-help philosophy for

1 2 5 Abram L. Harris, The Negro as Capitalist: A Study o

Banking and Business Among American Negroes (Philadelphia:

American Academy of Political and Social Science, 1936),p. 49.

126Monroe N. Work, "The Niegro in Business and the Pro-

fessions," Annals of the American Academy of Political.and

Social Science 140~(1928):139; Frenise A . Logan, p. 105.

1 2 7 Meier, pp. 140, 141, 151.

12 8 August Meier and Elliot M. Rudwick, From Plantation

to Ghetto: An Interpretive History of American Negroes (New
York: Hill and Wang, 1966), p. 1769.
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blacks was Booker T. Washington. He advocated working within

the traditional framework of a racial division of .labor and

felt that accumulation of wealth and the development of good

morals would raise the status of blacks. If blacks supported

black businesses, the race would advance economically.129

But the black capitalist was almost always a marginal one,

130
limited to a small share of a market of very poor purchasers.

He was a leader, but his economic base was so narrow that he

was unable to provide enough jobs to counter the job loss to

blacks caused by the increasing discrimination.
3

Despite the poor outlook for blacks, some writers were

still optimistic. The race achieved great feats in the span

of a single generation and made a place for themselves in all

the parts of the modern economy.132 They were able to do this

because the right "to accumulate property, establish a home

and acquire some means of schooling - remained unobstructed

by legal barriers."133 More perceptive writers noted that

the black was unique in the systematic manner in which dis-

134
crimination worked against him. The nature of the black's

129
Ibid., p. 179-180.

13 Woodward, p. 366.

13 1 Rayford Logan, p. 162.

1 32William A. Sinclair, The Aftermath of Slavery (1905;

reprint ed., New York: Arno Press and New York Times, 1969), p.26 4.

Arthur M.-Schlesinger, The Rise of the City, L8_-1898

(New Yrik: Macmillan Co., 1933) p. 385.

1 3 4 Sumner H. Slichter, "Forward," in Herbert R. Northrup,

p. xi-Ray Ginger, "Occupational Mobility and 
American Life: Some

Historical Hypotheses," Exploration in Entrepreneurial History

6(1954):234.
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employment with its low wages and insecurity of tenure made

it next to impossible for him to accumulate savings.135 Al-

though the land owned by blacks increased in value, often this

was the result of rising land prices rather than increased

acreage. 36 Everywhere the black fbundhimself limited. The

ways to advancement in America were blocked. The black waiter

could aspire to be a headwaiter, but the black bank messenger

137
could never hope to manage a bank. The best opportunities

were for the man who could open a small shop in the segregated

community, but most often this was the end of the line. The

shop remained small.

It was true that there were great opportunities in the

cities, but for the black these were rare.

The cities are indeed the centers of light, the
storehouses of advantage and opportunity. With-
out the opportunity of urban contact it is hardly
possible for one either to develop or exploit his
better faculties. The great men of America were,
as a rule, born in the country, but nurtured in the
city. With the Negro, however, the situation is
not so simple. He shares the disadvantages without
the benefits. He does not enter into the larger
opportunities of urban life. There is a certain
advantage of education and contact, but his cul-
ture is apt to assume a pale and sickly cast for
lack of the sunlight of opportunity. The city

1 3 5 Albert L. DeMond, Certain Aspects of the Economic
Development of the American Negro, 1865-1900, Catholic Uni-
versity of America Studies in Economics, vol. 18 (Washington,
D. C.: Catholic University Press, 1945), p. 128.

13 6Commons, p. 228.

1 3 7Haynes, p. 114; Allan H. Spear, Black Chicago: The
Making of a Negro Ghetto, 1890-1920 (Chicago:, University of
Chicago Press, 1967), p. 34.
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Negro grows up in the shade. He is completely
overshadowed by his overtowering environment.

As one walks along the streets of our great cities

and views the massive buildings and sky-seeking
structures, he finds no1 atus for the Negro

above the cellar floor.

The Civil War liberated the black to the world of laissez

faire and gave him the freedom to starve. Society claimed

to judge the black man by the same standards with which it

judged the white, nohnmatter what the black's disabilities

were.139 There was no institutional support for the black

in a time when all the individual white asked for was free-

dom from restraints upon his economic self-improvement.'1
4 0

Jogeph A. Tillinghast summed up this philosophy as it con-

cerned the blacks in 1902:

If the individuals of any class, living in the

environment of a strenuously progressive civ-

ilization, cannot adjust themselves to its

requirements, they must succumb. From this

there can be no escape under the law of struggle
for existence.14 1

As a result of such "equality", a large number lost out.

It is the intent of this study to analyze the possibil-

ities for success in the rapidly changing social structure of

Dallas, Texas in the late nineteenth century. The extent of

l38 Kelley Miller, "The City Negro: The Inter-relation of

the Country and the City Negro," Southern Workman 32(1903):236.

13 9 Rayford Logan, p. 281.

140Berthoff, Unsettled People, p. 365.

'4 1 Joseph A. Tillinghast, The Negro in Africa and America

(1902; reprint ed., New York; Negro Universities Press, 1968),
p. 173.
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economic proscription against certain groups in the society

is the primary focus. The measurement of success is in terms

of occupational, property, and geographical mobility. Avabe

materials from Dallas, which expanded rapidly, are 'evaluated

for the period 1880 to 1910. Since it was impossible to inter-

view the inhabitants of Dallas for the period covered, the

federal manuscript census of 1880, city tax rolls, and city

directories provided the data,

This study has focused primarily upon the black population

of Dallas; but for comparison, whites and immigrants have been

treated statistically in a similar manner. A list was made of

all male wage earners and heads of household age sixteen and

over and all males over age twenty-one from the 1880 manu-

script census. This list was divided into three groups: whites,

immigrants, and blacks. The black group was further divided

into black and mulatto samples. The 1880 census enumerator

used his judgment as to whether or riot an individual was black

or mulatto. Any black person with white admixture was judged

14
to be mulatto.42 Since to the present study a perceived

difference is the important factor, the enumerator's classi-

fication was accepted. A sample was drawn ranpmly from each

group, and a sample size of about 200 was chosen to allow 
for

attrition over the thirty year period. Thus a 10 percent

sample of whites, a 50 percent sample of blacks, and a 100

142U. S.,, Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

n igroes in the United States, Bulletin no., 129 (Washington,

D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1915),,p. 15.



percent sample of mulattpes were chosen by means of a random

number table. This resulted in samples of 216 native white

males, 212 immigrant males, 210 black males, and 81 mulatto

males. These samples were traced through ,the city directories

and tax rolls for a thirty year period. Information on all

female household heads was also examined for the year- 1880.

A complete description of the method used in this study is

included in Appendix A and Appendix B.

In 1880 Dallas was still close to the frontier with its

mythical opportunity, and the city's rapid growth meant that

opportunities should have been abundant to those who were pre-

pared to exploit them. This was a frequent message of the

city directories which served a booster function:

S, ,come to Texas and above all to Dallas. It is

all ground floor yet. Every direction you may look

you will see and grasp, not one, but innumerable

opportunities in any vocation in life you may desire

to pursue, and every opportunity is rich with reward

to the man who tries.1 43

The present study attempts to evaluate the possibilities for

the average individual on the ground' floor in Dallas to ex-

perience the American Dream by sharing in these economic

opportunities.

john Neely Bryan founded Dallas in 1841, and the town

grew gradually until the railroad arrived in 1872. Dallas

was in the area known as the Peters' Colony. This was a

land company's project, and the proprietors of the enterprise

14 3 Directory of Greater Dallas, Texas, 1909 (Dallas:

J-ohn-F. Worley Directory Co., 1909), p. 4.
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advertised it throughout the United States and Europe; but

most settlers came from Kentucky, Illinois, Missouri, and

Tennessee, 44. In August, 1850 Dallas became the permanent

county seat of Dallas County, and the legislature incorporated

the town in, 1856.145 In the early years a substantial

foreignpopulation lived in Dallas unlike most Southern cities.

Some Englishmen came directly to Texas to settle in the Peters')

146
Colony. Approximately 160 French, Belgian, and Swiss

immigrants came to Dallas after the failure of their Fourierist

147
Colony, La Reunion, This colony had been established in

1855 on the west side of the Trinity River from Dallas; but

its population of skilled tradesmen, scientists, artists,

authors, and musicians was not well suited to agricultural

work. Gradually many of the colonists moved to Dallas where

their skills were in demand.l4
8 The percentage of foreign

1 4 4 John Henry Brown, History of Dallas County, Texas,

From83t o 7 (Dallas: Milligan, Cornett and Farnham, 1887),
p. 15.

1 4 5Frnk M. Cockrell, History of Early Dallas (1932;

reprint ed., Chicago: printed for Monroe R. Cockrell, l944),

pp. 14, 42.

J46 Justin F. Kimball, Our City - Dallas (Dallas: Kessler

Plan Association of Dallas, 1927), p. 7.

1 4 7John William Rogers, The Lusty Texans of Dallas

(New York: E:. P. Dutton and Co., 1951), p. 84.

14 8 Cockrell, pp. 81-92.
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born steadily declined from 14.6 percent in 1880 to 5.7

percent in 1910.149

The land surrounding Dallas was very fertile; but even

with an emphasis on agriculture, slaves were not numerous in

the area, In 1859 there were only 97 slaves and 678 whites

in the city of Dallas. Despite numerous indications that

skilled black workers were rare in the border regions and

Texas, apparently black artisans did much of the skilled labor

150
in Dallas before the war. Large numbers ofblacks came to

Dallas for protection during the war, and many more migrated

later since Dallas' relative prosperity made it attractive.

Others came with the railroad they helped to build.1 5 1

The arrival of the Houston and Texas Central Railroad

in 1872, and the Texas and Pacific in.1873 greatly strengthened

Dallas' position as a market. In just over a year the popu-

lation increased from 1,500 to 7,063; and by 1880 the population

U9,S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth
Census of the United States: 1880, Social Statistics of Cities,
part 2: The Southern and Western States (Washington, D. C,:
Government Printing Office, 1887), p. 311; U. S., Department of
Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of
the United States: 1910, Abstract of the Census (Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1913), p. 96.

5 Northrup, p. 20; Lawrence Rice, p. 184; CharlesRice,
"Report," in The Negro Artisan, Atlanta University Publication
no. 7, ed. W. E. B. DuBois (Atlanta, Ga.: 1902), p. 146.

151
Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, "Dallas Guide and

History,"'TflWorks Projects Administration American Guide Series,
typewritten copy in Dallas Public Library (Dallas:1940),
pp. 110, 505.
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reached 10,358 including large numbers of merchants, bankers,

builders, and laborers who came with the railroad.152 The

panic of 1873 aided Dallas by halting the construction on the

Texas and Pacific, Dallas was the terminus- for nearly three

years, and all the trade from ,the west funneled into Dallas

for shipment east. Previously transportation costs had limited

production of the agricultural products of the area: primarily

cotton and wheat. Now cotton buyers flocked to Dallas; and

by 1881, 50,000 bales passed through the city. Dallas was

a flour milling center as well, and merchants shipped large

amounts of flour and grain from the city. Its position as

western terminus for the railroad meant that all the buffalo

hides from the entire region were marketed through Dallas.

In 1875 more buffalo skins passed through Dallas than any

other market in the world. Gradually Northern and Eastern

manufacturers established branch distribution points, and

the city became a base for a large number of "drummers" and

commercial travelers.

By 1880 some manufacturing had developed in Dallas:

several broom factories, three planing mills, and two iron

foundries.1 5 4 The 1889-90 city directory claimed that 123

U# S., Department of the Interior, Cenus Office, Tenth
Census: 1880 Social Statistics of Cities, pp. 311-2; John H.
Cochran, Dallas County: A Record of Its Pioneers and Progress
(Dallas: Arthur S. Mathis-Service Publishing Co., 1928, p. 185,

1 5 3 Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 186.

154U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth

Census: 1880, Social Statistics of Cities, p. 312.
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factories in Dallas employed 3000 workers, and by 1905 this

had increased to 373 enterprises and 4,682 employees.1 5 5

But the city depended more for its livelihood on its wholesale

and retail trade: agricultural implements, saddlery, and dry

156
goods. Dallas was also a financial center. In 1890 there

were thirteen banks, but as a result of the depression in the

1890's, only five banks remained in 1900.157

The physical aspects of the city grew accordingly. In

1888, 700 buildings were constructed, and in.1905, the city

158
issued 1530 building permits. While the assessed evaluation

of realoestate in 1880 had been.only $2,890,252, in 1902, this

figure was $18,235,875.159 As the city expanded, services

increased.

155
C. D. Morrison and J. V. Fourmy, comps., Morrison and

Fourmy's General Directory of the City of Dallas, 1889-90
(Galveston: Clarke and Courts, 1889), p. 5; Directory of Greater
Dallas,,Texas, 1905 (Dallas: John F. Worley and Co., 1905), p. 5.

156 John F. Worley & Co.'s Dallas Directory for 1901
(Dallas: John F. Worley 8 Co., 1901), p. 2.

I57Morrison and Fourmy, Directory, 1889-90, p. 4; John F.
Worley & Co.'s Dallas Directory for 1900 (Dallas: John F. Worley
& Co., 1900), p. 4.

15 8 Morrison and Formy, Directory 1889-20, p. 5; Directory
of Greater Dallas, Texas, L90 (Dallas: John F. Worley Directory
Co., 1906), p. 5.

159
U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth

Census of the United States: 1880, Report on Valuation, Taxation
"and Public Indebtedness in the United States (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1884), p. 140; U. S., Department of
Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census, Wealth, Debt, and
Taxation, Special Reports of the Census Office (Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1907), p. 941.
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These included sewers, lighted and paved streets, and schools.

The city built its first public schools for blacks in 1882,160

By 1890 in the Dallas public schools there were 62 white

teachers and 11 black teachers for the 3,785 white and 900

black students.161 These schools largely were responsible

for the lowering illiteracy rate, which fell to 1.4 percent

for whites, 8.0 percent for immigrants and 25.2 percent for

blacks over the age of 10 years in 1900; and by 1910 this

fell to .6 percent for whites, 6.1 percent for immigrants, and

15.4 percent for blacks.16 2

Despite these indications of progress in Dallas, the city

had not eliminated poverty. In 1877 the county bought 339 acres

of land, located eleven miles from Dallas for use as a poor farm.1 6 3

In 1879 the cost of maintaining the paupers at the Dallas County

poor farm was $930. At the poor farm were eight indigent city

residents who were unable to work because of deafness, blindness,

old age, rheumatism, insanity, and sore eye.164 Normally only

160Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 328.

161
U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Com-

pendium of the Eleventh Census: 1890, part 2 (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1894), p. 258.

162
U, S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Twelfth

Census of the United States, 1200, Population, part 2 (Washington,
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1902), p. cxxii; U. S., De-
partment of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth
Census, 1910, Abstract, p. 253.

16 3Texas Writers; Project, Dallas Unit, p. 485.

U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, "Tenth
Census of the United States: 1880, Defective, Dependent and
Delinquent Classes: Texas, Bosque-Falls Counties, reel 52,"
Microfilm copy in North Texas State University Library.



8 or 10 families drew relief in Dallas; but as the panic of

1893 hit, the number rose to 60 families. The number was

so large by the winter of 1894-95, as unemployment rose

throughout the city, that local charity groups had to deal

with the problem. In the winter of 1897-98 these groups

distributed provisions to 338, clothing to 136, and firewood

165
to 193 persons.

The depression worked to limit Dallast population growth;

and despite local optimistic population estimates of 68,000,

the federal census found only 42,638 residents in Dallas in

1900. This showed only a 12 percent increase over the previous

decade, compared with a 267.5 percent increase from 1880-

166 167
1890. By 1910 the population of Dallas reached 92,104.

The black population increased at a similar rate to the com-

munity as a whole. Blacks were 17.3 percent of the 1873 pop-

ulation, 18.6 percent in 1880, 21.3 percent in 1900, and
168

19.5 percent of the 1910 Dallas population.

1 6 5 Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 486.

166
Dallas Directory for 1900, p. 3; U. S., Department of

The Interior, Census Office, Twelfth Census of the United States,

1900, Population, part I (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, 1901), pp. , lxix.

16 7 U S., Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the

Census, Thirteenth Census, 1910, Abstract, p. 74.

168
C. D, Morrison and J. V. Fourmy, comps., Morrison and

FourmyIs General Directory of the Cit of Dallas for 1880-81
(Dallas: Herald Printing House, 1880), p. 11; U. S., Department
of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth Census: 1880, Social Sta-
tistics of Cities, p. 311; U. S., Department of the Interior,
Census Office, Twelfth Census, 1900, Population, part 1, p.
cxxi; U. S., Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the

Census, Thirteenth Census, 1910, .Abstract, p. 96.
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With the rapid population increase, one would expect

a corresponding growth in occupations. As early as 1880,

Dallas had a domestic employment agency, and the city direc-

tory blamed the scarcity of help on the location of Dallas

"in a new, developing, progressing section of the country,t1
6 9

The federal census in 1900 and 1910 included a breakdown by

groups of occupations for Dallas. While the city more than

doubled in population in these ten years, the numbers in some

occupations increased even more. The building trades, as

expected, showed a strong increase; the number of carpenters

rose from 550 to 1443, painters from 226 to 543, and plumbers

from 54 to 201. There was also a striking rise in the number

of clerks, bookkeepers, accountants, salesmen, and commercial

travelers. This reflected the expanding mercantile sector of

the Dallas economy. Certain of the occupations dominated by

females, and some of the service work grew also. While the

number of launderers decreased from 70 to 42, the number of

laundresses grew from 972 to 2254 in 1910. Milliners, seam-

stresses, and tailors also showed large increases; yet the

automated side of this work, so prevalent elsewhere, had not

yet become of major importance here, for textile mill operatives

increased but little. Janitorial work more than doubled, and

the number of servants, waiters, and professionals doubled as

the city population did. The number of saloon keepers actually

16 9 Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, .p. 135; C. D.

Morrison and J. V. Fourmy, Directory, 1880-81, p. 24.
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declined, and other lines such as barbers, boarding house

keepers, bartenders, and draymen failed to keep up with the

overall growth rate.1 7

Some unionizationpf workers took place in the city in

the 1880's. Typographical workers organized in June, 1880;

and the compositors of the Herald struck in October against

a non-union foreman. In May, 1880, the bricklayers struck

for $3.50 per day and a nine and a half hour Saturday work-

day. In December the jstonecutters walked out after a wage

cut from $2.50 to $2.25 per day. 171Some craft unions affil-

iated with the Knights of Labor; which organized in April,

1882, and nineteen other unions formed in the next ten years.1 7 2

At the 1903 convention of the state Federation of Labor, the

Cigar Makers, Leather Workers, Musicians, Painters, Typo-

graphical, Retail Clerks, Federal Labor Unions, and Trades

Assemblies represented Dallas labor organizations.1 7 3

170U. S., Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of

the Census Twelfth Census of the United States: 1900, Special
Reports, Occupations (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, 1904), pp. 437, 439; U. S., Department of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, Thirteenth Census of the United .States,
Occupation Statistics, vol. 4 (Washington, Government Printing
Office, 1914), pp. 321, 323, 325.

1 7 1 Galveston News, 1 May, 2 June, 11 October, 7 December
1880.

1 7 2 Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 278; Jack R.
Strauss, "Organized Labor in Dallas County" (M. A. thesis,
Southern Methodist University, 1948), p. 36.

173
Ruth Allen, Chapters in the History of Organized Labor

in Texas, University of Texas Publication no. 4143 (Austin,
1941), pp. 146-7.
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But unions affected only a small number of workers,

and evidence from the state in the 1880's showed that the

average pay ranged from the unskilled rate of $12.00 per

month to $100 per month for some crabs. The work day aver-

aged about twelve hours.1 7 4 These wages strictly limited the

worker's life style. In 1880 cottages rented at a rate of

$12.50 to $20 per month, while a boarder could get by on

$2.50 to $6.00 per week at a private boarding house.17 5

Many workers were unemployed during the depressions in the

18901s. But apparently conditions did improve somewhat after

the turn of the century, although improvement certainly was

not up to the city directory's claim in 1901:

We found general prosperity-from the man who sells
garden seeds to him who furnishes gin outfits; from
the dispenser of capsules to the purveyor of sugar-
cured hams 7Rvery interest shared in the general
rejoicing.

The literature of the nineteenth century promised Americans

that they could succeed if only they tried. Many workers tried

and failed, and modern studies have exposed the bankruptcy of

this American Dream. Throughout the United States a large

part of the population was footloose in search of opportunities,

but only a minority found enough success to settle down. Some

1 7 4John S. Spratt, The Road to Spindletop: Economic
Change in Texas, 1875-1901 (Dallas: Southern Methodist
University Press, 1955,7p. 233.

75 C. D. Morrison and J. V. Fourmy, Directory, 1880-81,

pp. 23-4.

1 7 6 Dallas Directory for 1901, p. 4.
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groups faced even more difficult circumstances. Despite

optimistic reports about their progress toward the American

Dream, blacks found their advance in the economic market.

place only a short step above slavery. Yet, blacks, like

the whites, continued to move to the cities in search of

the economic success that the American Dream promised them.

Boosters promised much for Dallas. They saw it as the place

where all citizens could -realize this Dream. While the ex-

pansion-of Dallas created many economic opportunities; poverty

still existed in the city. The remainder of this study is

a discussion of data from an analysis of the social structure

in Dallas from 1880 to 1910, to determine how far Dallas

diverged from the American Dream. The data in Chapter 2

concern the opportunities available to the native whites

and immigrants and Chapter 3 deals with the blacks and

the mulattoes.



CHAPTER II

LOST IN THE SHADOW OF EGOTISM: NATIVE

WHITES AND IMMIGRANTS IN DALLAS

Men of literary taste or clerical habits are always
apt to overlook the working-classes, and to confine
the records they make of their own times, in a great
degree, to the habits and fortunes of their own as-
sociates, or to thse of people of superior rank to
themselves, of whose sayings and doings their vanity,
as well as their curiosity, leads them to most care-
fully inform themselves. The dumb masses have often
been so lost in this shadow of egotism, that in later
days, it has been impossible to discern the very real
influence their character and condition has had on the
fortune and fate of nations.1

Frederick Law Olmsted

Indeed, practically every man who is the head of
anything in Dallas is a self-made man, for even if
he started from the top, to hold his .place he has
had to grow with the town.2

John W. Rogers

An important facet of historical study is the analysis

of the manner in which society structures itself and the

influence of this structuring on the lives of those who live

within its boundaries. Dallas, a rapidly expanding city,

provides an excellent place to-study changes in the social

structure in the late nineteenth century. Much of the evidence

'Frederick Law Olmsted, A Journey in the Seaboard Slave

States, With Remarks on Their Economy (New York: Dix &

Edwards, 1856), pp. 214-5.

2 Rogers, p. 352.
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is limited, for persons who failed to achieve notoriety or

great success often neglected to leave personal records.

Certain public records are available, however, for the census

taker and the tax assessor did their duty, and it is this

record upon which one must rely to reconstruct the surviving

fragmentary evidence about social processes in the nine-

teenth century.

In 1880, Dallas clearly was a city that had grown from

rapid inmigration. The expanding economy drew many migrants

looking for new opportunities, and the new town obviously

created many chances for enterprise. The migration to the

city was large; but in Dallas, as in other nineteenth-century

cities, one cannot determine the increase in population by

simply totaling the numbers of migrants, for large numbers

stayed. only temporarily. The extreme volatility of the

population meant that opportunities might increase for those

who stayed in the city as large numbers of workers entered

the job competition at the lower levels. On the other hand,

this situation might work only to increase competition as

many people worked for a limited number of jobs.

In order to delineate the social structure in Dallas,

a general description of the sampled population's character-

istics follows; and this chapter answers certain questions

about the randomly selected sample of 216 native whites and

212 immigrants. These questions are: (1) What were the places

of birth of the migrants to Dallas? (2) What did Dallas
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residents do for a living? (3) How well did they do? (4) How

long did they stay in Dallas? Unfortunately analyses of these

processes of mobility can only refer to those who persisted

in the city long enough to show up again in a subsequent city

directory or tax roll. One can deal only with the settled

minority. of the total who passed through Dallas. Whether

the others leftthecause of economic failure or merely for better

opportunities elsewhere cannot be determined adequately.

In Dallas as in. much of nineteenth-century America, there

was a strong belief in the possibility of economic *bility

for all citizens who desired it. The governor of Texas in

1881 voiced this belief:

It is an easy matter for any young man, by reason-
able industry and economy, to acquire a home in
Texas and improve it so as to acquire an indepen-
dent living, rear a family, give them an ordinary
education, and start his children in the world with
advantages equal to his own, if not better.3

This mrbility ideology served several functions. It helped

migrants to overcome the traditional fear of the city.4 From

the point of view of the individual, zIbility in ones' work

or property ownership was a substantial, meaningful change.

The process of social mobility also could help to perpetuate

30ran M. Roberts, A Description of Texas, ItsAdvantages
and Resources, With Some Account of. Their Development, Past,
Present and Future, North Texas State University Libary micro-
film copy of book in the library of E. De Golyer, Dallas, Texas
(St. Louis: Gilbert Book Co., 1881), pp. 131-2.

4
Thernstrom,-Poverty and Progress, p. 59.
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the existing social structure by reducing criticism from those

at the bottom and inhibiting the growth of class consciousness.

People came to believe that they had the potential to make it

in the society: to be successful and to settle down. The

residents of Dallas were no different as the author of one

Dallas history noted:

And since any man may one day rise to any position
in the town, there is a real democracy of outlook

which makes the feeling of equality something more
vital in the community than a theoretical precept.
Most men and women feel quite the equal of the next
man they meet.5

Whether or not the actual situation justified this feeling

is the subject of this analysis.

The age stratification of the native white males reflects

the large number of migrants. Migration to cities tends to

take place in the productive years of the migrants' lives;

and thus, rapidly growing cities tend to have fewer very

young and very old persons. The native whites. were concen-

trated in the late 20's sand early 30's age categories: 41.1

percent of the whites were aged between 25 -and 34. Nearly

74 percent of this sample of whites were under 40. The foreign

born, although they obviously were migrants, averaged somewhat

older. While 40.7 percent of the whites were under 29, only

6
24 percent of the immigrant sample fell in this age group.

5Rogers, p. 352.

6 To test the significance of the difference between two

groups, in each case in this chapter, the Test of Proportions

was used. This test is described in Hubert M. Blalock, Social

Statistics (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1960), pp. 149-52.
The difference is significant at the .001 level.
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This study revealed that the greatestconcentration of immi-

grants was between the ages of 30 and 39 with 44.8 percent

of the foreign born in this age group. The average age was

higher in the case of immigrants, probably, because of the

length of time taken to journey to Dallas. Most of these

men stopped in at least one other American city on their way

to Dallas, Apparently the number of foreign born moving to

Dallas decreased as the city grew. This also worked to raise

the average age of the immigrant population resident there.

The foreign born population in Dallas decreased from 12.7

percent of the total population in 1880 to 5.7 percent of the

1910 population.7

Some indication of the geographic mobility of the pop-

ulation is in the information which is available on the .place

of birth of Dallas residents. But it is difficult to deter-

mine when the individual moved or how many times he stopped

before he reached Dallas, and the birthplace cannot be as-

sumed to be the place from whence he came west. The migration

to Dallas was not a strictly sectional one. Nearly 45 percent

of all native whites in Dallas in 1880 were born in the South

and 23 percent in the border states of Tennessee, Kentucky,

Magyland and Missouri; but a surprising 17 percent of the whites

were born in the Northeast and 15 percent of the whites were

7U, S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth
Census of the United States: 1880, Population, vol. 1 (Washing-
ton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1883), p. 455; U. S.,
Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the Census,
Thirteenth Census, 1910, Abstract, p. 96.
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born in the Midwest. One would suspect that many Dallas re-

sidents were native Texans, but the relatively late date at

which the state joined the union must have worked to limit

the sample number of native whites born in the state. This

can be clearly seen in the figures for 1940, which show that

by that census year 71 percent of Dallas whites were born in

Texas.8 In 1880, while 15 percent of the whites aged 20

to 24 were from Texas, the overall sample had only 6.4 percent

native Texans. No white over 40 was born in that state. Sev-

eral other states including Tennessee, Alabama, Virginia, and

even New York, furnished more migrants to Dallas than did

Texas. Other states which sent large numbers of whites to

Dallas were Georgia, Louisiana, Kentucky, and Mississippi.

Although Southern economic interests encouraged immi-

gration and many Southern states set up immigration bureaus,

very few of the immigrants to America went south.9  Despite

this avoidance of the South, there were a number of immigrants

in the Dallas population. The foreign born made up one-eighth

of the total.10  This might have been due to the attraction

of the frontier: the foreign born in East Texas with its more

established society were 1.2 percent of the free inhabitants,

8C. A. McMahan, The People of Atlanta (Athens, Ga.:

University of Georgia Press, 1950), p. 182.

9Rowland T. Berthoff, "Southern Attitudes-Toward Immi-

gration, 1865-1914," Journal of Southern History 17(1951):
339, 342.

1 0U, S.,, Department of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth

Census: 1880, Population, vol. 1, p. 455.
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but west of the Trinity River 16.9 percent of the free per-

11
sons were.immigrants. Dallas' foreign-born population

consisted mostly of those who came in what has been described

as the "old immigration": almost all-of the migrants were

from northwestern Europe. German-born persons made up 36.3

percent of the immigrant population, and Ireland and Great

Britain each contributed more than 14 percent of the sample.

The percentage of Germans was highest in the North-Central

and the Southern states, because the Germans'often had more

money than other groups and were able to travel farther.1 2

The British made up 14 percent of the immigrant population

nationwide, and the Irish were an additional 33 percent of

this population. The British were fairly evenly spread

throughout the country because of their skills and their

ability to speak the language, and this distribution is con:-

firmed in Dallas.1 3 The underrepresentation of the Irish in

Dallas may hAve been a function of their greater poverty and

hence their inability to move beyond the port cities at which

they arrived. The immigrant population of Dallas also in-

cluded 8 percent French, 6 percent Swiss, and a smaller per-

centage of Italians, Canadians, and Scandinavians, There

llBarnes F. Lathrop, Migration Into East Texas, 1835-
1860: A Study From the United States Census (Austin: Texas
State Historical Association, 1949), p. 33.

12 Ward, pp. 63-5.

1 3Rowland T. Berthoff, British Immigrants in Industrial
America, 1790-1950 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press,
1953), p. 6.
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were more Germans than other nationalities in all of the age

groups except those over the age of 50 where the French and

Swiss were about a third of the sample. This reflects the

number of older residents of Dallas who moved to the city

after the failure of the colony La Reunion where many French

and Swiss immigrants had settled.

Family size did not seem to bean important point of

difference between groups in Dallas. As Appendix D indicates,

both immigrants and whites had nearly identical numbers in

their families; and these were only slightly larger than the

black or mulatto families. Immigrants were more likely to be

married than any other group. This reflects their average

age, for about the same percentage of whites and immigrants

were married in each age category. This higher number of

married persons had an influence on the number of children

as well, and more immigrants had children than any other group.

Immigrants were the least likely group to have other family

members working full time. Perhaps this was due to the tra-

itional European ideas about the place of women in the economic

work force; or more likely, immigrants may have perceived of

their situation as relatively prosperous. Therefore, they

would not have felt as great an economic need to have other

family members employed.

About a tenth of the white females and immigrant females

were household heads. Here, as with the immigrant males, the

age factor was an important determinant. Only 18 percent of
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immigrant female household heads were single compared tih

30 percent of the whites, and a muchhigher percent of

immigrant female household heads were.widows than other

groups in Dallas. The economic status of these female house-

hold heads was not high: only a small number performed

nonmanual work. But there were a large number of female

household heads who were able to subsist without working.

These were widows living off of their former husband's

estate or mothers whose children supported them. White

females had an advantage in this category: 38.8 percent

of white female household heads were able not to work while

15
only 29.6 percent of the foreign born were able to do this.

Both of these groups had a higher rate than mulattoes or

blacks. The census enumerators in two of the city's wards

recorded the occupation of some of these female household

heads as prostitute or "ill fame." The enumerators in the

other two wards did not list this occupation; hence, any

totals are not reliable. However, native white females were

more likely to be listed as prostitute es than the other groups.

The census showed 14.3 percent of white female household heads

as prstItutes, and only 7 percent of the immigrant females

were so listed.16

It would be expected that many of the foreign born were

14 p.>.001.

15p.>.001.

16p.,N.001.
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illiterate; but this was not the case, for over 99.5 percent

of both the white and immigrant groups could read and write.

Therefore, the lack of basic education was not necessarily

a factor in the differences in employment rates for the two

groups, Table one contains the 1880 occupational distribution

of the two groups. The immigrants did relatively well

occupationally; although even with the large number of immigrant

proprietors, only 41 percent of the foreign born were in

nonmanual work while 48.9 percent of the whites were in these

higher status jobs.1 7

More native whites found opportunities in the pro-

fessions than did the immigrants, and most likely this was a

function of the length of time the family had been in the

country. It often took the help of an established family to

aid in meeting the high costs involved in the long preparation

for a professional career. Hence, even if an immigrant were

educationally prepared to study for a profession, he un-
18

doubtedly would have faced severe financial problems. It

took a great deal of time and money to become a professional;

and as a result, most of the white professionals were in the

older age categories.

17
p.>.001.

1 8 Francis A. J. Ianni, "Residential and Occupational
Mobility As Indices of the Acculturation of An Ethnic Group, "
Social Forces 36 (1957):70.
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One field where a lack of formal training was not

necessarily a handicap was business, and here the foreign

born were well represented. The proprietor category made up

23,1 percent of the immigrant population and only 18 percent

of the native whites.1 9  In other cities much has been made

of the use of petty trade as a means of mobility for the im-

migrant. The peddler could accumulate enough funds to open a

shop. 20His awareness of the special tastes of the immigrant

group and his ability with the language enabled him to com-

mand the confidence of his ethnic group.21 In a larger city

this could have been very important, but in Dallas the ethnic

community for any one group was not large. No doubt some of

those listed as proprietors in the census were actually peddlers,

but the occupation and businesses listed in later city direc-

tories revealed that the number of these were few. The im-

migrant proprietors in Dallas seemed to have reached out

beyond their ethnic groups to the wider market of the whole city.

More whites went into clerical work than did immi-

grants, but this may have been a function of age, since immigrants

were older. Clerical work often was a kind of apprenticeship

to prepare the young man with an education for a future career

19p.2>.05.

2 0Oscar Handlin, The Newcomers: Negroes and Puerto
Ricans.in a Changing Metropolis (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Uni-
ve-rsity Press, 1959), p.25.

2 1 Oscar and Mary Handlin, "Ethnic Factors in Social
Mobility," Explorations in Entrepreneurial History 9 (1957):6.
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in business. Younger immigrants were in clerical or semi-

skilled and service work more than other -positions while

the older foreign born concentrated more in the proprietor

and skilled categories. The 1880 occupational distribution

among the various age groups is in Appendix E. Nearly one-

third of the immigrants were skilled, in contrast to the usual

description .of immigrants in other cities. Only in Atlanta

did the immigrants. have a very high status: one-fourth of

the foreign born were skilled, but the foreign-born men still

had a slightly lower economic status overall than the white

groups.22 In New York, immigrants, handicapped by a lack of

skills and capital, took the lowest ranking jobs. 2 3  In most

American cities, the foreign born from both the "oldt "and the

"new'immigration" entered the labor force as laborers. This

was true of the Irish, the Germans, the Italians, and the Poles

in slightly different proportions.24 Even as far west as the

Chicago suburb of Union Park, the white collar population was

weighted toward the native born; and the blue collar was

weighted to the foreign born.2 5

2 2 Hopkins, pp. 203, 208.

23 Handlin, Newcomers, pp. 23-4.

2Handlin,Race and Nationality, p. 196.

2 5 Richard Sennett, Families Against The City: Middle
Class Homes of Industrial Chicago, 1872-1890 (Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1970), p. 93.



57

Dallas was more likely to have immigrants in higher

occupational positions, because of its high proportion of

German and British, who were more likely to be skilled workers

or proprietors, and the relatively small number of Irish who

were more likely to be unskilled.26  In Dallas the various

nationalities were distributed throughout all the occupational

categories. The Irish were overrepresented in the unskilled.

Although they were only 14.2 percent of the immigrant population,

the Irish were 44.8 percent of the immigrants in the unskilled

category. The Germans were underrepresented in this category.

They constituted only 13.8 percent of the unskilled immigrants

despite the fact that they made up 36.3 percent of the foreign-

born population. Germans comprised 46.9 percent of the im-

migrants in the semiskilled and service category.

Whites from Tennessee and Kentucky, apparently, were

better off than those from most states. No native white re-

sident from these two states was in the semiskilled and service

or the unskilled categories. Only 8.7 percent of the whites

had been unemployed in the past year, and this was the lowest

of all the groups in Dallas. Appendix F shows that the most

likely occupational category among the whites to have one or

more other family members employed was the professional. But

in sharp contrast to the foreign born, the Iasat likely native

26 E. P. Hutchinson, Immigrants and Their Children,
1850-1950, Social Science Research Council, Census Monograph
Series (New York: Xohn Wiley & Sons, 1956), p. 115.
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groupsto have other family members employed were the white

collar and the semiskilled and service groups. Along with the

unskilled whites, these two groups were less likely to be

married. A possible answer is that young whites were more

likely to be living on their own than young immigrants who

came from Europe with their parents. But while 57.9 percent

of the white semiskilled and service workers were members of

one person families, the lowest percentage was the 19 percent

of the white collar group who were one person familes. There-

fore, this argument does not follow.

The geographic mobility of the population is most

clearly shown in the persistence rates. Persistence is the

reappearance of the sample members' names in subsequent re-

cords.. These rates underestimate the mobility of the population

because many people move to the city and move out again be-

tween dates of enumeration and, /hence, are not included in any

population records. Unfortunately, social mobility studies must

focus on that minority who remained in the city long enough to

show up again in a later tracing. Most of the nonpersistent

were those who moved out of the city, but this was not the only

factor involved. Some disappeared through errors in sources

or name changes. A clear indication that nonpersistence was

not simply a result of outmigration was the sketchy evidence

on the number of deaths in the sample. These records are by

no means accurate since they are totaled from listings of

estates in the tax rolls and listings of widows' names in city
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directories. These showed that by 1910, 32 of the missing

whites and 33 of the foreign born had died. The percentages

for both groups were nearly identical. These deaths affected

14.8 percent of the white sample or 19 percent of those missing

at the end of the study. The immigrant sample had a death rate

of 15.6 percent of the total sample, and this was 19.3 percent

of those missingin 1910. Some probably died elsewhere after

they had moved; more died in Dallas but did not appear in

these records. Where those who left Dallas ended up and what

they did there, can not be determined from the records now

available.

For the thirty year period under study, whites were

only slightly more persistent than immigrants. However, this

difference was not statistically significant at the .05 level.

In 1910, 22.2 percent of the Dallas whites remained while only

18.8 percent of the foreign born.remained. As Hopkins found

in Atlanta, the immigrants, with at least one long journey al-

ready completed, had a slightly larger chance to move on again

than did the native whites.27 In 1885, one-third of the whites

and 37.3 percent of the immigrants were missing from.the Dallas

sample drawn only 5 years before. After ten years, 52.7 percent

of the whites and 52.3 percent of the immigrants remained in

Dallas. This compares to persistence rates in Boston before

the Civil War which for the entire sample ranged from 36.9

27 Hopkins, p. 212.
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percent to 45.7 -percent. In Boston the native whites remained

at rates ranging from 42.6 percent to 66,percent. The foreign

born were less persistent, with rates from 30.6 percent to

28
54.4 percent in different decades. In Trempearleau County,

Wisconsin, a higher percentage of the non-English foreign

born left the county than the natives.29 In Birmingham in the

1880's and the 18901s, only 34 percent of the whites remained

30,
after ten years. In Poughkeepsie, New York, only three-tenths

of the 1850 residents were there in 1860, and persons in

Northampton, Massachusetts had a 53 percent persistence rate

31
for the same decade. In Atlanta whites persisted from 1870

to 1880 at a rate of 44.9 percent and immigrants at a rate of

40.4 percent.32 Thus, the Dallas persistence rate was higher

than most of the other cities which have been analyzed. None-

theless, the rate of LtWrnover in the population of Dallas was

still large.

As shown in Appendix I, age did not appear to be an

important factor in persistence in Dallas. For the thirty

year period from 1880 to 1910, persistence rates were similar

2 8 Knights, Plain People of Boston, p.63.

2 9 Merle Curti et al., The Making of. An American
Community: A Case t of Democracy in a Frontier County
TStanford, Cal.: Stanford University Press, 1959), p. 67.

30
Worthman, p. 183.

3 1 Thernstrom and Knights, "Men in Motion, " pp. 20-1.

3 2 Hopkins, pp. 202-3.
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for all occupational categories in Dallas with the exception

of semiskilled and service workers. These workers were ex-

ceptionally nonpersistent in both the white and the immigrant

groups. The persistence rates for the various occupational

groups are in Table 2. Only 15.7 percent of the native whites

and 9.4 percent of the foreign born in this category remained

in 1910. This compares with 33.9 percent for black and 29

percent for mulatto semiskilled and service workers. In

Birmingham the white service workers were also the least stable

in the 1880's and 1890's.3 3 The least persistent white group

after 5 years was the unskilled. Professionals were the most

persistent, but these variations evened out over time. Among

the immigrants, clerical workers were more persistent for

several years.

The calculation of property ownership in specific

years, as shown in Table3, reveals that property owners persisted

more than those without property. There were 78,9 percent of

the 1880 white property owners remaining in 1890, but only 47.2

34
percent of the nonpropertied remained. The percentage of

1890 property owners persisting in 1900 was 77.6, and only

35
58.4 percent of those without property remained. For the

33 Worthman, p. 185.

3 4 p.>.001

35 p.>.001
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TABLE 2

WHITE AND IMMIGRANT PERSISTENCE RATES
FOR 1880 OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES

1880 Percent Remaining
Occupational No. in
Category 1880 1885 1890 1895 1900 1905 1910

White:
Professional 26 76.9 57.7 53.8 38.5 34.6 23.1
Proprietor 39 66.7 56.4 53.8 46.2 33.3 25.6
White Collar 42 64.3 50.0 8.1 35.7 23.8 U2l.4
Skilled 57 66.1 57.1 44.6 37.5 32.1 21.4
Semiskilled
and Service 19 68.4 47.3 36.8 31.5 21.1 15.7
Unskilled 23 56.5 43.5 34.8 34.8 30.4 21.7
Farmer 5 80 20 .... .... ... .

Other 5 100 100 100 80 60 60

Immigrant:
Professional 9 33.3 33.3 33.3 33.3 11.1 '11.1
Proprietor 48 64.6 58.3 45.8 41.7 31.3 20.8
White Collar 29 82.7 69.0 55.2 41.4 24.1 17.2
Skilled 64 60.9 48.4 34.4 31.3 26.6 '20.3
Semiskilled
and Service 32 46.9 40.6 37.5 31.3 15.6 9.4
Unskilled 29 69.0 5. *4 41.4 31.0 20.7
Farmer 1 100 100 100 100 100 100
Other 1 100 100 11,-o0 100 100 100
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TABLE 3

WHITE AND IMMIGRANT PERSISTENCE RATES FOR
OWNERS AND NONOWNERS OF REA L PROPERTY

IN SELECTED YEARS

C~j0 - cbPO -

~O0 00 H 0O*H 0 0) 0H0 .00 0r,.a 00 Q -H ON Q -H r ,.a C\ 0 -H 0 .. C) -H "q
E 00 1CTS00 9O )E oo co C\ ) O cuN

White:

Owner 38 78.9 28.9 49 77.6 36 52.8
Nonowner 178 47.2 20.8 77 58.4 72 36.1

Immigrant:

Owner 46 82.6 41.3 32. 78.1 23 73.9
Nonowner 166 44.0 13.2 77 66.2 87 36.8
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the years after 1900, 52.8 perceritof the property holders re-

mained, and only 36.1 percent of the nonpropertied persisted.3 6

Of those owning property in 1880, 28.9 percent persisted until

1910. Only 20.8 percent of the nonpropertied in 1880 re-

mained in 1910.37 In the immigrant group property also had

an important relationship to persistence. In the various

decades studied, the owners were from 11.9 percent to 38.6

percent more persistent than the nonowners. For the entire

30 year period, 41.3 percent of the 1880 owners remained while

only 13.2 percent of the nonowners in 1880 persisted.

Studies of Poughkeepsie, Boston, Newburyport, and

Birmingham, and rural areas in Wisconsini and Iowa show a

similar correlation between property ownership and persistence

as was found in Dallas.3 9  This did not mean that the pros-

perous always stayed and the less prosperous always left.

Property may have acted to bind an individual to the com-

munity, or investment in. property simply may have implied a

prior intent to settle in the community permanently.

36p.>.001.

38
p.>.001

3 9Clyde Griffen, "Workers Divided: The Effect of Craft and

Ethnic Differences in Poughkeepsie, New York, 1850-1880," in

Nineteenth Century Cities: Essays in the New Urban History, eds.,

Stephan Thernstrom and Richard Sennett (New Haven, Conn.: Yale

University Press, 1969), p. 67; Knights, Plain People of Boston,

p. 115; Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 118; Worthman, p.

68: Peter J. Coleman, TRestless Grant County: Americans On the

Move,1" Wisconsin Magazine of History 46(1962):20; Mildred Throne,
"A Population Sudy-of an Iowa County in 1850,1" Iowa Journal

of History 57 (1959);321.



The relationship between.property ownership and per-

sistence shows up even more dramatically when rates are

calculated on the basis of those who owned property at any

time during the study. These figures are in Table 4. After

TABLE 4

WHITE AND IMMIGRANT PERSISTENCE RATES FOR
OWNERS AND NONOWNERS OF REAL PROPERTY

(30 YEAR PERIOD)

No. Percent Remaining
Base Year

1880 1885 1890 1895 1900 1905 1910

White:

Owner 90 93.3 86.7 80.0 70.0 56.7 44.4
Nonowner 126 47.6 27.8 18.3 14.3 8.7 5.6

Immigrant:

Owner 84 92.9 88.1 69.0 61.9 48.8 40.5
Nonowner 128 43.0 28.9 24.2 20.3 10.9 5.5

only five years, 52.4 percent of those Dallas whiteswho failed

to acquire property were missing, but only 6.7 percent of the

40
eventual property owners were gone. In 1890, 13.3 percent

of the property holders had disappeared, but over 72 percent

of the nonpropertied had left.41 By 1910, 44 percent of the

40p >01

41p.>.001.



white property owners persisted, and 5.6 percent of those

who never owned property remained.4 2  The rates were similar

for the immigrants. In 1910, 40.5 percent of the immigrant

property owners persisted, and only 5.5 percent of the non-

propertied stayed.4 3 The nonpropertied white and immigrant

were not likely to stay in the city; and, apparently, those

who felt that they would have the opportunity to acquire

property remained. Those whites and immigrants who were

unable -to acquire real property were much more likely to

leave than their counterparts among the blacks and mulattoes.

Perhaps the whites and immigrants had higher aspirations or

simply were more aware of opportunities elsewhere. Perhaps

the blacks and mulattoes realized that they would have pro-

blems wherear they went.

There was then a large turnover in the population of

Dallas in this period, but one must not get the impression

that the entire city packed up and moved every few years.

A portion of the population remained relatively permanent.

These permanent residents gave some sort of stability and

continuity to the society. Nevertheless, there were a large

number of transients who were marginal to the community. This

study fails to include some of these men because the census

enumerators missed them.4 4 One investigator described the

42 001

43p.>.001.

44 Sidney Goldstein, "Repeated Migration As a Factor in
High Mobility Rates,t " American Sociological Review 19(1954):540.
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nineteenth-century city as a Darwinian jungle with a ruthless

selection which weeded out those who did not seem to be making

it. 45In this respect the city was not much different from

the society as a whole, but these persistence rates for Dallas

point up the weakness in the subjective approach of one Dallas

history writer: "From its earliest days, Dallas has had few

transients or drifters; its people have come to build homes

and businesses."146

With such low rates of persistence, many of those who

remained succeeded in improving their occupations. Political

leaders frequently stressed the opportunities for occupational

mobility. Texas governor 0. M. Roberts in.1881 wrote that

While, therefore, simple independence by one's own

labor is and should be regarded as the honorable
position of the Texas citizen, to which any good
man may easily attain, an honorable road to fortune

lies open to any one whose ambition leads in that
direction, to his own and the public benefit.

4 7

While this is an overly optimistic statement, for some groups

in-Dallas the chances for mobility were fairly good. Rates

of occupational mobility for the native whites are in Table

5, and the rates for the foreign born in Dallas are in Table

6. This discussion of occupational mobility refers to mobility

4 5 Stephan Thernstrom, "Poverty in Historical Perspective,"

in On Understanding Poverty: Perspectives From the Social

Sciences, ed. Daniel P. Moynihan (New York: Basic Books, 1968),
p. 166.

46 Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 14.

47 Roberts, p. 133.
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TABLE 5

OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY RATES FOR WHITES
FOR SELECTED TIME PERIODS*

Occupational Type of 1880- 1880- 1880- 1890- 1900-
Category Mobility 1885 1890 1910 1900_ 1910

Professional

Proprietor

White
Collar

Skilled

Semiskilled
and Service

None
Down in
Class

Down to
Manual

No.
Persisting

Upward
None

Down in
Class

Down to
Manual
No.

Persisting

Upward
None
Down to

Manual
No.

Persisting

Upward
None
Down

No.
Persisting

Up to Non-
Manual

Up in
Class

None
Down

No.
Persisting

85.0%

5.0

(20)

80.0

11.5

7.7

(26)

11.1
85.2

3.7

(27)

24.3

75.7

(37)

23.1

7.7
61.5
7.7

(13)

86.7%

6.7

6.7

(15)

81.0

14.3

4.8

(21)

28 .6
66,7

4.8

(21)

34.4
65.5

(32)

44.4

44,4
11.1

(9)

50.0%

33.3

(6)

50.0

20.0

10.0

(10)

44.4
55.6

(9)

50.0

50.0

(12)

66.7
33.3

(3)

90.9%

9.1

(11)

80.6

12.9

3.2

(31)

13.3
86.7

(15)

5.6
94.4,

(18)

. 00
8.3
16.7

(6)

83.3%

(6)

93.8

6.3

(16)

0. 0 ..
8.0

(10)

27.3
72.7

-.--.

100
..... 0

(3)

.0
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TABLE 5--Continued

Occupational bType of 1880- 1880- 1880- 1890- 1900-
Category Mobility 1885 1890 1910 1900 1910

Unskilled Up to Non-
Manual 7.7% 40.0% 40.0% 50.0% .... %
Up in
Class 15.4 30.0 40.0 ....

None 76.9 30.0 20.0 50.0 100
No.

Persisting (13) (10) (5) (2) (2)

Farmer To Non-
Manual 25.0 .... .... .... ....

None .... G..0 ... .... ..*s

To Manual 75.0 100 .... ....

No.
Persisting (4) (1) .... ....

Other To Non-
Manual 20.0 60.0 .... .... 66,7
None ,... .... .... .

To Manual 80.0 40.0 .... .... 33.3
No.

Persisting (5) (5) e... .... (3)

*Retired Persons are not included in Table. Thus some

percentages may not total to 100.

in each decade of the study for workers in each of the cat-

egories at the beginning of the decade. This discussion:AA1so

deals with mobility for the entire thirty year period cal-

culated on the basis of 1880 occupations for each worker.

Professionals with their large investment in training

should have been relatively secure in their occupational

position; yet there was a good deal of dwnward mobility

among white professionals in Dallas. In the first five years,

one-tenth of the professionals experienced downward mobility

within the nonmanual class and an additional five percent
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-TABLE 6

OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY RATES FOR IMMIGRANTS
FOR SELECTED TIME PERIODS*

Occupational Type of 1880- 1880- 1880- 1890- 1900-
Category Mobilit .1885 1890 1910 1900 1910

Professional

Proprietor

White
Collar

Skilled

Semiskilled
and Service

None
Down in
Class

Down to
Manual

No.
Persisting

Upward
None
Down in
Class

Down to
Manual

No.
Persisting

Upward
None
Down to
Manual

No.
Persisting

Upward
None
Down

No.
Persisting

Up to Non-
Manual

Up in
Class

None
Down

No.
Persisting

33.3

66.7

(3)

90.3

9.7

(31)

16 . 7
75.0

8*3

(24)

23.1
74.4
2.6

(39)

13.3

80.0
6.7

(15)

33.3

66.7

(3)

85.7

14.o3

(28.)

30.0
60.0

10.0

(20)

45.2
51.6
3.2

(31)

23.1

7.7
53.8
15.4

(13)

100

(1)

70.0

20

(10)

57.1
42,9,

(7)

53.8
38.5

(13)

33.3

33.3
33.3

(3)

100.

(1)

70.6

23.5

5.9

(34)

13.3
86.7

(15)

10
90

(10)

37.5

12.5
50.0
... 0

(8)

100

(1)

81.0

15.3

( 21)

8.3
83.3

(12)

100

(5)

100
---- 0

(1)
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TABLE 6--Continued

Occupational Type of 1880- 1880- 1880- 1890- 1900-
Category Mobility 1885 1890 1910 1900 1910

Unskilled Up to Non-
Manual 25.0 20.0 50.0 10.0 ....

Up in
Class 10.0 20.0 16.7 10.0 ....
None 65.0 60.0 33.3 70.0 100

No.
Persisting (20) (15) (6) (10) (2)

Farmer To Non-
Manual- .... ,...
Nonean a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
To Manual .... .... .... .... ....

No.
Persistingsee# . . . . . . . . .

Other To Non-
Manual 0.... *to.0.00....
None .0.. .... ....
To Manual 100 100 100 0 ....

No.
Persisting #a) (1) (1) .

*Retired persons are not included in Table.
percentages may not total to 100.

Thus some

of the professionals fell to the manual class. There was

some improvement later; and from 1900 to 1910, there was no

downward mobility at all for those who remained that long,

although 16.7 percent of the remaining professionals retired.

For the entire 30 year period, half of the 1880 professionals

experienced no mobility, and one-third of these men moved

downward within the nonmanual class. With the immigrant

group, there are too few professionaksto generalize; but

two-thirds of this group did slip downward within-the class

in the first ten years of the study.
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Neither white nor immigrant proprietors showed any up-

ward mobility. This category was the top as far as this

group was concerned; most proprietors were too old to begin

the training required to become a professional. Obviously,

many of these proprietors could have gained in status by sub-

stantially increasing the size of their business, but there

are no adequate means for evaluating this factor. For each

of the decades studied, at least four-fifths of the white

proprietors had no mobility. Of the 1880 proprietors who

remained for 30 years, half had no mobility; one-fifth moved

downward to the white collar category; a tenth fell to'the

manual class, and fifth retired. There was less downward

mobility for this group as time passed. Immigrant proprietors

seemed to be more secure in their positions in the earlier

years of the study than the whites were; and of those who

were proprietors in 1880 persisting until 1910, only 20

percent fell within the nonmanual class to a. lower position.

But while the chances for downward mobility for new white

proprietors lessened each decade, the amount of downward

mobility increased foTr the immigrants from 9.7 percent with-

in the class between 1880 and 1885 to a 15.3 percent downward

rate to the manual class between 1900 and 1910. As the city

of Dallas grew, the chances of a new immigrant proprietor s

succeeding lessened. Those already established in 1880 did

fairly well.

White collar workers were often the children of more
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wealthy families who could afford to allow them to complete

their schooling. Theyhad a head start occupationally, and

there was a strong possibility for upward mobility from the

white collar category for both immigrants and whites. This

may have been partially a result of the lower age of this

group, and the age factor was reflected in .the decline in

upward mobility as time passed. After 10 years, 28.6 percent

of the white collar workers moved upward, and only 4.8 per-

cent. of the white collar employees fell to the manual class.

For those 1880 white collar workers persisting until 1910,

44.4 percent found their way upward; and none had downward

mobility. Immigrant white collar workers had a 30 percent

upward rate after 10 years and experienced only a 10 percent

downward mobility rate. In later decades there was no down-

ward mobility at all; and for those 1880 workers who remained

30 years, 57.1 percent had upward mobility. No white collar

workers fell to the manual class. In Dallas the nonmanual

workers had a better opportunity for mobility than their

couut-erparts in Atlanta. In that city 68 percent of the

white nonmanual workers and 70 percent of the immigrants

experienced no mobility in the 26 years of the study.4 8

The skilled worker had a definite advantage in competition

for jobs in this period. He had training, and even in those

trades which were losing out from. technological changes, this

8Hopkins , p. 206.
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training made his job superior to the other types of manual

49
work. No skilled whites in Dallas lost in status during

the 30 year period, but opportunities for advancement varied

from decade to decade. In the first decade, 34.4 percent of

the white artisans moved upward to the nonmanual class; in

the second 10 years only 5.6 percent of the skilled whites

did so; but between 1900 and 1910, 27.3 percent of the skilled

white workers managed to advance. Foreign born artisans also

had much opportunity for job improvement in the early years.

The first decade showed 45.2 percent of these immigrants

moving upward to the nonmanual class, but conditions were not

as favorable later. Only one-tenth of the foreign born

artisans advanced between 1890 and 1900 none from 1900 to 1910

did so. But for those immigrant skilled workers in 1880 who

persisted 30 years, 53.8 percent managed to rise to the non-

manual class. The most common upward mobility was among the

building tradesmen who became contractors; other skilled ar-

tisans became clerks, agents, and salesmen; and many opened

small shops.

Although the semiskilled and service worker was far down

on the occupational scale, h& did have a certain amount of

security. His job had a definite function'nd was likely to

be regular work. Some opportunities for advancement for white

semiskilled-and service workers existed in.the first decade

of the study. From -1880 to 1890, 44.4 percent of the white

49 Thernstrom,9 Poverty and Progress, p. 92.
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semiskilled and service workers moved to the nonmanual class.

These were usually service workers who opened their own shop.

In this period only 11.1 percent of the men in semiskilled

or service work slipped to the unskilled category. In the

following years, however, there was no upward mobility; and

for those remaining the entire 30 years, two-thirds showed

no mobility; and one-third moved downward to the unskilled.

This was the same rate as the mulatto semiskilled and service

workers had. Immigrants seemed to be in a better position

to advance than did whites. In the first decade over 30

percent of the immigrant semiskilled and service workers

moved upward, and in the second decade 37.5 percent of the

men in this category advanced to the nonmanual class, with

an additional 12.5 percent of the foreign born semiskilled

and service workers moving up to the skilled category. As

with the white group, there was no mobility at all from 1900

to 1910; but for those 1880 foreign born semiskilled and

service workers remaining 30 years, one-third moved upward

to the nonmanual, and one-third moved to the skilled.

The unskilled worker lacked anything to sell 1sexce

his labor. With no specific economic function, he often re-

lied on a succession of temporary jobs. In Dallas a surprising

number of white and immigrant workers managed to work their

way out of this category. As with the other occupational

groups, most of this mobility took place in the early years

of the study. From 1880 to 1890, 40 percent of the whites
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moved up to the nonmanual category; and 30 percent of the

white unskilled workers moved up to the semiskilled and

service or the skilled categories. In the second decade,

one-half of the whites in the unskilled category moved to

the nonmanual class; but from 1900 to 1910, there was no

upward mobility for the unskilled. Opportunities also

diminished for immigrant unskilled workers, From 1880 to

1890, one-fifth of these men advanced to the nonmanual

category; and an equal percentage rose within the manual

class to the semiskilled and service or the skilled categories.

By the third decade there was no upward mobility for the

foreign-born unskilled workers; but for the unskilled of

both groups in 1880 who persisted until 1910, a majority

moved out of this bottom-most category. Two-fifths of the

whites climbed to the nonmanual, and another 40 percent of

the whites moved upward within the manual class. Half the

unskilled immigrants advanced to the nonmanual class, and

16.7 percent of the unskilled immigrants moved up within the

manual class between 1880 and 1910.

Although these percentages seem large, mobility rates

of this magnitude were, apparently, not unusual in this period.

In Birmingham over a ten year period, one-quarter to one-third

of the workers in most of the groups improved their status.

After two decades more than half of the manual workers, who

remained, had advanced to the nonmanual class.50 In Atlanta

5 0 Worthman, pp. 193, 196.
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after ten years, 22 percent of the white manual workers and

21 percent of the immigrants moved up to the nonmanual category.

At the end of the 26 year period under study in Atlanta, 48

percent of the white and 57 percent of the immigrants who be-

gan as manual workers were in the nonmanual category.5 1

A few 1880 Dallas residents gave their occupation as

farmer to the census enumerators. The census failed to dis-

tinguish between owners and tenants, and, hence, it is dif-

ficult to determine the ranking of farming on the occupational

scale. Census workers classed farming as a nonmanual position,

but certainly the farmer did some manual work. The white

Dallas farmers in 1880 did not remain farmers for very long.

After only five years, one was in a nonmanual position, and

three were in manual work. It is difficult then to classify

farming as it was used on the 1880 Dallas census schedules

as a middle class occupation.

In the American success story, the possession of land

or one's own home was a means of social advancement. Owning

his home gave the worker a sense of dignity and security-a

respectable image in the eyes of others. Subsisting on an

inadequate budget to save enough to buy land was often easier

than learning a skill or risking money in business, and either

route could raise the worker's status. A large number of

those who persisted in Dallas managed to acquire a stake in

the community in the form of real property. Nearly

identical percentages of whites and immigrants achieved

Hopkins, p. 205.
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the position of property owner in Dallas over the 30 year

period: 41.7 percent of the whites and 39.6 percent of the

immigrants bought property at one time between 1880 and

1910. In Birmingham the percentages were even higher. Of

the white workingmen who remained until the end of the study,

52
one-half to three-fourths acquired real estate. In

Newburyport the numbers were similar to Birmingham; after

20 years 63 to 78 percent of the working class men owned real

53
estate. The selective migration from these cities of those

who failed to acquire property inflated all these property

mobility rates, but the large numbers do indicate that some

property was available to the working class. The 1890 fed-

eral census for Dallas showed that nearly three-fourths of

the families in Dallas rented their homes.,fOf the one-fourth

that owned their homes, 11.6 percent owned it with encumbrance.54

As Appendix J shows, the property owner was more likely

to be married in 1880 than single, and among the native whites,

a higher percentage of owners than nonowners had other family

members employed. This information on the employment of other

family members is included in Table 7. Although 24.4 percent

of white property owners had from one to five other family

5 2Worthman, p. 187.

5 3 Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 117.

5 4 U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Com-
pendium of the Eleventh Census: 1890, part 3 (Washington, D. C.:
Government Printing Office, 1897), p. 1086.
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TABLE 7

OTHER WHITE AND IMMIGRANT FAMILY MEMBERS
EMPLOYED BY OWNERSHIP OF PROPERTY

(30 YEAR PERIOD)

0 Employed 1-5 Employed Total
Number

White:

Owner 75.6% 24.4% 90
Nonowner 84.9 15.1 126

Immigrant:
Owner 84.5 15.5 84
Nonowner 85.9 14.1 l28

members employed, only 15.1 percent of the nonpropertied did

so. 55It is possible that in order to accumulate enough cap-

ital to purchase land, it was necessary for other family

members than the household head to work full time. Unfor-

tunately the data are inconclusive on this point. Moreover,

there was no difference between owners and nonowners in the

immigrant group in this matter of other family members working.

As Appendix K indicates, among married whites and immigrants,

property owners were more likely to have children; and the

percentages were about the same fdt both groups. The same

held true for family size listed in Appendix L. Owners were

more likely to have larger families. The mulatto group fit

this description as well, but the blacks did not. Of the

foreign born, the British were overrepresented in the owner

55 p.>,01.
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category; .and the Irish were very slightly underrepresented

among the owners.

There were important differences between property owner

and nonowner groups. While ownership of property conferred

status in the society, there was a considerable range in the

amount of property owned. Some white owners held as little

as $100 in real property in 1880. 56 For the whites, property

ownership increased gradually among those remaining in Dallas,

and those who did remain had a good chance to acquire property.

Table 8 includes the amounts of property held by whites in

TABLE 8

ASSESSED REAL PROPERTY OWNERSHIP
BY WHITES FOR SELECTED YEARS

Year No. of Median Mean Total Range
Owners Amount Amount Assessed

Property

1880 38 $1100 $ 1,919 $ 72,950 $200-$ 13,600
1885 47 2200 5,543 260,530 250- 32,000
1890 49 4000 15,895 778,900 250- 104,450
1895 44 3238 7,865 346,065. 150- 78,400
1900 36 2425 6,168 222,050 100- 39,475
1905 28 2938 7,726 216,345 475- 52,700
1910 26 2250 7,150 185,925 250- 50,025

Dallas. The median amount of property owned rose to a peak

of $4,000 in 1890 just before the depression of the nineties

and varied from then on. The total assessments for 1890 were

more than double those of any other studied year. The largest

amount of property owned by any native white sample member

5 6 A11 dollar amounts are in unadjusted dollars.
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was in 1890 when two men owned over $104,000 worth of real

property. In that year there were five owners assessed at

over $50,000; but assessments this large were rare after

1890.

While white property owners did not increase their

property holdings after- 1890, the immigrant owners did as

Table 9 indicates. They too increased in assessments until

TABLE 9

ASSESSED REAL PROPERTY OWNERSHIP BY
IMMIGRANTS FOR SELECTED YEARS

Year No. of ('Median Mean Total Range
Owners Amount Amount Assessed

Property

1880 44 $ 600 $ 1,134 $ 49,935 $ 20-$ 79000
1885 53 2000 3,795 201,150 150- 33,500
1890 56 5125 10,803 605,000 50- 78,400
1895 51 2500 6,961 355,015 150- 77,125
1900 36 3625 9,271 333,700 200- 66,075
1905 25 4950 14,064 351,620 900- 84,325
1910 22 6900 39,689 873,165 275-335,100

1890 and then experienced a rapid decline with the depression

of the 1890's. But after 1900, property ownership again in-

creased, and in 1910 the median assessments surpassed the

1890 level. The maximum assessment for any foreign born

individual studied occtnred in 1910 when one owner held

$355,100 worth of real property. Two other immigrants were

assessed at over $150,000 in that year. From 1880 to 1910,

both groups had approximately the same number of owners;



but the immigrants had higher assessed property values after

1895. As time went on the range in amount of property owned

by immigrants increased as well. The whites and immigrants

both had a definite advantage over the blacks and mulattoes

in property holding. The largest assessment for any black

real estate owner was $2975 in 1890, and this was less than

the median assessment for whites in that year. During this

period assessed real property value&dramatically increased

in Dallas, In 1880 real estate was assessed at a value of

$2,890,252; by 1902 the figure was $18,235,875.57

This study of Dallas also evaluated property ownership

in terms of the amount of property owned. For this purpose

five property categories were devised- $0-$249; $250-$499;

$500-$999; $1,000-$9,99; over $10,000. Except for 1880

when the majority of immigrant property owners held less

than $1000 worth of property, in every year the majority

of white and immigrant property holders owned more than $1000

of real property. In the later years, immigrants were more

likely to be large owners of property than whites were. The

distribution of property ownership by whites in the various

property categories is in Table 10, and the figures for immi-

grant property ownership by property categories are in Table 11.

U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Tenth
Census: 1880, Valuation, Taxation, and Public Indebtedness,
p. 140; U. S., Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of
the Census, Wealth, Debt, and Taxation, p. 941.
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TABLE 10

WHITE PROPERTY OWNERSHIP BY PROPERTY
CATEGORY IN SELECTED YEARS

Property 1880 1885 1890 1895 1900 1905 1910
Category

$ 0-$ 249 2.6% .... .... 2.3% 8.3%
250- 499 18.4 8.5 4.0 13.6 8.3 3.6 15.4
500- 999' 21.1 12.7 10.2 2.3 13.8 21.4 15.4

1,000- 9,999 55.3 59.7 57.2 61.3 55.5 57.1 50.0
Over 10,000 2.6 19.1 28.6 20.5 13.8 17.8 19.2

Total Number (38) (47) (49) (44) (36) (28) (26)

On the Wisconsin frontier, Merle Curti found that the

top half of the society held most of the property.58 n

Pallas, the chances for acquiring property also improved as

TABLE 11

IMMIGRANT PROPERTY OWNERSHIP BY PROPERTY
CATEGORY IN SELECTED YEARS

Property 1880 1885 1890 1895 1900 1905 1910
Category

0-$ 249 20.5% 3.8% $54% 3.9% 2.7% ....
250- 499 22.7 .... .... . .. .... .... 4.5

50Q- 999 22.7 18.8 7.1 13.7 5.5 8.0 8.9
1,000- 9,999 34.1 73.6 57.1 62.7 72.2 64.0 54.5
Over-10,000 .... 3.8 30.4k 19.6 19.4 28.0 31.8

Total Number (44) (53) (56) (51) (36) (25) (22)

the occupational ladder was scaled. There was one minor ex-

ception: more of the white semiskilled and service workers

5 Curti et al., p. 82.



84

had property than the skilled or white collar workers.

Table 12 shows the percentage of whites and immigrants in

the various occupational categories whoveverowned property.

Over the 30 year period, 61.5 percent of the native white

professionals and 59.0 percent of the proprietors were owners,
59

and only 29.2 percent of the unskilled owned real property.

The foreign born generaflycnformed to this pattern as well.

There were a few exceptions. There were not enough foreign-

born professionals to generalized and the unskilled had a

slightly better chance than the service workers to acquire

property,

In general, the upper occupational categories had a much

higher percentage of property owners than the lower occupational

categories. Property ownership by occupational categories

appears in Table 13. The professionals and proprietors in

1890 made up 71.4 percent of the white property holders, but

only 43.0 percent of the sample were in these categories. In

1890, better than two-thirds of the upper-two occupational

groups owned property, and this was overwhelmingly concentrated

in the upper two property categories. This also held true

for those whites who persisted until 1910. The land owned by

the upper two occupational groups had greater value; but the

property which the other occupational groups owned was more

distributed among the other property categories. Still in

1890, 85.8 percent of the assessments of white owners were in

59p.>.001.
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the upper two property categories. Immigrant property owners

concentrated in the proprietor category which made up 42.3

percent of the population. Over 62 percent of these proprietors

were owners, -and almost all the large property owners were in

this category. In 1890, 94.1 percent of those immigrants in

the highest property category were proprietors, and 87.5

percent of the property owned by immigrants was in the upper

two property categories.

It was not likely that the average individual who remained

in Dallas over a period of several years would have felt com-

pletely deprived. Those who remained in the city clearly could

see some indications that the system was open for them to ad-

vance. The differences in the society were obvious. There were

social classes, but people felt their position in one class

was only temporary. They were unlikely to react negatively to

the American Dream as long as opportunity seemed to be theirs.

The mobility ideology, despite its backward looking focus on

ownership, seems to have helped to ease large numbers of migrants

into the social order, But there is not necessarily any direct

relationship between mobility and the development of class

consciousness. This consciousness depended upon how the leaders

guided the working man in the definition of his interests with-

in the American traditions.

The mobility ideology of the American Dream encouraged

workers to move geographically to improve their position. The

transiencyy of the population might also have worked to limit



the development of a class consciousness in nineteenth-

60
century America. Many people moved so often that the

voting residency laws of many states would have disfranchised

61
them. In Dallas, as in older cities, the most likely to

depart were the single and those without property or those

who were free of family responsibilities and could most afford

62
to protest. With the selective migration of the unsuccessful

after only a short period of time, those who remained must have

felt a strong possibility for their own success. It is not

known how successful the careers of those who left the city

turned out to be. It is unlikely that they were any more

successful elsewhere than those who remained in Dallas. It

seems certain that the high social mobility rates for Dallas

are somewhat inflated since they concern only the persistors.

The high rate of geographic mobility indicates that des-

pite all the booster claims for Dallas, it was unlikely that

many citizens defined their own success in terms of Dallas-

that they would identify this city with their own future. Dallas

did offer the foreign born a strong possibility for mobility.

In many cities the immigrants occupied- the lower end of the

occupational scale. Thernstrom and Knights demonstrated that

poor immigrants in Eastern cities were not trapped in ghettos

60Thernstrom, "Working Class Social Mobility," p. 224.

6 1 Thernstrom and Knights, "Men in Motion, IT p. 41.

6 2 Griffen, p. 61.
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63
but moved around at a high rate. In Dallas there were only

a few impoverished immigrants. Apparently, only those who

had money could come as far west as Dallas. Immigrants in the

city had a good possibility for acquiring property, and 41

percent of the foreign born were in nonmanual work. The ease

with which both whites and immigrants did manage to succeed

in Dallas may have been a result of the extension of slavery

into the Southwest. After the Civil War this left the Southwest

with a permanent class structure with the former slaves at the

bottom. Elsewhere in America the European immigrants came in

to take the lowest jobs ,and forced those already here up the

occupational ladder. In the South and Southwest the permanence

of the blacks at the base worked in the same manner. The

immigrant was white, and he benefited from the discrimination

against the former slaves whose presence might have lessened

the prejudice against him.

Several tentative conclusions emerge from the data in this

chapter. The first is that there was a high rate of geographic

mobility among both the immigrants and the native whites. The

destination of the -Qtmigrants from Dallas is uncertain, but

only about one-fifth of the 1880 sample remained in 1910.

Secondly, there was a strong relationship between ownership of

property and persistence in the city. Thirdly, there were good

opportunities for occupational advancement for those workers

who persisted although these opportunities seem to have decreased

Thernstrom and Knights, "Men in Motion," pp. 31, 33.
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with time as the city grew larger. Finally, real property

was available for those workers who could accumulate enough

capital: 41.7 percent of the whites and 39.6 percent!of

the foreign born managed this feat at one time or another

during this study, The persons in the higher occupations

were more likely to own land in general and to own larger

amounts of land,

These conclusions seem to validate the American success

story. Property ownership was prevalent, and people improved

their occupations, but these figures are only dealing with

those who remained in the city. Unfortunately, there is no

way, at present, to systematically trace the other four-fifths.

Their experiences elsewhere might have been somewhat different

than those who remained. These men maqy have been, part of

the class of permanent transients or a floating proletariat

buffeted from city to city as Thernstrom postulates, but this
64

is unclear. One clear effect of the rapid turnover in the

population was to inflate the mobility rates for those who

remained.

64Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, pp. 158-9.



CHAPTER III

A SLOW SORT OF COUNTRY: BLACKS

AND MULATTOES IN DALLAS

We have the record of kings and gentlemen ad
nauseam and in stupid detail; but of the common
run of human beings, and particularly the half
or wholly submerged working groups, the world
has saved all too little of authentic record
and tried to forget or ignore even the little
saved.1

W. E. B. DuBois

Alice looked round her in great surprise.
'Why I do believe we've been under this tree the
whole time' Everythings just as it was!'

'Of course it is,' said the Queen. 'What
would you have it?'

'Well, in our country,' said Alice still
panting a little, 'you'd generally get to some-
where else-if you ran very fast for a long time
as we've been doing.'

'AsgAow sort of country!' said the Queen.
'Now, here, you see, it takes all the running you
can do, to keep in the same place. If you want
to get somewhere Ilse, you must run at least twice
as fast as that! 1

Lewis Carroll

Blacks in America have accepted the American dream with

its middle class aspirations, and yet, they have lived in a

real world of discrimination.3 White Americans often wished

W. E. B. DuBois, "Preface," in A Documentary History
of the Negro People in the United States, ed. Herbert
Aptheker (New York: Citadel Press, 1951), p. V.

2 Lewis Carroll, The Complete Works of Lewis Carroll
(New York: Random House, Modern Library, n. d.), pp. 165-6.

3Meier and Rudwick, p. 1.

91
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the problem of the blacks' permanent position in the society

would go away, and, they devised various schemes including

colonization to remove the "problem". In 1881 the governor

of Texas wrote of the personal and social inequality of the

blacks and optimistically predicted that

It is likely to continue as it is here, because
hundreds of thousands of white people, from the
other states and from Europe, are pouring into
Texas, by which the importance of the blacks, as
a class, either for labor or otherwise is diminish-
ing day by day; and in a few years they will be re-
latively lost amidst the buy.mzblions of whites
that will spread themselves over our broad domain.

But blacks did not disappear. They continued to be a large

part of the labor force; and many new black migrants, at-

tracted by the expanding economic opportunities, came to

Texas in large numbers.

The black population of Dallas in 1880 was young: about

58 percent of the 210 sampled blacks and 64 percent of the

81 mulattoes were under 30 years of age. Only a tenth of

the blacks and 5 percent of the mulattoes were over 45. The

youth of the pOpulation reflects the recent migrationbf

large numbers of young blacks to this rapidly growing trade

center. Over three-quarters of Dallas' blacks in 1880 were

born in the states of the South; and an additional 22 percent

came from the border states of Kentucky, Tennessee, Maryland,

and Missouri. One black claimed Africa as his place of birth.

The origins of the mulatto population were the same states as

4Roberts, p. 23.
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the blacks in about the same proportion. One mulatto was

born in Canada.

The state of birth information does not indicate the

direct migrations to Texas, and there is no accurate way

to trace this movement. This data does indicate the location

of these groups under slavery. Some slaves may have come to

Texas against their will. Undoubtedly, many more came with

labor agents after emancipation. Alabama, Louisiana, and

Tennessee furnished more migrants to Dallas than the other

states except Texas. In contrast to the native whites, a

large percentage of Dallas blacks were born in Texas. The

blacks born in Texas made up 31 percent of the total while

32 percent of the mulattoes were born in the state. This

is much larger than the proportion of native whites born in

Texas, but it is far short of the .78 percent of Texas blacks

born in Texas as the 1890 census reported.5  Apparently many

migrants tended to concentrate in the expanding cities where

there was need for labor. The older blacks and mulattoes

came from farther away; the young were more likely to be from

Texas. This migration pattern resulted from the late settle-

ment of the Southwest. By 1940, 88.8 percent of Dallas non-.

6
whites were born in Texas.

The youthful nature of the population implies a high pro-

portion of single persons. About two-fifths of the blacks

5U. S., Department of the Interior, Census Office, Eleventh
Census: 1890, Population, part 1 (Washington, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 1897), -p-. 578.

6
McMahan, p. 186.
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and mulattoes were single; but among older blacks and mu-

lattoes, Many more were married. More than nine-tenths of

the blacks in the 35 to 40 year age category were married.

Family organization had not been strong under-slavery, and

the unsettled conditions of Reconstruction did not make for

much stability. Frazier wrote that freedom destroyed the

discipline of the master and that frequent changing of spouses

among the former slaves took place. With the rapid urban-

ization of blacks, family desertion and illegitimacy increased.8

Thomas N. Page.noted that family ties among blacks in 1904

seemed hardly as strong as under slavery.9 These tendencies

do not appear in the manuscript census records for Dallas in

1880. In some cities, deserted wives claimed widowhood al-

though writers sometimes blamed the large number of widows on

the harsh working conditions for black men.1 0 The 1900 census

tabulations showed 31 more widows per 1,000 blacks nationally

than among the whites. The census report indicated that many

of these widows were only separated from their husbands.1 1

7 Lawrence Rice, p. 262.

8
Frazier, Negro in the United States, pp. 627, 630.

9Page, p. 174.

10W. B. B. DuBois, The Philadelphia Negro: A Social Study,
University of Pennsylvania Series in Political Economy and Public
Law No. 14 (1899; reprinted , New York: Benjamin Blom, 1967), p.67.

1 1U. S., Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the
Census, Twelfth Census: 1900, Special Reports, Negroes (Washington,
D.. C.: Government Printing Office, 1906),. p.22 1 .
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In Dallas the percentage of black or mulatto female household

heads claiming the status of widow was less than the percentage

of whites or immigrants. There were only a few women who

stated that they were married but were not living, with their

husband although the 1900 census reported many more black

wives than husbands.1 2

According to many sources, the female was the dominant

member of the slave family; and this was often mistakenly

called a matriarchy. Emancipation supposedly strengthened

the woman's position as head of household. 1 3 Although he did

write of the matriarchy, Frazier found that there was an ever-

increasing number of stable families with the American pattern

of a male household head during the late 1800's. In a re-

cent quantitative study of the years 1865 and 1866, Herbert

Gutman examined black family structure in several areas of the

South to see if the "slave household" persisted after emanci-

pation. He concluded that the typical household was a nuclear

household with an adult male head, and -there was little evidence

12 Ibid.

Lawrence Rice, pp. 262-3; E. Franklin Frazier, The
Negro Family in the United States (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1939), pp. 245-6.

Frazier, egro in the United States, p. 315.
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of matriarchy.1 5  Therefore, examples of the typical American-

type household for young slaves to follow existed; and the

male-headed family was not the anomaly historians once be-

lieved it to be.

The present study indicates that Frazier and Gutman are

both correct. The male-headed family was the dominant type,

but there were a significant number of female household heads.

Among Dallas blacks and mulattoes, over 30 percent of all wom-

en .were household heads. This compares with the one-fifth to

one-third of all black families that had a female head in 23
16

Southern cities in 1930. The youth of the population is a

factor here, as the large number of single women who were

counted as household heads inflated this figure, Thirty-four

percent of the black female household heads in Dallas were

single, and 23 percent of the mulattoes were. Dallas differed

from other cities in that there were more black men than women

17in the population; almost all the other major cities had a

surplus of females.18 This factor added to the stability of

Herbert Gutman, "Marriage Licenses and Registers Among
Freed Men and Women 1865-1866: New Light on the Family and
Household Condition of Slaves and Free Blacks, " summary of
paper delivered at Economic History Assocation annual meeting,
1971, Historical Methods Newsletter 5, No. 1 (December 1971):25.

16
Frazier, Negro Family, p. 246.

17
U. S., Department. of the Interior, Census Office, Eleventh

Census: 1890, Population, part 1, p. 739.
1 8 Dp

DuB-ois., Philadelphia, Negro, P. 54.
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the black family in Dallas.

In the nation as a whole at this time, black families

were larger than white families; but this was largely a re-

flection of the rural location of most blacks. Rural households

were larger than urban ones. 19In Dallas, black and mulatto

families averaged a little smaller than those of native whites

and immigrants. However, the greater number of single person

families in the younger black and mulatto groups could have

caused this difference. Appendix D contains data on the family

size of the different groups sampled. The blacks and mulattoes

also had slightly fewer children than the native whites or the

immigrants. In the rural areas where most blacks still lived,

children worked in the fields at an early age and helped the

family #onetarily. For the middle class urban dweller, a

large family could be a burden: a drain on the family pocket-

book.2 0  Black children often began part-time work at age ten

or eleven and, apparently, contributed their earnings to the

family. However, the necessity of the child's working could

have had a disruptive influence on the family structure, es-
21

pecially if his contribution was large. In addition to the

employed older children, in some cities large numbers of black

1 9Conrad and Irene B. Taeuber, The Changing Population
of the United States, Social Science Research Council, Census
Monograph Series (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1958), p. 171.

2 0 Sennett, Families, pp. 77-0;.

2 1Thompson, p. 274.
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women worked in order to help support their families.22 In

Dallas, more than one breadwinner supported a large percentage

of black and mulatto families. While only 19 percent of the

whites and 14.7 percent of the. foreign born had at least one

other family member working full time, 47.1 percent of the

black household heads and 33.4 percent of the mulattoes had
23

other family members employed. In this instance mulatto

families clearly differed from the pattern that black families

followed.2 4  There were three cases of black families with six

members employed.

Those black and mulatto females seeking work usually found

it only in the semiskilled and service fields. Nine-tenths

of the black female household heads were in this category,

and more than three-fourths of the mulattoes were. The ma-

jority of these women worked as laundresses, dressmakers, or

servants. Only 2.3 percent of the blacks and 5 percent of the

mulatto female household heads were listed in the census as

prostitutesor "ill fame". These percentages are not accurate

since the enumerators in two of the four wards of the city did

2 2 Gilbert Osofsky, Harlem: The Mjking of a Ghetto... Negro
New York, 1890-1930 (New York: Harper & Row, 1966), p. 4.

2 3To test the significance of the difference between two
groups, in each case in this chapter, the Test of Proportions
was used, This test is described in Blalock, pp. 149-52. The
difference is significant at the .001 level.

24 p.>.001.

25 p.>.001.
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not list prostitute as an occupation. Most black and mulatto

female household heads worked to support themselves. Few were

able to subsist on the income of children or a deceased husband s

estate. There was a significant difference between the two

groups. Only 6 percent of the black females were able not to

work, but 18 percent of the mulattoes were in this category.26

Apparently black and mulatto males found it most difficult

to secure employment outside of the two lowest occupational

groups. The majority of blacks remained in jobs that carried

the stigma of servitude as the distribution of occupations in

Table 14 indicates. The paucity of blacks in the other occu-

pational categories makes it unreliable to generalize about

them. Certain limited generalization is possible about the

mulattoes since this is a 100 percent sample. Although their

numbers were extremely few, mulattoes were a little more likely

to hold professional or proprietorial jobs than blacks. Mu-

lattoes also had an advantage in the semiskilled and service

27
positions. The only category in which the blacks had clear

28
superiority was the unskilled.- Whether a result of chance

or discrimination, the mulattoesl limited advantage in the

higher categories does not obscure the fact that only an in-

significant number of blacks and mulattoes were employed in

jobs outside of the lowest categories. They concentrated in

26
p.>.001.

27
p.> ,001.

28
p.>.001.
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jobs that whites did not want. More than nine-tenths of

the blacks were unskilled or semiskilled and service workers,

and 88 percent of the mulattoes were in these categories. The

composition of the sample of Dallas blacks is similar to the

sampled blacks of Atlanta where 97 percent .of the blacks were

manual workers.29

Lack of training undoubtedly was a hindrance to both mu-

lattoes and blacks in their search for job advancement al-

though illiteracy rates declined throughout the period. Mulattoes

had an edge in literacy: 40 percent could read and write,

but only one-third of the blacks were able to do so.30 A third

of the blacks could neither read nor write, and another third

could read but not write. All mulatto professionals and pro-

prietors were literate, and half of the skilled workers were.

Nearly 42 percent of the mulatto semiskilled and service workers

31were literate compared to 29 percent of the unskilled mulattoes.

The greater education of the mulattoes might have increased

their chances to reach service positions, but a lack of education

ddid not necessarily block advancement to this category. There

was no major difference between black semiskilled and service

workers and black unskilled workers in. rates of literacy.

2 9 Hopkins, p. 205.

30p,>.02.

31p.>.05.
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In the mulatto population, age did not appear to be a

factor in the distribution of occupations. Appendix t con-

tains the occupational and age distribution of the sample

members. In the black group, there was a clear relationship

between the age of the sample members and their occupations.

The younger portion of the sample were more likely to be

semiskilled and service workers, and the older portion were

more likely to be unskilled. It seems that those blacks who

grew up after slavery were less fixed in the very lowest po-

sitions in the society. In the 16 to 24 age group, 38 percent

of the blacks were semiskilled or service workers, and 57

percent were unskilled. In the 45 to 49 age group, only 8

percent of the blacks were semiskilled or service workers and

83 percent were unskilled. The contemporary reports indicated

that the skilled blacks were older--that no new workers learned

the trades, but this 1880 Dallas sample of skilled workers was

of all ages. Farmers were slightly older than the other groups.

The semiskilled and service workers were younger; and, thus,

they were more likely to have been born in Texas than the un-

skilled.3 2  Forty-two percent of the blacks andymori.a6 tes1in

the semiskilled and service category were born in the state,

but only 30 percent of the mulatto unskilled and 28 percent

of the black unskilled were born in Texas.3 3

A higher percentage of black and mulatto workers in the

semiskilled and service caegory, had been unemployed at some

3 2 P.>.01.

33p.,>.001.
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time in the year which ended May 31, 1880, than workers in the

unskilled category. This is likely, for even though a day

laborer might not work one-third of the time, he would not

consider his periods of not working as unemployment. The.

uncertain nature of unskilled employment should have dictated

that more unskilled workers would have other family members

employed than the higher status groups with their more stable

employment. This was the case in Dallas where 55 percent of

the unskilled blacks had others employed full time, but only

30 percent of the semiskilled and service workers did.3 4

Nineteen percent of the mulatto semiskilled and service workers

compared with 44 percent of the mulatto unskilled had other

family member employed.3 5  Two of the three mulatto professionals

had others employed, but none of the proprietors or skilled

workers did. The data on other family members employed by

occupational category is in Appendix F.

The paucity of other family members employed among the

semiskilled and service workers might not have resulted solely

from their higher status. This group was younger, less likely

to be married, and less likely to have children. The number

of children of men in the various occupational categories can

be found in Appendix G. As Appendix H shows, there were more

one person families in the semiskilled and service category.

More than half of the blacks in this category were single person

families, and three-fifths of the mulattoes were. Unskilled

35P.>.00l.
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workers were twice as likely to have children as the semi,-

skilled and service workers, and their family size was

correspondingly greater. Twenty-three percent of the black

unskilled workers had five or more family members. Six per-

cent of the black semiskilled and service workers had five

or more family members, 6

Traditionally Southern blacks have been regarded as

rootless, Robert Lowry, an ex-governor of Mississippi, noted

in 1893 that although blacks felt that because of their skin

color they could not get a job outside of the region, "as

white mechanics are nomadic in their habits and wander from

State to State, city to city, and town to town, so the negro

of any age or sex is more of a nomad than his pale-faced

brother., . . The data concerning Dallas whites supports

the conclusion that whites were nomadic, but recent studies

in Atlanta and Birmingham indicate that blacks were less

transient than the whites. In Atlanta, over a 26 year period,

black per sistence rates were higher in all blue collar -cat-

egories than the native whites or immigrants in those

38
categories. In Birmingham the persistence rates for blacks

were higher than: or equal to the whites in most occupational

categories. After 10 years, black workers had a persistence

rate of 43 percent and only 34 percent of the white workers

36>001

3 7 Lowry, p. 475.

38Hopkins, pp.- 12-3.
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remained.39

The persistence rate for Dallas blacks over the 30 years

of the study was 31.4 percent. Over 32 percent of the mu-

lattoes stayed in the city until 1910. These rates are higher

than the 22.2 percent of native shites remaining or the 18.8

40
percent of the foreign born who persisted. Those who left

the city are untraceable, and the data available on deaths

are inaccurate. Compilers of city directories were unlikely

to include in their count the widows of black workers, and

few workers left estates large enough to persist for several

years in the tax rolls. Therefore, only .7 percent of the

missing blacks and 1.8 percent of the missing mulattoes ap-

peared in the records as deceased. This is considerable lower

than the 19 percent of the missing immigrants and whites who

were traced in like manner; thus, these figures cannot be ac-

cepted. Many of those blacks and mulattoes who disappeared

from the records must have died, but one can only speculate

about the exact number. Those who died were more likely to

be in the older age categories, but as the data in Appendix I

indicate there was no pattern of greater mobility in the older

age groups,

Occupational status did not have a marked effect on the

persistence of blacks or mulattoes, The rates of persistence

3 9 Worthman, p. 183.

40p..01.
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for the 1880 occupational categories are in Table 15. Per-

haps there was a greater tendency for higher status groups to

leave the city, but the number of the sample in these categories

is too small to generalize adequately. In the two black cat-

egories that were sufficiently large to evaluate, the unskilled

and the semiskilled and service, there were no major differences

in the rate of -persistence. After 10 years, more than two-

fifths were missing; and after 30 years, two-thirds had dis-

appeared. Blacks in Dallas were more persistent than those

in Atlanta where two-thirds of the unskilled blacks were gone

after 10 years, and 81 percent were gone at the end of the

26 year period studied.4 1  Dallas blacks also stayed longer

than those in Birmingham where, after 10 years, 57 percent of

42
the black workers had disappeared from the city.

Generalization is impossible for the smaller occupational

groups in Dallas. All the black professionals were gone in five

years, and two-thirds of the skilled workers vanished. The

mulatto professionals and skilled workers also disappeared

quickly. The unskilled mulattoes were somewhat more persistent

than the semiskilled and service workers. All mulatto and

black groups with enough, size to be meaningful were more per-

sistent than any sizeable white or immigrant groups. Blacks,

probably, were less aware of opportunities elsewhere, did not

have the resources to take advantage of opportunities elsewhere,

4 1 Hopkins, p. 207.

4 2 Worthman, p. 1-83.
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or simply were realistic about their employment chances in

other areas.

Age was not an important factor in persistence as Appendix

I indicates, but property holding was important to persistence.

Rates of persistence were calculated for those owning pro-

perty in specific years and for those who ever owned property

during the thirty year period of the study. When persistence

is calculated on the basis of ownership at any time during

the study, as is shown in Table 16, 3.8 percent of black pro-

perty owners were missing after 5 years; but 42.4 percent of

the nonowners were gone.4 3  After thirty years, two-thirds of

TABLE 16

BLACK AND MULATTO PERSISTENCE RATES BY
OWNERSHIP OF REAL PROPERTY

(30 YEAR PERIOD)

Bas&3Year Percentage Remaining

1880 1885 1890 1895 1900 1905 1910

Black:
Owner 52 96.2 92.3 84.6 78.8 71.2 67.3

Nonowner 158 57.6 46.8 38.6 29.1 24.1 19.6

Mulatto:
Owner 28 92.9 85.7 78.6 60.7 57.1 50.0

Nonowner 53 43.4 30.2 30.2 24.5 18.9 17.0

the property owners remained, and one-fifth of the nonpropertied

4 3 p.",001.
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blacks still lived in Dallas.4 4 The rates were similar for

mulattoes. There is one exception: when the persistence rate

is calculated for owners in specific years; mulattoes without

property often remained in greater numbers than the owners.

For each of the ten year periods in Table 17, 1880 to 1890,

1890 to 1900, and.1900-1910, persistence rates for black

property holders ranged from 71.4 percent to 90 percent.

Persistence rates for those who did not own property ranged

from 57.1 percent to 69.5 percent. In 1910, 42.9 percent of

the 1880 property holders remained and 31.1 percent of those

who failed to acquire property stayed.4 5

As with the whites and immigrants, property owners were

considerably more persistent. Acquisition of property implies

a desire to settle down, and it implies a relatively successful

career. The State Convention of Colored Men of Texas realized

this in 1883 and recommended that blacks avoid moving, even

from county to county, settle down, and buy a home. 46Those

who acquired real property had a stake in the community and

were much less likely to move out. An important factor is

that those blacks and mulattoes who failed to gain property

were more persistent than the whites and immigrants who did

not own property. Apparently, not owning property was less an

4 4 p.>.001.

4 5 p.>.00.

46Proceedings of the State Convention of Colored Men of

Texas, held at Austin, July 1883, I. B. Scott, Secretary
(Houston: Smallwood & Gpay, 1883), p. 23.
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indication of failure or a diminishing of status to the black

or mulatto than it was to a native white or immigrant. Per-

19ip~s blacks and mulattoes realized that their chances for

success elsewhere were dim, and they were willing to stay

where they did have a job even if there was little opportunity

for advancement or accumulation of-property.

Whites and immigrants who persisted in Dallas had

reasonable chances for success although these chances were

limited. This situation was not true for blacks and mulattoes.

These groups had little opportunity for major job advancement.

Table 18 contains occupational mobility rates for the blacks

and Table 19 contains these rates for the mulattoes. In the

upper occupational categories for the blacks and mulattoes,

the samples are extremely small; and totals based on them are

likely to be inaccurate. A few blacks and mulattoes moved

up to the proprietor class. IThese were mostly barbers who

opened their own shop or bartenders who opened a saloon, but

these men had difficulty maintaining their status. In some

decades, as many as 50 percent of the proprietors fell to the

manual class. The same was true for white collar employees.

This downward mobility for the upper categories could have

dampened any incentive for younger blacks to acquire the ed-

ucation.which supposedly qualified them for nonmanual positions.

Skilled workers had some upward mobility in the early

years, but this closed off later. Frequent contemporary des-

criptions of the labor force indicated that the number of
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black skilled workers was diminishing throughout the period

after the Civil War. In Dallas, black artisans reportedly

did "most of the skilled labor" before the war, but by 1902

"inefficiency" had forced many blacks from the skilled oc-

cupations.4 7 Many. of these black artisans had inadequate

training. The State Convention of Colored Men judged these

mechanics harshly: "There is a great tendency among our

people to misrepresent themselves. There are too many botches

among us. "4 8 It seems unlikely that there was an extensive

number of black artisans in Dallas after the War; as early

as 1880, less than 3 percent of both the black and mulatto

samples was skilled. By 1902 reports indicated that these

black artisans of Dallas mostly worked at small jobs or

worked for other blacks. Young blacks were not entering

skilled work.49 In the deep South, some black artisans man-

aged to continue in their skilled work. Nineteen percent of

a sample of black workers in Atlanta were skilled workers.5 0

Skilled work was superior to the majority of positions avail-

able to blacks, but there were too few black artisans to serve

as examples for the young workers.

Semiskilled and service workers in Dallas were more likely

to move up to the nonmanual category than up to the skilled

in 1885 and 1890. There was a lack of any adequate means for

4 7 Charles Rice, p. 146.

4 8 Proceedings of the State Convention of Colored Men, p. 20.

4 9 Charles Rice, p. 146.

5 0Hopkins, p. 204.
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blacks to get the training needed for skilled work; and for

both blacks and mulattoes in this category, there was no up-

ward mobility after 1890. With the limited number of blacks

and mulattoes in the upper occupational categories, some of

the semiskilled and service position carried a relatively

high status in the black community. Semiskilled or service

work was more permanent than many of the unskilled positions,

and economically provided more security for the workingman.

But downward mobility for the semiskilled and service workers

was very high. From 1900 to 1910 more than half of the black

group fell to the unskilled; and for those black semiskilled

and service workers in 1880 who persisted until 1910, three-

fifths moved downward to unskilled work. In each decade nearly

one-third of the mulatto semiskilled and service workers were

downwardly mobile. This contrasts with the situation of black

service workers in Birmingham. In that city, after 10 years,

one-fifth to one-third of the service workers rose to the

nonmanual class, and after 20 years one-half of the black ser-

vice workers were no longer in the manual class.5 1

Unskilled workers did whatever work was available, and

often this was of a temporary nature. The unskilled worker

had no real job security, but he avoided the social plight

of the other black occupational groups; by definition, the

unskilled worker could not fall in occupational status. There

was some chance for these workers to acquire enough training

51 Worthman, p. 197.
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to secure a better job. the Dallas black and mulatto unskilled

workers moved upward within the manual class more often than

they moved to the nonmanual. Of those unskilled black and

mulatto workers in 1880 remaining until 1910, 20 percent moved

upward within the class to the semiskilled and service or the

skilled categories. This is a much smaller figure than the

38 percent of Birmingham's black unskilled workerswho rose

to the nonmanual class between 1890 and 1909.52

The chances for upward mobility in the manual class ac-

tually increased for blacks throughout the period; but the

number who experienced no mobility was high, ranging from

85 to 91 percent. This is similar to the rate for Atlanta's

black manual laborers of 92 percent experiencing no mobility

at all for 10 years.53 In Dallas mulatto unskilled workers

also faced a 72 to 90.percent probability that they would

not advance.occupationally, but the opportunities for upward

mobility were consistently higher for mulattoes than for blacks

except between 1890 and 1900. It is possible that those with

lighter skin color were still preferred for service work. The

unskilled black or mulatto could move up to semiskilled or

service work, but for most that was the end of the line. There

was little upward movement beyond this category. The limited

evidence available indicates that the few who were farther up

the occupational ladder were not very secure in their standing.

5 2 Ibid.

53 Hopkins, p. 205.
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After the Civil War observers frequently claimed that

blacks were losing out to whites in fields which the blacks

had traditionally monopolized.5 4  One modern writer concludes

that Texas blacks might have been completely excluded from

domestic service if there had been a large enough supply of

white labor.5 5 One field where.blacks were supposed to have

56
lost out was barbering. Yet, investigation of the number

of barber shops in Dallas, listed in the city directories

from 1880 to 1910, does not reveal this to be so. As Table

20 shows, the number of black barbershops steadily increased

in Dallas, but this did not keep up with the increase in white

barber shops. It was not necessarily true that whites forced

blacks out of this occupation, but it is likely that blacks

relied more upon black customers than on white customers as

the competition increased.5 7

Despite the American Dream, the only real chances for

blacks or mulattoes to climb the occupational ladder occurr-d

in the lowest occupational category. Most black and mulatto

workers were doing well to maintain their economic position.

Mulattoes had slightly greater opportunities to rise occu-

pationally; but when compared with the whites and immigrants,

54
Haynes, p. 113.

5 5 Lawrence Rice, p. 186.

56Miller, "City Negro: Industrial Status," p. 341.

5 7work, p. 143; George B. Tindall, South Carolina Negroes,
1877-1900 (Columbia, S. C.: University of South Carolina
Press, 1952) p. 128.
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TABLE 20

BLACK-OWNED BARBER SHOPS
IN DALLAS, 1881-1910

Year Total Numbert Percent of
of Shops Black-Owned Shops

1881-82 12 33.3

1883-84 17 41.2

1884-85 25 40,0

1889-90 35 45.7

1900 57 35.1

1910 90 28.9

these chances were slight.

While they faced severe occupational discrimination,

blacks also had the option of raising their status through the

acquisition of property. Ownership of real property could

give a sense of participation in the society; but the buying

of property required a great deal of sacrifice, since most

blacks were in the lowest occupational categories and worked

for subsistence wages. The temporary nature of this employ-

ment and the low wages made it difficult to accumulate enough

capital to purchase property. In 1910 the Bureau of the Census

enumerated home ownership by Blacks in Dallas. While 25 percent

of the entire population of the city owned their homes, only

14 percent of the blacks owned their homes. Only 11.6 percent
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of the total number of homeowners owned their homes with en-

cumbrance, but 26.7 percent of the black homeowners owned their

homes with encumbrance.58

Black and mulatto property owners, as the owners in the

other groups, were more likely to be married and to have chil-

dren than those who did not own property. The marital status

of property owners is Appendix J, and Appendix K includes the

number of children of property owners. In the white and

immigrant groups there was a relatively large percentage of

heads of large families owning property. The 57 percent of

mulatto property owners whose families consisted of three or

fewer members was similar to these other groups. Among blacks

this did not hold; 81 percent of black property owners were

heads of families with three or less members.5 9 Appendix L

contains data on family size of property owners. Married

white and immigrant property owners were much more likely to

have more children than blacks or mulattoes were. Fifty-six

percent of the married white property owners had two or more

children, but only 36 percent of the married black property

60
owners had two or more children. About a third of the

U. S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,

Negroes, Bulletin no. 129, p. 106; U. S., Department of the
Interior, Census Office, Compendium of the Eleventh Census:
1890, part 3 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office,
1897), p. 1086.

59P.>.001.
6 0P>O001
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married black and mulatto property owners had no children,

but two-fifths of the married blacks who did not own property

and 58 percent of the married mulattoeswhodidnoteowh

property had no children.61 Apparently blacks and mulattoes

who acquired property had similar family patterns to the white

and immigrant property owners, with the exception that the

families of property owning blacks and mulattoes were slightly

smaller than those of the other property owners.

Black and mulatto property holders were more likely to

have another family member employed than the whites or the

immigrants, but this was true for the nonowners of property

as well. Table 21 includes this data. Other family members

working did not automatically give the black or mulatto worker

the surplus necessary to invest in property.

State of birth was not a factor in the ability to gain

property for whites and blacks; but for mulattoes, state of

birth does correlate with property owning. Approximately the

same percentage -of mulatto property owners and those not owning

property were from Texas. Only 3.5 percent of the property

owners were born in Tennessee, Kentucky, Mayland, and Missouri;

but 26.4 percent of those who failed to gain property were born

62
in these border states. Nine-tenths of the mulatto property

owners were from the South, but only seven-tenths of the non-

63
propertied were from that region.

P.>.01,

p.>.001.

63P,>.001.
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TABLE .21

OTHER BLACK AND,,MULATTO FAMILY MEMBERS EMPLOYED
IN 1880 BY PROPERTY OWNERSHIP

(30 YEAR PERIOD)

0 I0t 5 Total
Employed Employed Number

Black:
Owner 53.8% 46.2% 52

Nonowner 52.5 47.5 158

Mulatto:
Owner 60.7 39.3 28

Nonowner 69.8 30.2 53

Manual laborers did not make enough money to easily pur-

chase property. When one considers the degree of occupational

proscription against them a surprisingly high proportion of

blacks and mulattoes managed to acquire property during this

thirty year perch od}, About one-quarter of the sampled blacks

64and about 35 percent of the mulattoes were property owners.

The unskilled blacks had a slightly, better chance to gain pro-

perty than the semiskilled and service groups, and 39 percent

of the unskilled mulattoes owned property compared to 22.6

percent of the mulatto semiskilled and service workers,6 5

More white and immigrant semiskilled and service workers owned

property than the black or mulatto groups, but a higher

64
p.>.001.

65
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percentage of mulatto unskilled workers owned property than

any other unskilled group. The extent of black property owner-

ship in Dallas was similar to the rate of ownership in

Birmingham. In that city about one-fourth of the blacks who

remained from ten to twenty years in the city were able to

66
purchase some property.

Thus, while blacks and mulattoes occupied the lower end

of the economic ladder, they, apparently, worked to acquire

at least some of the more obvious symbols of middle class

status. They were successful at best in only a limited way

as Table 22 indicates. The amounts of their assessments were

very small. The median assessment for blacks reached $725

67in 1890. This was a considerable jump from the median

assessment of $155 in 1880, but it was still an extremely small

amount of property. This was also the case among Birmingham's

black property owners. More than half owned less than $500

worth of property, and few owners were assessed at over

68
$1000. In Dallas neither a black nor a mulatto property owner

in the sample was ever assessed for more than $7,100 ein real

property. Even in the most successful year for both black -and.

mulatto property owners, over half of the assessments were

under $1000. In property mobility as well as in occupational

6 6 Worthman, p. 189.

7 All dollar amounts are in unadjusted dollars.
68

Worthman, p. 189,
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mobility, the mulattoes had slight advantage. They were

more likely to acquire property: 35 percent of the mulattoes

owned property during the study and only 25 percent of the

69
blacks did so. Moreover, the size of mulatto holdings usu-

ally averaged a bit higher. In 1910, nationwide, mulattoes

were also more likely to be homeowners than blacks. 7 0

Later analysts minimized the impact of the panic

of 1893 on the Dallas economy which supposedly was "...riding

the wave of the previous boom years.. ., ",7l but all the groups

in Dallas showed a marked decrease in property assessments

during the depression of the mid-nineties. Dallas blacks and

mulattoes were hit hard, and there was a sharp drop in total

assessments and in the median amount of property owned in 1895

from the peak year of 1890.

Although their numbers were few, those blacks and

mulattoes of higher occupational status who remained in the

city were likely to acquire real property. In 1890, all of the

professionals and 62.5 percent of the.black proprietors owned

property, As Table 23 shows, the property owned by blacks and

mulattoes varied in value. This was true in each of the

occupational categories. The proprietors were not necessarily

69.,.001.

70
E. Franklin Frazier, "Children in Black and Mulatto

Families," American Journal of Sociology 39(1933):27,

71
Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 291.
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the largest landowners. Black unskilled workers were usually

more likely to own property than the semiskilled and service

workers. In 1890, 25.5 percent of the unskilled blacks owned

property, and 4.3 percentoof the semiskilled owned real pro-

perty.72 In the final year of the study, the percentage of

semiskilled and service workers owning property jumped to 43;

and this was higher than the 23 percent of the unskilled blacks

who owned real estate.7 3 In the mulatto group, the unskilled

were always more likely to own property then the semiskilled

and service workers. In 1890, 40 percent of the unskilled mu-

lattoes owned property, and 15.4 percent of the semiskilled

74
and service workers owned property. By 1910, one-third of

the unskilled mulattoes owned property, and 22.2 percent of the

semiskilled and service workers did so.75 However, all these

percentages are based on the number of the sample who remained

in the city.

This Dallas study confirms many of the conclusions about

blacks from studies in other cities. The black population

was more stable throughout the South after the Civil War than

historians previously thought. One way the black population

manifested stability was in the marriage patterns. Black and

mulatto families tended to be nuclear families. There were

7 2 p.>.001.

73p.>.0l.

74p.>,ol.

7 5 p.(.20.
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many female household heads, but there was not a widespread

occumrence of matriarchy. As in Atlanta and Birmingham, blacks

were more persistent than the whites or immigrants. Even

though few of the blacks and mulattoes were from Texas, having

migrated from states throughout the Southern and the border

states, they were more likely to stay on in Dallas than the

other groups, Property holding was important to persistence,

but those blacks and mulattoes who did not own property were

more likely to persist than whites or immigrants who lacked

property. The extent of property ownership for blacks in

Dallas was similar to the rate of real property ownership for

blacks in Birmingham. Fewer blacks and mulattoes acquired

property than whites, and they were more likely, to go into

debt to make this purchase. The amount of land owned by blacks

and mulattoes was low in value; and while those in the higher

occupations were more likely to own property if they remained

in the city, the amounts they owned were not necessarily larger

than those inlower occupational categories.

Blacks occupied the lowest positions in the job market.

The uncertain nature of this work plus the low wages paid to

blacks meant that black and mulatto workers were likely to have

other family members working full time. Occupational mobility

was not high. The rates for upward mobility in Dallas were

lower than those in Birmingham where rapid industrialization

created many new jobs for- black workers. In Dallas, the only

persons who had any degree of success were those unskilled who
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moved only a small step on the occupational scale. Those

in better positions were not too secure, for downward mobility

was a distinct possibility. In the later years of the study,

the occupational situation seemed to worsen with more workers,

even in low-status jobs, moving downward. Undoubtedly the

lack of opportunities for advancement decreased the motivation

for young blacks to strive to succeed. To many, failure of

blacks to advance seemed to justify the charge that they were

lazy and deserved their low status. The stereotype of the un-

skilled black even appeared in scholarly journals:

America cannot show a happier, more cheerful
body of laborers than these blacks. . . .Free

and easy, careless of the morrow, with tempers
of children, angry in a moment yet cherishing
no revenge; sullen and surly if they feel
abused; working for ten to fifteen cents per
hour, seventy-five cents to a dollar a day;
preferring to work three days and play four;
the last cent gambled if opportunity offers-
an aimless, drifting life with nothing saved
for old age-they are he typical unskilled
laborer of the South.7

There were significant differences in the chances

for success for the mulatto and the black. In both occupational

distribution and property distribution the mulatto came out

ahead. This may have been a result of training received under

slavery, or it may have resulted from a retention of more fa-

vorable attitudes toward mulattoes among some Southern whites.

While the mulatto did enjoy a favored status, this status was

closer to the blacks' status than the status of the whites.

7 6Kelsey, pp. 72-3.
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Mulattoes decidedly were not the "property-owning class

among the race" or the "educated and professional classes

among the race" as E. B. Reuter claimed in 1918.77 Dis-

crimination operated against both the mulattoes and blacks,

and both groups reluctantly accepted the ground rules. Blacks

and mulattoes were more likely to accept a degraded position

in the society. The one advantage the black gained from

emancipation was the possibility of moving to areas where he

could compete, or as Thomas Wentworth Higginson recommended

in 1878, blacks should use their "powers of locomotion" to

leave areas where they were mistreated.
78 While large numbers

of whites and immigrants, motivated by the American dream of

success, left Dallas in search of opportunity, blacks and

mulattoes were more likely to stay on.

Dallas was founded for economic reasons, bu the city

reputedly justified

&. . the dictum of Adam Smith and the classical
economists that the greatest good for the greatest
number results from the spontaneous interaction
of independent and unrestrained individual agents

actuated only by intelligent self-interest.,
7 5

This statement ignores one-fifth of.Dallas
1 population.

77 Reuter, p. 395.

7 8 Thomas Wentworth Higginson, The Works of Thomas Wentworth

Higginson, vol. 3, Army Life in A Black Regiment (Cambridge,
Mass.: Riverside Press, 1900), p. 387.

7 9 Texas Writers' Project, Dallas Unit, p. 15.
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Freedom for the black man was to have guaranteed his place

in society as a full functioning participant. Instead this

"spontaneous interaction" excluded the poor and the untrained

blacks and mulattoes who no longer had a white master to guar-

antee them a job. They were now directly in competition with

better trained whites. The lack of training among blacks

effectively denied them -any ability to compete at the higher

levels of income, and there were few meaningful attempts by

whites to help blacks, "inefficient, groping seekers for

something better,"80 to acquire skills.

In reality there was little in the American dream that

applied to the blacks, and the few who did succeed did not

open up the marketplace any farther to the rest of the black

workers. In a society where each man was to rise and fall by

his own efforts, here was a group that was born with a per-

manently degraded status. In fact, there were strong indications

as time went on that economic opportunities for blacks decreased.

Emancipation did not bring any real share of the wealth for

the black man in the late nineteenth century American city.

Equality for the average black in Dallas meant the freedom to

lose economically. He could gain little comfort from the thought

that his occupying the bottom layer of society enabled the

whites and immigrants to escape the lower levels. Instead, as

80Haynes, p. 112.
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Lewis Blair prophesied:

If he is to remain forever a Inigger', an object of

undisguised contempt, even to the lowest whites,

the Negro will naturally say to himself, why strive,
why labor, why practice painful self-denial in .ord
to rise, if I am to- derive no good from my effort?

8 lLewis H. Blair, A Southern Prophecy: The Prosperity of

the South Dependent Upo the Elevation of the Negro (1889;
reprint ed,, Boston: Little, Brown & Co., 1964), p. 77.



APPENDIX A

THE HISTORICAL STUDY OF MOBILITY:

A METHODOLOGICAL NOTE

The unique has been over researched with too little
regard for the processes in history. Far more man-
years have been devoted to antiquarianism than, for
example, to comparative history.1

Ronald P. Formissano

The best procedure has, therefore, seemed to be one
that takes into account the finite nature of man's
life and the finite quality of the reader's patience
with and interest in statistics; and this procedure
is to use the sampling method.2

Frank L. Owsley

In 1956 Richard Hofstadter noted the impressive achieve-

ments of the social sciences and the propensity of the present

generation of historians to seek contact with these disciplines.

He felt such conduct helped the historian to enlarge his con-

ception of his task and added

to the speculative richness of history. The more
the historian learns from the social sciences, the
more variables he is likely to take account of, the
more complex his task becomes. The result may be
that his conclusions become more tenuous and
tentative, but this is a result to be welcomed.3

Ronald P. Formissano, "History and the Social
Sciences: A Review Essay," Historical Methods Newsletter 4,
no. 3 (June 1971):86.

2
Frank L. Owsley, Plain Folk of the Old South (Baton

Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1949), p. 153.

3Richard Hofstadter, "History and the Social Sciences,"
in The Varieties of History: From Voltaire to the Present, ed.
Fritz Stern (New York: Meridian Books, 1956), pp. 360, 364.

134
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In recent years historians have applied quantitative methods

to the analysis of urban areas with encouraging results.

Especially since the publication in 1964 of Thernstrom's

Poverty and Progress, numerous urban history works have ap-

peared which showed "an interest in linking sociological

theory to historical data, " as well as in the use of quanti-

tative methods. This "New urban history" aims at expanding

historical study to the ordinary people of the nineteenth-

century city. 4

But the historian, in dealing with the society in the

urban areas of the United States, must use data which are

distinctly different from the social scientist's data and are

much less complete. Historians of this period cannot interview

their subjects, and the common man in America throughout this

period left few records. Given ,these handicaps, most soci-

ologists and historians writing of the 1880's and 1890's have

used evidence of a subjective nature to support their social

theories. For example, historians long have proclaimed that

America had an open class system with almost unlimited

chances for individual upward mobility. Recent studies us-

ing the limited sources that have been. preserved, including

manuscript census schedules, tax records, city directories,

and registers of births and deaths, have critically inves-

tigated this myth.

It is the purpose.of this study to investigate the

4 Thernstrom and Sennett, eds. Nineteenth Century Cities,
p. vii.
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social structure and the possibilities for individual mobility

in Dallas in the period from 1880 to 1910. The focus is pri-

marily on the black population; but in order to evaluate the

relationship of this group to the society as a whole, the

mobility patterns for other groups are analyzed as well.

In addition to traditional forms of historical research, quan-

titative methods are used.

A sample of Dallas residents in 1880 was drawn; and this

sample was analyzed according to several factors which, it was

hypothesized, might prove meaningful. These factors included

age, occupation, real property ownership, and literacy. Rates

of persistence, or the reappearance in the records, of sample

members at the selected time periods, in this case five years,

were calculated for the 1880 sample. Occupational mobility

rates were determined for those who remained in the city at

each five-year interval, and property mobility also was tab-

ulated. The presentation of the data and conclusions is in a

form designed to encourage comparison with many of the local

studies of other cities. To facilitate this comparison, a

detailed description of the methods used in this study to

determine mobility in Dallas follows.

Social mobility has long been a part of the American Dream,

and discussions of the uniqueness of the American experience

often have emphasized this feature.5  The measurement tofsecial

5Rowland T. Berthoff, "The American Social Order: A Con-

servative Hypothesis," American Historical Review 65(1960):498.
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mobility in an historical context, however, is complicated by

the apparent disagreement among sociologists as to the deter-

mining factors. One sociological school, while acknowledging

the importance of economic factors, emphasizes reputation and

prestige as criteria for the stratification .of society. This

is a subjective approach, derived from the observations of

Max Weber on the non-economic factors of social class, and more

recently stressed by W. L. Warner,6To the historian, this

method is not a suitable one, for information about prestige

in the nineteenth century is rarely in a form which can be

applied systematically to samples of now deceased populations.7

Another approach developed from the Marxist belief in

the importance of property or variables related to property in

the determination of social class. To stratify a population

on the basis of income or property is relatively simple, while

the Warnerian approach builds into the definition of class a

large number of variables. Often these are the very factors

that the Marxists wish to examine. The historian becomes

committed to the second approach because objective criteria

for measuring social status are essential to historical

mobility study.9

6 Melvin M. Tumin, Social Stratification: The Forms and
Functions of Inequality (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1967), p. 81.

7 Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 84.

8Tumin, pp. 81-2.

9 Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 84.
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As the major index to social mobility, most sociologists

seem to use occupational mobility, or the movement from one

occupational category to another.1 0 This is justified on the

grounds that occupation is closely related to income, education,

prestige, life style, and attitudes; and because methodologically

it can be ascertained quickly and is commonly accepted. 1Oc-

cupation is only one variable, but it is more important than

any other criteria for measuring status. 12 Thus few have paused

to question the validity of inferring social mobility from oc-

13
cupational mobility rates; and instead of seeing occupation

as only an indicator of class, many have used it as a synonym

14
for class, which it is not. Occupational mobility cannot be

defined as identical to social mobility; but it can serve as a

valuable index to social mobility, for it is the definition of

free men as economic competitors in the market pcae that sets

the stage for the stratification of American society. The com-

plex of economic factobs& are the base upon which social

class stands.

This study used occupational mobility as an index to social

class, as well as another form of mobility, property mobility.

1 0 Ibid., p,. 255.

11 Reissman, p. 158.
12

Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 84.

13
Stuart Blumin, "The Historical Study of Vertical Mobility,"

Historical Methods Newsletter 1, no. 4 (September 1968):2.

1 4Reissman, p. 164,
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Property acquisition has long been part of the American Dream.

As William Appleman Williams indicated, Americans have limited

their "conception of humanity and freedom by tying it to the

possession of property.?? "1 Hence it would be possible for a

person to improve his social status by acquisition of property

without any, occutrence of occupational mobility, although he

might desire both. Thirnstrom correctly emphasized the impor#

tance of property mobility:

Movement from the propertyless segment of the
working class to the strata of workmen possessed
of a 'stake in society' was a critically impor-
tant process in the nineteent century city and it
requires systematic analysis.

To generalize about mobility within the social structure,

it was necessary to assume that each person desired to improve

his social position, for one could not measure this desire,

only the actual movement between positions.1 7  This follows an

hypothesis of Seymour M. Lipset and Reinhard Bendix, who concluded

that the desire to rise in status is intrinsic in
all persons of lower status, and that individuals
and groups will attempt to improve their status
(and self-evaluation) whenever they have any chance
to do so.

15Williams, Evasion, p. 174.

16Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 115.

1 7 Herbert S. Parnes, Research on Labor Mobility: An Al-
praisal of Research Findings in the United States, Social Science
Research Council Bulletin no. 65~7New York, 1954), p. 17.

1 8 Seymour M. Lipset and Reinhard Bendix, Social Mobility
in Industrial Society (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University
of California Press, 1959), p. 73.
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There is abundant information to suggest that all the groups

in American society desired improvement, especially since most

Americans looked upon downward mobility, or willingness to re-

main in a low class with disapproval or pity.1 9  Francis

Simkins wrote that even though the black was the least likely

of all Americans to improve his condition, he still held the

20
illusion of doing so, Albert DeMond showed how the blacks

21
believed in individual economic advancement, 2and Abram Harris

described how the black masses, with the encouragement of their

leaders, increasingly had faith in business and property to

improve themselves. Apparently members of even the lowest

ranking groups in the society had some motivation for economic

and social improvement.

The relative "openness" of the social structure, or the

possibilities for individual mobility, in Dallas was determined

quantitatively by using the objective criteria of occupational

change and real property acquisition. It was thus necessary

to make subjective categorizations of the available evidence.

When one speaks of occupational mobility, he implies a

hierarchy of occupational categories. Since the historian's

sources pertaining to status evaluations of occupations

in the nineteenth century are limited, the organization

19J. O. Hertzler, "Some Tendencies Toward a Closed Class

System in the United States,t " Social Forces, 30(1952):313.

2 0Simkins, p. 515.

21 DeMond, p. 112.

2 Harris, Negro As Capitalist, p. 49.
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of hundreds of occupations into a number of meaningful categories

is relatively arbitrary. In so doing it is necessary to avoid

as much as possible the Application of twentieth century

biases to nineteenth century occupations. This is an ideal,

and the complications were enough in one case that the author

termed his results "gross mobility." 2 3  By defining occupational

mobility in a relatively wide manner, it is hoped to lessen

the problem of forcing twentieth-century occupational values

upon nineteenth century occupations. Gosta Carlsson has shown

that applying any system of classification results in mistakes

in individual cases. Whole occupations may be placed in the

wrong category, but the use of less than perfect rules should

not invalidate the whole system,2 4

The occupational classification used in- this study

had two broad categories: manual and nonmanual. Most stu-

dents of mobility have considered nonmanual labor to be

higher in status or in wealth-potential than manual labor.

Lipset and Bendix regarded the movement from manual to non-

manual as a clear indicator of upward social mobility, 25

In terms of nineteenth century, Thernstrom called this

3Hopkins, p. 202.
2 4GOsta Carlsson, Social Mobility and Class Structure

(Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1958), p. 57.

25
Seymour M. Lipset and Reinhard Bendix, "Ideological

Equalitarianism and Social Mobility in the United States,"
Transactions of the Second World Congress of Sociology, vol.

(International Sociological Association, 1954Y, P. 39.
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26
ranking "incontestable." Within each of these major cat-

egories, three occupational groups were defined. The manual

category contained an unskilled group, a group of semiskilled

and service workers, and a skilled group. The nonmanual cat-

egory was divided into a white collar groups, proprietors, and

professionals. Farmers and retired persons were classified in

separate categories, and one further category included all

those who otherwise could not be classified. The classification

of jobs by category constitutes Appendix C.

These .subjective occupational categories were used in the

organization of available data on the careers of individual

workers. These workers were traced to determine the amount of

intragenerational mobility, or the improving of class position

within the worker's own lifetime, that took place. For this

study, occupational mobility was defined as any shift from one

to another of the six occupational categories. The major change

in job status was the shift between manual and nonmanual work;

less significant, but still recorded as mobility, were the move-

ments within the wide categories of manual and nonmanual,

Movement from a job in one category to a job in a higher one

was called upward mobility, and the opposite was defined as

downward mobility. Those whose occupations remained static or

changed within a category were considered to have had no sig-

nificant mobility. 'Two groups were defined as limited in their

26
Thernstrom, Poverty and Progrs, p. 91.
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mobility . The professionals could not have upward mobility,

and the unskilled could not have downward mobility.
7

To acquire the necessary information about mobility, it

was necessary to take a sample of Dallas' workers and trace

their economic careers. The manuscript schedules of the 1880

federal census were consulted, and~alist of all male wage

earners and heads of household age sixteen and over and all

males over the age of twenty-one was prepared. These names

were divided according to race: whites, immigrants, blacks,

and mulattoes. Although this study was concerned with the

entire population of Dallas during these years, for convenience

only a sample. of the population was traced. By using a random

number table, a sample was drawn from each group. Since many

people were likely to move from Dallas over the thirty year

period, a sample size of about 200 was chosen to allow for

attrition from the outmigration, deaths, and clerical error.28

A 10 percent sample of whites, a 35. percent sample of immigrants,

a 50 percent sample of blacks, and a 100 percent sample of mu-

lattoes were chosen. This resulted in samples of 216 whites,

212 immigrants, 210 blacks, and 81 mulattoes.2 9  Although

2 7 This follows the method used by Goldstein, Patterns of

Mobility, p. 165; Hopkins, pp. 201-2; Thernstrom, Poverty and

Progress, pp. 91-2.

2 8 Blumin, p. 11.

2 9Sampling procedures may be found in Blalock, pp. 392-412.
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mulattoes were enumerated in 1880, totals for this group were

never tabulated in the published census materials.3 0

All of the census information which appeared to be of

possible significance to this study was recorded for each

member of the sample. These data included census schedule page

number, census family number, name, color, age, marital con-

dition, occupation, number of months unemployed, number of

family members, number of children, number of other family

members employed full time, literacy, and place of birth. A

separate list was drawn up of all female family heads in Dallas

in 1880, and data on their marital status and occupation were

recorded.

Unfortunately, information complete to the degree of the

censuses was not available after 1880. Fire destroyed most of

the 1890 census schedules, and the federal government classed

the 1900 and later ceruses as "confidential materials" and has

not released them. Excellent sources of more limited information

about those still residing in the city and their occupations

in the years after 1880 were the Dallas city directories. These

were annual published lists of all residents, their occupations,

and their addresses. The alphabetized format was especially

convenient for the researcher desiring to trace these limited

variables over frequent intervals.

Studies have shown directories to be complete enough for

this type of research. When the size of directory coverage was

30U. S., Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the
Census, Twelfth Census: 1900, Negroes, p. 189.
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checked against the size of the census coverage, directories

have been .comparable. In a validation of the Dallas directories

for the 1920's., Sidney Goldstein found that the publisher's

claims to have listed ninety-eight percent of the population

over the age of seventeen were correct.31 Hopkins noted that

compilers of the directories in Atlanta had a much greater

tendency to omit blacks than whites. He used the directories

from the year preceding and the year following the desired

year as a check during the tracing process to minimize this

bias. The Birmingham directories omitted some lower class

residents and recent migrants. Wo thman .felt, despite these

biases, that the Birmingham directories were reasonably ac-

curate, since the compilers were striving to validate booster

claims of rapid growth and thus tried to include all residents.

Apparently, with proper precaution, city directories can

be used as valid sources of occupational information. The only

working people who seem to have been consistently excluded from

the Dallas directories were working women whose husbands were

employed and children who were employed but still lived at home.

The omission of some females from the directories plus the

problem of identification when females marry and their surname

changes, were the factors which made necessary an all male sample.

3 1Goldstein, Patterns of Mobility, .pp. 94, 97.

3 2 Hopkins, p. 201.

33 Worthman, pp. 181, 183.
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The follow-up portionv6f the study involved the tracing

of the names of the individual members of the sample through

the Dallas city directories at five-year intervals until 1910.

At each interval, directories for the following year were used

to check for name omissions. All the new information was re-

corded with changes in job or place of employment at each

interval noted. This process was carried out carefully, but

there was still the possibility of error resulting from clerical

mistakes or possible confusion of identities. This possibility

was minimized further by following certain systematic guide-

lines. In the random selection of the census sample, very

common names were excluded; but in the ,directory work, there

were also several cases of uncertain entries. Often these

were only slight misspellings which were enough to change the

alphabetical position; but to avoid confusion, rules developed

by the Bureau of Research in the Social Sciences for the study

of mobility in Austin, Texas were used. -In a summarized form,

these rules state that entries referred to the original indi-

vidual if there were no contradictory factors and if the (a)

occupation or address was identical, (b) occupationswere very

similar, or (c) name, although slightly different, was unusual.

When dealing with the black population, less stress was placed

on "the spelling and general character of the name," for this

proved less accurate.3 4 If the entry could not meet these

34 Bureau of Research in the Social Sciences, Population
Mobility in Austin, Texas, 19291931, University of Texas
Publication no. 4127 (Austin, 1941), pp. 68, 69.
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criteria, it was regarded as referring to another individual;

and the original individual was not recorded as a resident of

Dallas in that year.

The city directories were not the only source of infor-

mation about the members of the census sample. The Dallas

city tax rolls provided figures of assessed value in real pro-

perty for the city residents for each year throughout this

period. In the earliest years, entries in the tax rolls were

grouped by letter. In. later years the rolls were typewritten

and alphabetized; hence the property information was readily

acquired and was recorded alongside the city directory data

for each of the years studied. The figures for 1895 were com-

pared to those in the March, 1896, Official Directory - Tax

Payers of Dallas County, Texas which listed both city and

county property holdings.

Thus, manuscript census schedules, city directories, and

tax rolls were the sources of the data used in this study, The

existence of those limited data does not necessarily mean that

it is complete or that it gives a true picture. Tax assessors

recorded the full value of land and buildings even if they were

heavily mortgaged.35 - One has no means of determinngthw debt

contracted during the acquisition of the property. Also, tax

rolls tend to underestimate the wealth of individuals;36 and

3 5 Thernstrom, Poverty and Progress, p. 120.

36 Gary B. Nash, Class and Society in Early America, iter-
disciplinary Approaches to History Series (Englewood Cliffs,
N. J,: Prentice-Hall, 1970), p. 51.
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the measurement of real property ownership undoubtedly conceals

much of the property that lower class groups owned. But as

Worthman indicated for Birmingham, assessors often failed

to assess those who owned small amounts of personal property

37but owned no real estate. Apparently, this was the case in

Dallas; therefore, it was necessary to limit figures on pro-

perty ownership exclusively to real property. The accuracy of

the personal property totals was doubtful. One must not then

accept these records at their face value. Absolute confidence

in the census totals is not attainable. Enumerators were care-

less in making their entries, and some entries are illegible

because of the age and deterioration of the manuscript schedules.

When the sources are limited, it does not mean that im-

pressionistic interpretation .can overcome, the weaknesses of

the data. The problems are only more apparent in a quantitative

presentation, but the mistakes are rarely great enough to in-

validate the general conclusions.38 Age reporting is:a further

problem. In this study, many more people stated their age in

a number ending in zero or five than other numbers. Knights

in the cross-checking of records determined that in 1850 and

1860 only two-thirds of the adult population of Boston correctly

reported its age within one year to the census taker. This

37 Worthman, p. 212.

38 William 0. Aydelotte, "Quantification in History,"
American Historical Review 71(1966):816.
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inaccuracy might have arisen from the absence of the house-

hold head and the other family members supplying the information.3 9

Another potential error is thatthis method of mobility

study systematically eliminates all those who migrate from

the area. One cannot generalize about these people from the

data on the vertically mobile who remained.4 0 The analysis

of occupational and property mobility in Dallas refers only

to those who were persistent in Dallas long. enough to be enu-

merated. This bias is considered in the analysis of the data.

Theritrom, in dealing with mobility of working class families,

indicated that those resident in a city long enough to be counted

in a census or city directory were rarely excluded from a

later one if they were still residents. He felt that a perfect

census would show even greater population turnover for the

lower classes.4 1

Geographic mobility is not normally considered a major

part of social mobility,4 2 but recent urban studies have shown

the importance of persistence to occupational and property mo-

bility. Worthman wrote that the persistence rates, which he

39Peter R. Knights, "Accuracy of Age Reporting in the
Manuscript Federal Censuses of 1850 and 1860, " Historical
Methods Newsletter 4, no. 3 (June, 1971):80.

40 Blumin, p. 11.

4 1 Thernstrom, "Urbanization, Migration, and Social
Mobility," p. 174.

42 Thernstrom, "Working Class Social Mobility," p. 224.
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calculated for Birmingham, underestimated the transitory

nature of the population.4 Although they strived to en-

umerate all citizens, the directory compilers obviously missed

some of the less settled members of the population; and the

data derived from these directories are subject to this

limitation.4 4 Historically there is no systematic way of

tracing migrants after they left the city. But the use of

the limited data enabled the researcher to speculate about

the volatility of the population and still to be grounded

better in .systematic analysis than most of the educated

guesswork of- past years.

Hence, geographic mobility was studied in terms of per-

sistence. The totals of the nonpersistent must not be inter-

preted as wholly referring to migrants from Dallas, for no

attempt was made to determine the number of the sample who

died during this period. No mortality records were available

for Dallas in these years., There were no state records, for

Texas did not enter the registration area for vital statistics

until 1933.4. Limited numbers of deaths were evident from the

4 3Worthman, p. 181.

4 4 Bureau of Research in the Social Sciences, The Use of
City Directories in the Study of Urban .Populations: A
Methodological Note, University of Texas Publication no. 4202
(Austin, 1942), p. 6.

45 Walter G. Browder, The Pattern of Internal Mobility in
Texas: A Subregional Analysis, Bureau of Research in the Social
Sciences, University of Texas Publication no. 4434 (Austin,
1944), p. 9.
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presence of some widows names in the city directories or

the listing of estates in the tax rolls, but this was such

fragmentary data that it was not included. Other researchers,

preferring to leave death a constant factor also, have ignored

it as a variable.46

As this methodological description indicates, even the

most; obvious problems of writing a quantitative social history

are num eroPus; but when quantitative records are available,

they should be considered; to ignore them is poor scholarship.

The rather elaborate justification for a quantitative method

should not obscure the fact that the numbers and tables are

only supplementary to the wider range of regular historical

research and understanding. The data contain many inaccuracies;

but when these are taken into consideration, the possibility

emerges for a meaningful analysis of the social structure in

late nineteenth century Dallas.

46 Hopkins, p. 205.



APPENDIX B

KEYPUNCH

CODE

Because tabulation by machine is more convenient than

tabulation by hand, all the data from this study were placed

on punch cards. For conversion to the cards, the data were

recorded on keypunch worksheets in a coded form. When the

information was not in figures, it was converted to a numer-

ical code. Each sample member was assigned a three-digit

number for purposes of identification. The occupations

classified in each of the occupational categories are listed

in Appendix C. The state of birth code was adapted from the

Inter-University Consortium for Political Research. This code

was modified to allow the listing of foreign countries, and

each state and foreign country was assigned a code number,

This code is too long to be listed here. The punch code used

in this study is listed below,

COLUMN NO. PUNCWC-ODE ITEM DESCRIPTION

1-3 Exact No, Identification
No.

1 White Race
2 Immigrant
3 Black
4 Mulatto

6-7 Exact No. Age

8 1 Single Marital Status
2 Married

152
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APPENDIX B--Continued

COLUMN NO. PUNCH CODE ITEM DESCRIPTION

Divorced
Widowed

Exact No.

Exact No.

Exact No.

1
2

3
4
5

6
7
8
9

Exact No.

1
2
3

4

No. in family

No. of Children

No. f other
family members
employed full
time

Professional
Proprietor

White Collar
Skilled-
Semi-skilled
& service
Unskilled
Farmers
Other
Retired

No. of months
unemployed

Can not read
Can not write
Can not read
or write

can read &
write

1880
Occupational
code

Literacy

(Each as-
signed a No.

Exact No.

(Same code
as Col. 14)

Exact No.

Place of birth

Value of
assesed real
property

Occupation code

Value of
assessed real
property

3
4

9-10

11-12

13

14

15-16

17

18-19

20-25

27

28-33

1880

1885

1885
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APPENDIX B--Continued

COLUMN NO. PUNCH CODE ITEM DESCRIPTION

35

36

(Same code as
Col. 14)

Exact No.

(Same code
as Col. 14)

Exact No.

(Same code
as Col. 14)

Exact No.

(Same code
as Col. 14)

Exact No.

(Same code
as Col. 14)

Exact No.

Occupation code'

Value of
assessed real
property

Occupation code

Value of
assessed real
property

Occupation.code

Value of
assessed real
property

Occupation code

Value of
assessed real
property

Occupation code

Value of
assesed real
property

43

44-49

51

52-57

59

1890

1890

1895

1895

1900

1900

1905

1905

1910

1910

60-65

67

68-73



APPENDIX C

OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES

Some occupations may appear in more than one category.

(Most barbers were classified semi-skilled and service, but

some owned their own shop and thus were placed in the

proprietor category.)

I, PROFESSIONAL

Actor
Druggist
Lawyer
Minister
Musician
Naturalist
Physician
State geologist
Teacher

2. PROPRIETOR

Banker
Barbershop owner
Boarding house

owner
Broker
Capitalist
Coffeehouse

owner
Contractor,
builder,

Dealer
Fruit stand

owner
Grocer,
Implement
manufacturer

Jewelry store
owner

Manufacturer
of cider vinegar

Merchant
Planing mill
owner.

Pump manufac-rr
turer

Real estate
dealer

Shop owner
Speculator
Stock dealer
Tobacconist
Undertaker
Wheat dealer
Yeast powder
manufacturer

2. WHITE COLLAR

(clerical, sales,
government
officials)

Accountant
Agent
Bookkeeper
Cashier
Clerk
Collector
Commercial

traveler
Cotton buyer
Cotton. factor
Deputy U. S.
Marshal

Drummer

Huckster
Ice salesman
Inspector
(city water
depot)

Peddler
Post office
clerk

Railroad
conductor

Salesman
Sewing
machine agent

Tax assessor
Telegraph
operator
Telephone
operator

Trader

41 SKILLED

Baker
Blacksmith
Brickmaker
Brick or stone
mason
Carpenter
Cigar maker
Confectioner
Cooper
Electrician
Iron molder
Jeweler

155
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SKILLED (cont Id)

Machinist
Mechanic
Miller
Millwright
Painter
Photographer
Plasterer
Printer
Railroad
engineer

Railroad
fireman

Saddle or
harness maker

Shoemaker,
bootmaker
Stone cutter
Tailor
Tinsmith
Wagon, carriage
maker

5, SEMI-SKILLED
& SERVICE

Barber
Barkeeper,
bartender
Broom factory
worker
Butcher
City fireman
Cook
Dog trainer
Domestic servant
Elevator man
Gardener
Guard
Horse trainer
Hoseman (fire

co.)
Hotel & Rest-
aurant keeper

Hotel servant
Laundryman
Letter carrier
Livery stable
keeper

Night watchman
Policeman
Scavenger
Sheriff deputy
Shoe fitter

(factory)
Streetcar
conductor
Streetcar
driver

Turnkey at
jail

Wagon yard
keeper

Waiter

Elegant
gentleman
of leisure

Student

9. RETIRED

6. UNSKILLED

Bootblack
Brickyard hand
Coachman
Cotton tier
Day laborer
Dishwasher
Drayman
Float driver
Hack driver
Hostler
Hotel runner
Laborer
Porter
Railroad
employee

Teamster
Water hauler
Well digger
Whitewasher
Wood sawyer
Works gas
company

Works lumber
yard

Works oil
factory

7. FARMERS

8. OTHER

Apprentice
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APPENDIX D

NUMBER IN FAMILY BY RACE

Number in Family

More Total
Race 1 2 3 4 5 Than 5 No.

White 34.3% 11.1% 13.9% 12.5% 10.6% 17.6% 216

Immigrant 35.4 11.3 15.1 12,7 8.5 17.0 212

Black 34.3 17.6 18.6 11*4 6.2 11.9 210

Mulatto 42.0 9.8 11.1 4.9 7.4 14.8 81
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APPENDIX J

1880 MARITAL STATUS AND PROPERTY OWNERSHIP
(30 YEAR PERIOD) BY RACE

Race Marital Status Property Ownership

Owner Nonowner

White Single 34.4% 50.0%
(N=216) Married 62.2 47.6

Widowed 3*3 2*4

Immigrant Single 26.2 46 .1
(N=212) Married 70.2 50.8

Widowed 3.6 3.1

Black Single 30.8 43.0
(N=210) Married 67.3 53.8

Widowed 1.9 3.2

Mulatto Single 17.9 54.7
(N=81) Married 82.1 43,4

Widowed .... 1.9
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