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ABSTRACT

In the Midwest during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, many

women owned and worked on farmland, but the male-dominated capitalistic famxi‘ng
system negated ﬁluchbf the legal and economic authority they had as fa@ers.
Proéressive Era changes in the farming system shifted family farming systems to profit-
driven, business—orientéd farms, margiﬁalizing women’s productive contributions. Single
and wi’dowedwomen farmérs in Coles and Déﬁglas Counties in I>11i'r‘10ivs managed to

retain ownership of farm land despite gender and legal ‘bikases inherent in common law

- practices d‘eﬁncd by patriarchy.

A survey of local hiStory SQﬁrces, includin’g federal census data, probate records,
and 1and grénts, as well as The Farmers.’ Review Farm Difectory of Coles and Dodglas
County pu‘bl‘i‘shed in 1918, shows that many widowed and never-married women owned
and managed signiﬁcant améunts of farmland. Obituaries and other local histories shév(f '

that these women were well-respected in their communities, but their position as farmers

is never mentioned. This demonstratesﬁ that although these wémen were able fo function
anQi beqome prominent community Iﬂémbers, they were not known for their occuf)ation
as farmersj The casev,‘study of Martha -Balch and her sisters, four v;/omen from Céles o
County who né;/er married, is an excellent example of ho:w land-owﬁing_ wo‘men. gained

notoriety in the community, but did not parti‘cip*ate in the business of farming.
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. women managed to retain ownership of their land despite gender and legal b

* inherent in common law practices defined by patriarchy.

Mex1co Press 1991), 261

INTRODUCTION

“Anyone who has been on a farm, even today, knows that only a few farm women

, ol
do not work outdoors as well as in.”

This statement is seemingly obvious, b
women gained no recognition for their contributions to farm work. In Coles

Counties in Illinois during the early twentieth century, many wbmen owned

ut often
and Douglas

and worked

on farm land, but the male-dominated capitalisﬁc farming system negated much of the

1egal—a'nd economic authority they had as farmers. These single and widowed farm

1ases

The single farm woman encountered a variety of difficulties in her life. Whether

never married by choice or circumstance, or widowed, these women navigated rural life

on their own. During the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, the law allowed

single womeri certain property rights. Women had the same rights as men to

dispose' of landas they saw fit. The women in this study owned land, execute

wills, and acted as administrators of the wills of others.

These women also participated in community activities. Many of the

own and

d: their own

single or

widowed women were well known in their communities. Church activities encompassed

much of these women’s promingnce, as well as just general visibility in-the community.

Given these references in such sources as obituaries, and the tone employed |

beloved by the community. -

by the

obituary writers, it would seem that the speciﬁc women mentioned in this study were

R Joan Jensen. Plomzse to the Land Essays on Rural Women (Albuquerque Umversu:y of New '




Despite the community visibility, these women land owners played no apparent

part in the actual business of farming. When widows or single women exerc

ised their

legal power, through owning land or executing wills, they did it in ways that enabled

males to continue :t‘he paternalistic business of fanning. During the late nine
early twentieth centuries, farming transformed from a family oriented subsis
enterprise to an increasingly bnsiness—erientated_capitalist enterprise. Progre
reformers of the Country Life movement advecated “capital-intensit/e agriet
k meth'ods”‘and “new opportunities to decrease their [Midwesterners] cultural
hIn this new rmagining of farming, businéss concerns became more impertan
and community ties which had nreviously encompassed the lives of fam.il.yhf

new form of farming devalued women’s contributions, as Mary Neth notes,

farm women were crucial to building gender and community interdependenc_

mutuality, agricultural policies asserted a new patriarchal structure that creat

gendered division of economic and social concerns.”™

Business-oriented farming still depended on women’s productive cap

eenth and

tence

ssive

tural

. . 2
1solation.”

than family
ATMETS. fhis
‘because

e and

eda

acity in the -

farm family, but took away women’s authority over their work. According tg Nancy Grey

Osterud, “the transition to eapitalism in the United States..

the orientation, organization, and evaluation of work; new notions of value w

parcel of the process of cap1tahst expansmn el

this transition, as the small productive enterprises that women participated in

* John J. Fry, The Farm Press, Reform and Rural’ Change 1895-1920 (NeW York:
2005), va

? Mary Neth, Preserving the Family Farm: Women, Commumty and the Foundatzo

M Agr zbusmess in the Midwest, 1900-1940 (Baltrmore Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995),

Nancy Grey Osterud, Bonds of Community: The Lives of Farm Women in Nineteer

" New York (Ithaca Comell Umver51ty Press, 1991) 204

.inyolved structur|

al shifts in-

rere part and

The value of women’s work was part of.

cither

Rontledge,' |

ns of.
S. o
zth— Century




became less important to the ’functioning of the family farm, or grew into the most

important enterprise. When women’s small sideline businesses became mor

men took over the decision making, leaving women as strictly unpaid labore

e profitable,

I‘S'.5

‘Women also contributed to the household, but these contributions were not

rewarded with economic remuneration. According to Christopher Schnell, “women made

valuable contributions to household production and maintenance on farmste
llinois. While women were producing marketable products for the profit of
families, their household work also sustained their farriilies; all this work we

in the eyes of Tllinois.”

 Until 1869, women in Ilhnms were not even allowe(
their own earnings, and after that time “those earnings did not include ‘any rj

- compensation for any labor performed’ for her family.””’

- Women are less visible than men in historical 'dOCumentation duetol

ads across
their

nt uncounféd
1 té keep

ight to

egal

hindrances thaf subjected them to men, and single women "especially faced the hardship

of not following the'socictal norm of fnafriage. Any marginalized groﬁpy proves difficult

to document. But steps can be taken to draw women ouit of the historical recq

all aspects of women’s history, the social historian encounters certain disabil

rd. As with .

ities in

researching the common farm woman. Like the aforesaid problems in finding sources, the

relative invisibility of everyday women from the public record 'mak-es drawing out the

facts of women’s lives difficult. Even‘when the facts are known, the task of i

- the facts into a usable history is even more challenging. John Mack Faraghér

ntegrating

has noted

Momca R1chmond Gisolfi, “From Crop- Lien to Contract Farmlng The Roots of Agrlbusmess in

. the Amerlcan South, 1929-1939,” Agricultural History 80 (2006): 180.

% Christopher A. Schnell, “Wives, Widows, and Will Makers: Women and the Law
in [n Tender Consideration. Women, Families, and the Law in Abmham LGcoln ’s Illmozs e
- Stowell (Urbana Umver51ty of Illln01s Press, 2002) 13]

Ib1d :

of Property,”
d. Daniel W.
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these difficulties. According to‘F afagher, “simﬁly writing women ihto the hi
’narriative doee net suffice, for by ran equally comﬁlex web of eustom, law, ar
economy women heve Been subjected to the individual and collective wili 0

Derﬁography does not, on its oWn, Atal/ce up the ‘politics’ of the famﬂy or hou

other words, just ﬁnding women does not necessarily give an indicatioh of h

hli\ized within their eommunity, but only enumerates them.
Single women farmers in farﬁing communities prove elvusiive,'becaus

women legally eould own land, most of them had men perform the actual far

Documenting cases of women farming is extremely difficult, andv their land

generally has not beer; documented. ‘},3ut single women and widows did own

:they have yet to be studied. TheirAinclusion in the histoﬁcal record is imbofté
brings to >li‘grht women’s relationship to the land, and how they made use of t}

‘in the male-dominated business of farming.

The farm woman has in recent years become a source of historical stt

storical

1d political
f man.

sehold.”® In

oW women

se while these
ming.

ownership

land, and
nt, as it

heir own land

1dy As part

of the growing field of women’s history, farming and rural women provide an interesting

variant to common generalizations made about certain theories regarding gern

‘ The dynamics of rural and farm life present different circumstances that mak

1der studies.

e the

“separate spheres” argument less potent.” The rural woman, while still subjected:to the

will of men, maintained a much different role than an urban woman. While traditional

gehder norms that confined women to domestic roles dominated throughout the rural

communify, oftentimes the realities of daily life on the farm blurred geﬁder ideology.

: John Mack Faragher Sugar Creek: Ltfe on’ the lllinois: Pran ie (New Haven Yale
Press 1986) Xii-X1v.

® The separate spheres theory 18 dlscussed in detail in Lmda Kerber, “Separate Sphe

Worlds, Woman’s Place: The Rhetoric of Women s History,” Journal of Amef ican sttory

University

res, Female
5 (1988): 9-.




This juncture both liberated and subjugated women as they negotiated the imprecise

- gender boundaries. As farm women, farm life dictated their actual roles.

In His influential essay, John Mack Faragher described writing the hi
women as history from the “inside-out.” Accbrding to Faragher,
then, how gender and kinsh_ipderiye their meanings from concrete relations
and sexual division of labor...to the ownership of productive property, to-th
sexual reproduction...and ﬁnallyy, to the nature of institutional Stratiﬁcéfion,
and authority.”'® Looking within thesé institﬁtions, Faragher argues, brings t
fact that “the 'ielationship between men and women was at the heart of rural

The relationships between women, men, the farming economy and the law f

for my argument.

I began this study with the intention of finding women farmers who y

‘married. As marriage comprises the essential legal relationship between men

T was interested in determining how non-married women navigated the male

relationship, and if single women acted within traditional gender roles or fill

roles. To find what answers I could for these questions, I began a microstudy

in Coles and Douglas Counties in Illinois. By examining local history source

“census data, land grant records, and probate records, I tried to find out all I

" female farmers who were not currently married.

story of rural

“we need to analyze,

to thé sociai
c forms of -
hierarch‘y,

o light the
il

society.

orm the basis

vere not

and women,
female legal
ed in male
of farmers
s, such as

ould about -

Coles and Douglas CQuntiés in Illinois provide an iﬁteresting‘backdrcp for the

study of men and Wo_mén farmers. Coles and Douglés, adjoining“counties in

‘Nlinois, contain ‘exc'ell‘ent farmland and were populatéd mainly by farmers. C

east central

oles County A

' John Mack Faraghe1 “History from the Inside- Out Wrmng the Hlstory of Women in Rural

., Amerxca Ame; ican Quarterly 33 (1981) 545.
: Ibld




“single woman farmer. The majority of the women were widowed with a sma

.. - Farmers’ Review, 1918), 11, 12, 84, 85.

was formed in 1830. It holds the distinction of being the final home of Thon

the father of Abraham Lincoln. Coles County gained notoriéty because of th

nas Lincoln,

1e Lincolns,

as Abraham Lincoln’s law circuit passed through the area and one of the famous Lincoln

Douglas Debates was held in Charleston, the county seat. Douglas County, named after

the aforementioned Stephen A. Douglas, was formed out of Coles Countyin 1859.

Douglas County gained prbsperity through farming as well as the railroad.'? Both

counties boasted a considerable amount of farming families.

To find these farming families, I discovered a published, publicly av

ailable source

which included women farmers. The F. armers’ Re?iew,‘ a popular farm j ounjnal, published

The Farmers’ Review Farm Directory of Coles and Douglas Counties, Illinois: a

complete Directory of all farm-e'rs, : pur'e bred livestock breeders and busines:

together with valuable statistics and information of Coles and Douglas Cou
classified and arranged for handy reference in 1918. The Directory was a c

information of all farmers in the two counties. This information inctuded the

5 houses
ities, jllinois,‘
ompilation of

head of -

household, spouse and children, and-amount of farmland owned or worked among other

vital data. Upon examination of this document, I found that a significant amount of the

heads of household listed were women. Using the JDz'rectory asa keystbné of sorts, I

cbmpiled the female heads of'household, then took those names to the censu
With information in hand, I attempted to put together a prdﬁle of the

beingﬂ never-married. I then vchosé a select few women with the most informa

" '* The Farmers’ Review Farm Directory of Cole‘s,dﬂd Douglas Counties, Illinois (

s to

- determine their past 6; present marital status, occupation, and other pertinent facts.

typical
Il handful

ition

“hicago: The =




- available about them, including full occupation listing in the census record, land grants,

wills, and obituaries. While I was not able to find any narrative sources, such as diaries or
letters, the information found did provide ample evidence to the fact that single women
did own farmland and did consider themselves to be farmers. Unfortunately, without the

narrative evidence, it is impossible to know to what degree the women participated in

farm work. Sources do indicate, however, visibility in the community.

I‘also‘ took into account the changing property law in the years preceding the 1918

- Directory. Women’s legal status was defined by a hierarchy of law, starting with English

common law, but modified by the federal system in the United States. Individual states

maintained authority over matters that affected citizens, and thus state legislators had

| authority over legislating women’s rights issuvesr.rDuring the nineteenth century, men’s.

rights expanded,bbut so did women’s, leading ultimately to the Illinois Married Women’s
Property law in 1861. Advancements in women’s property law add to the picture of -

women’s expanding legal rights from the mid-nineteenth century. By examining the

. evolution of property law for married women, widows, and single women, T-hoped to add
, toj my discussion of women’s visibility and rights.-This information is important to the

 study of women farmers, as well as the overall study of women’s rights. The addition of

property law helps to bolster my thesisA.

This study was inspired by and part'ially> modeled after several worksjon women

in agriculture. Featuring ‘pr'orninently-,in' the historio graphy as well as methodology is

“Women as A gricultﬁrai Landowners: What Do We Know About Them?” by‘AIAlne,B.W.

Effland, Denise M. Rogers, and Valerie Grim. Published in Agricultural History in 1993,

the article examined several twentieth;centllfy-agriculturél land surveys to determine the



extent of female land ownership. Their data is from a later time period than

the structure of the methodology is similar, namely the exaniiﬁation of speci

‘not unlike my use of the Farmers’ Review Direetory. Effland, Rogers, and (

my study, but
fic surveys,

frim come to

several very basic conclusions about women landowners, most impomintly that they do

exist. From that point, I began my research.

Community studies also added to the depth of my proj ect. Works such as Sugar

Creek: Life on the Illinois Prairie by J ohn Mack Faragher and Bonds of Community: T he

Lives of Farm Women in Nineteenth-Century New York by Nancy Grey Osterud provide

- examples of integrating the history of women in rural communities with the
“as well. Both Faragher and Osterud put men and women in roles of mutualit

| opposition. Faragher believes that “family history offers a Way Qf bringing a

lives of men
y rather than

uthentic,

everyday actors, of both sexes, into the historical narrative™ as “both men and women

constitute the integrated and indivisible web of everyday life.”" Faragher se

€S

genealogical research, such as the kind presented inmy Study, as a way to bring to life -

individuals and individual families.

OSterud, in turn, also uses family history sources to piece together the lives of

women in rural New York, and the relations of these women to the men in their lives. |

According to Osterud, “women and men may be brought together as ‘dpposi

te sexes,’ but

brought'togethervthey mu_st be.”'* Osterud looks at “how gender structured women’s

interactions with their families and neighbors, their place.in the farm family

g l% Faragher, Sugar Creek, xiii.
" Nancy Grey Osterud, Bonds of Community, 3.

economy,




and their participatibn in community organi.zations.f’15 Menfs and women’s relationships
~with each other foﬁned thé basis of the farm community.
In these communities studied by Faragher and Osterud, men and women worked

" together for conimon goa‘ls rather than against each other in an Qppressive p atriarcﬁal :
sy‘stemr. Although I‘do not use much harrat@ve evidence, | belieQé that ;[he evidence I have .
found sho;)v‘s that women could be just as -Visible in the community as men. None of this
disédunts the fact the women were subordinate to men in many aspects of life, especially
férm’ing, but only points to the fact“[hat after passage of certaiﬁ laws, women v;/ere not
vnccessarily legalllyA subordinated by mén. |
This study seeks to add to the historiography of rural and farm womgn'in the

~ Midwestern Uhit,ed States,.as well as to the already‘ slim historiography of single wo>men,
1n the Unitcd Stétes. Other than stories‘bf highly yisible single women, active in women’s
movemenfs such as abolitiohiém, 'tempéfénce, and suffrage, not much work has been
, done on Ordinary women who never married for their own pérsonal reasons or fdr iack'of
any other sﬁitabie opti;m; Begause a single woméﬁ v&;as a ferhme"Sble in common law

tradition, not covered by the status of a husband, she legally had more rights|than her-

married counterparts. On the other hand, single women were not free from d
men in the form of fathers, brothers, or other family members. Generally spe

women have not been diligently exploréd in historiéal study. With this study

contribute to the understanding of single women farmers and how they fit int

and economic strictures of rural communities.

This thests is divided into four basic sections. First, a hiStdrngraphicz

‘ brings ‘togiethe"r various works on the subjects of rural women, the farming co

S Thid. 2-3.

pmination by
aking, single
I hope to

o the legal -

1 essay

mmunity,




 review of the evolution of property law for women, highlighting important 1

“wanted to give them a voice. The present thesis attempts to do just this.

and single women, and how this thesis fits into the current historical scholar

historiography contains a variety of viewpoints on the perspectives of women’s

marginalization or relative power in farming and rural areas. The second sec

allowed for greater autonomy in women’s property ownership: The third seq

10

ship. The

tionisa

aws that

tion contains

an analysis of the women heads of household in the Farmers’ Review Directory of.

farmers in Coles and Douglas Counties and the different characteristics that

are similar

and different among these women. The fourth section is a case sfudy of the Balch sisters,

women in Coles County in the late nineteenth century, who never married and owhed

farmland on their }ov\‘/n. These women prov‘idAe' an excellent example of the w
women cov’uld own their own proper£y ana have control of theif own lives wi
husbands. Finally, a conclusiqn offeré comments on the implications of thlS
comments for further study on single women in history.

| The single and widov;(ed women farmers ig Coles and Dokuglas'Coun

and have a distinctive history of their own. By drawing them out of the histo

ay single
thout

research and

ties had liyes

rical record, I




CHAPTER 1: HISTORIOGRAPHY

Single and widowed women have always existed and managed to survive and

flourish throughout history, but have yet to be thoroughlyAstudied. In the nineteenth

. century, single working-class women in urban areas could survive by working wage-

earning jobs in factories and other industries. Middle-ciass single women even became
eérly refonnefs a‘mdkworbnen’s rights activists. More haé been written about these
exceptional single women, but often without context of their singleness and how their
marital status affecfed them in their lives. |

One of the very few monographs written on jsingle women in the antebellum

United States is Liberty, A Better Husband: Single Women in America: T he Generations

; lof' 1780-1840 by Lee Vil_'ginia Chambers-Schiller. Chafnbers—Schiller chose to focus on a

single period of time as well as a single region, the Northeast. The author based her work
n “the lives and writings of more than one hundred northeastern spinsters.”|® Not only

were these women unmarried, they were singlebecause they chose to bes’i'ngle.

'According to Chambers-Schiller, “the decision not to marry followed from a rigorous

assessment of the marital institution that found it wanting and in conflict with female

autonomy, self-development, and achievement.”"”

} Chami)ers-Schiller traces the growth of the idea that s‘ingleness was ot

,nece'ssarily a bad thing, but-that the “Cult of Single Blessedness” was side-by-side with
the nineteenth;century “Cult of Domesticity” in the antebellum era. The Cult of Single

: Blessedness» “offered a-positive vision of singlehood rooted in Protestant reli gion and the

" Generations of 1780- 1840 (New Haven Yale Umversﬁy Press, 1984) 3.

"°Yee Virginia Chambers Schiller; Lzbelly A ‘Better Husband: Szngle Women in 4merzca The v‘

’Ibdz

11




a .ccrtaih type of woman, which she readily écknowledgés. These women lar

~and a degree of control over their earnings,” and “began to think of themsely

-from diaries, writings, and literature, focusing mere on specific urban womer

12

concepts of woman’s partictllar nature and special sphere: It promoted singlghood as at. -

~ least as holy, and perhaps more pure, a state than marriage.”'® By having more time to

devote to helping others, single women occupied a particularly blessed space. Thié

attitude prevailed until the post-Civil War era when ideas about marriage and singleness

began to change. Single women in this era could be viewed “as masculinized women or

perhaps hermaphrodites,” which “cut far more deeply into individual self-esteem, gender

- consciousness, and gender solidarity than anything else had—or perhaps could.”"®

While Liberty, A Better Husband is a path-bvreaking work, it is narrow in its A

scope. By focusing on the Northeastern United States, Chamb@rs—Schiller lin

certain categories, such as middle to upper class,rwhi‘t,e, Protestant, and educ

were the types of women that fled the country for “a sense of independence

nits herself to-
gely fall into
atect.zO These
and freedom,

€S as

individuals with their own identities, goals, rights, and éallings separate from those of

kin, church, or community.”*' These women had very different motivations

single landowning women in the rural Midwest, with more opportunities to |

independently in urbah areas. Chambers-Schiller has also drawn most of her

a sqcial history method of surveying Iocal and census archival data. -

than the
ve
evidence "

n rather than

A work by Martha Vlclnus takes up the subJ ect of smgle women in the next time

P bid, 18, -
¥ Ibid., 203.
O1bid,; 3.
! Ibid., 205-206.

} penod 1850-1920, but in England instead of the United States In her book Independent




Women: Work and C.’omm‘Lm’ity»for Single Women, 1850-1920, Vicinus exan
same kinds of worhen that Chambers-Schiller studied, speciﬁcally white, m
urban women. Vicinus’s women “pioneered new occupations, new living cc
new publié roles that have all had important implications for the twentieth-c
woman, single or married.””* Vicinus studied single women’in‘ Varioﬁs occu

‘including health care and education, where they exerted an influence on the

gender dynamic. Vicinus argues that single women took the Victorian gende

reinterpreted it, as they “transformed this passive role into one of active spir
. . S ‘ 923
passionate social service.

Single women in urban areas faced their own challenges, but women

farm life and couldréven own and manage fafml’ahd, but were generally subc
“the ac;tual work of .farming. In recent years, the historiography of rural and f:
has flourished. Rural women, once a r¢1aﬁvely overloned topic, are now at
of rural studie's.: V’The uniqﬁé ,situaﬁon of farm women allowed for greater par

the public sphere without necessarily challenging the traditional gender roles
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family farm faced a much different situation than urban women. Women participated in

rdinated in
arm Womén
thé forefront
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5. In

discussing farm women and their actual roles versus idealized ones, historians have

~uncovered a richAbody of evidence to enlighten the study of women on farms

areas.
Historiographically speaking, very little has been written on single w
- owners, although single women played an important role in the shaping of th

States. Evidence exists that. from the Very beginnin_gsiof America, womén‘ha

o 2 Martha Vicinus, Independent Women.: Work and Commumty for Szngle Women
’ A(Chlcago University of Chlcago Press, 1985), 6
‘  Ibid., 5.

and rural

omen land
e United
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“to own and manage land under various circumstances. In “The Planters Wife: The

Experience of White Women in SeVenteenth—Century Maryland,” Lois Carr
Walsh examine the experiences of women who emigrated from England to 1
as indentured servants. Indenture contractsbound these women for a cenain
‘ tinle, but‘aftel the time passed, these women faced a myriad of options. Due
lack of women in the newly established colonies, these sertlant women‘had t
eligible planters for husbands. This led to a departure from the tradltional SO
: that dictated a patriarchal system. |

Inevitably, these planters had shorter life spans than their wives, whi

‘widows could be left with considerable amounts of land. Husbands generally

land to‘ theif Wives,‘making them in charge of the land and all debts associat
This did lead to extra bufden en the women, as “she uvould have to feed her
make her own tobacco crop. Though neighbors might help, heavy labor wou
requifed of her if she had no servants-until.. .she vauired anew husband.”’

: prev10us statement indicates, women usually remarried qulckly, but wills ge

convey that husbands held much faith in the wife’s ability to manage the pra

provide for the children.?® Overall, seventeenth-century Maryland offered w

considerable amount of freedom and respect due to a unique societal situation.

and Lorena
he colonies
amount of
to an overall
heir pick of |

cietal norms

ch meant that
willed their
ed with it.**
children and
1d be

As thev
nerally

perty and |

omen a

Other historians have taken up the topic of single women or women heads of |

household.”” “Gender and the Structure of Planter Households in the Eighteenth-Century

** Lois Green Carr and Lorena S. Walsh “The Planter’s W1fe The Experience of Whlte Women

in, Seventeenth -Century Maryland ” The Wzllzam and Mary Quarterly 34 (1977) 556
* Ibid., 555.
- *Ibid, 557.

%’ For mformatxon about urban women heads of household and wage ear ners, see Je anne :

Boydston, “To Earn Her Daily Bread: Housework and Antebellum Working-Class Subsister

Unequal Sisters: A Multicultural Reader in U. S Women s sttorjy, Vicki L. Ruiz and Ellen

1ce,’ T
Carol DuBois,, ,




- higher likelihood of poverty as well.?9

' Chesapeake.” Early American Studles (2006) 470.
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Chesap‘eake"" by Kathleen Fawver evéluates the héusehoid rhakeup of Harford County,
Connecticut in thé late eighteenth century, concluding that women heéds of houséhold
did become autonomous in widowhood, although “she may not have enjoyed true . |
independence, as the presence of children continued to limit her economic opportunjties,'
aﬁd the risks of poverty' were always at least imminent.”*® In her analysis Of_ never-

married women, Fawver concludes “forming an independent household before marriage

~'was not an option for the majority of unmarried women,” and these women faced a

~ Looking at more recent times, Anne Effland, Denise Rogers, and Valerie Grim
have put to get‘hérAa survey of women’s landownefship titled “Women as Agn’culfural
Landowners: What Do We Know abéut Them?” Thé'autﬁofs combine a sociological
éfudy with a historical perspéctive describing the state of Women’:é land ownership in the
United Stét_es.w A lack Qf séurces hampers mﬁch study of women land owners, but these
writers gathered as much census and narrative data as possible to create a basic profile of
the women who owned land.
Suryeys of thé Uhited States Department of Agriculture make up the bulk of

sources available about land owriership‘ Works such as the Census of Agriculture and_ the

_Agricultural Land_.OWnership Survey provide the best information about woi_nen and

landowning. Although very few details exist, the authors do prove that women did and do

own agricﬁltural land. Unfortunately, laws tended to subordinat‘e even womén

eds. (New York: Rouﬂegé 1994), 80-90; and Patr1c1a'Ke11eher “Maternal Strategies: Irish Women’s
Headship of Families in Gilded Age Chicago,” Journal of Women's History 13. (2001): 80-106.
% Kathleen Fawver, “Gender and the Structure of Planter Households in the Eighteenth-Century

 Ibid., 460-461. :
¥ Fora similar sociological study, see Charles C Geisler, Wllham F. Waters, and Katrina L.

- Eadie, “The Changing Structure of Female Agncultural Land Otwnership, 1946 and 1978,” Aural Sociology
50 (1985) 74-87. , . ’ :




~ illuminates the issues of women’s vital importance to the land and their relat

- relationship between men and women.

_ What Do We Know about Them?” Agricultural sttorv 67 (1993) 237.
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landowners. One such area of contention involves joint-ownership. According to the

authors, “while many women have owned farmland independently, women have also

owned land jointly with men. Such joint ownership could be recorded on land deeds or :

derived from laws that protected women'’s rights to property acquired during a marriage.

~ In both cases, women’s joint-ownership interests have been ma’rgihalized legally.

3931

Effland, Rogers, and Grim also combine historical narrative with survey data.

From the records that they found, the authors note, “historians have unearthed an

impressive array of examples in newspapers, land records, diaries, correspondence, and

published accounts of the experiences of women on the land.”** These resources prove

invaluable in finding instances of women owning and working their own land. Overall,’

Effland, Rogers, and Grim conclude that “women’s agricﬁltural landholding

it.

in the United

States is a vitally important subject for rcsearch.”33 Increasing research in this area

lonships to

“Women as Agricultural Landowners” serves as a model for research on women

who have owned land historically. By idéntifying sources available, the authors have

| spurred others to delve more deeply into akchallenging topic. This type of research will

prove to be especially important in women’s history, as the concept of female land

* ownership overturns many-long-held notions about women’s legal identity in

! Amme B.W. Efﬂand Denise M. Rogers, Valenc Grim, “Women as Agrlcultural L

32 Thid., 251.
3 Ibld., 261.-

history. By

finding these womén,' historians can build an iniage of a much more complicated legal

andowners:
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The family férm fo,ers another site to expose issues betw»eeryl men and women in
rural co\mmunitiesv. Studiés of women and their pléce in the family férmiﬁg system have
éhoWn strong ties of mutuality with men and the community. As farm wofnen worked to

| maint_airi the family farm,v certain gender norms had to be violated, as the work
necessitated greater participation by womén in “male’” activities. Through this inclusion
in the productive aspects of farming, women relied on relétional and corﬁmunity bonds' to“

" perform their required dﬁties. One thread of réiétively recent historiography focuses on
womeh in the farﬁily and comrhunit-y fanﬁing systems and the ways4they negotiated
gender norms and productive rolés on farms. |

The fa&ning com‘munity‘prov‘idled away for Wémen to expapd theif influence
outside of the immédiate family and also to strengthen family bonds between men and
women. Récent works have explored the relétionships b.etwe'en women and their families
and women and their communities. Authors have noted that women relied oh community
l;onds in their daily lives for sources of help and sfrehgth‘thrvough the difficullties of farm
life. Several of these works, as cyommu_rllity studies;:show the demographic m;akeup of
particular rural areas and provide a window into the lives of the men and women liviﬁg in
those areas.

: An e‘arlyﬂstud‘y of women in the family fanning system is Nancy Grey OSterud’s
aptly titled Bonds of Cbmmunity: The Lz’ves of Farm .Wo}nen iﬁ Nineteenth.—Centmjy New .
York. Osterud examines farms énd family 1ifé n 'New York State. According to Osterud,
“in contrastv;[o urban Women, whose positioﬁ W_as increasingly defined by their difference ’A
| from :men,frural women were deﬁned:.thrc')ﬁgh their relationshi‘ps:‘wit»h men.” ¥ On ;the A

- family farm, as Osterud has d_isc'over_gd.,_ gender roles were not "divcho'tomoﬁs, but

** Osterud, Bonds of Community, 1.
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~ relational. A ‘fan‘rn woman worked with her male céuﬁterparts, rather than against them.
Through this relatibnal systeni, “rural women fried to tréﬁsform the Bonds of kinship and
labor into soﬁrces of sharing and strength, renegotiating the terms of gender relations aﬁ&
modifying them in a more symmetrical émd egalitarian direction.””*
Thes¢ kiﬁship bondé,allowed for women’s growth and strengthened the farming |
R system. Women also extended this idea ihto the community. In all fonﬁs of social -
relationships, these women made inclusion forem0st, including men, women, and
children into all activities, thereby strengthening\the kinship system. Thése‘women did o
not view the community in terms of gendered gro‘ups, but as a family.*® - |
Osterud noted issues that Women faced in negotiating gender norms. According to
“Osterud, “womeni Were integral meinbers—of the farm houéeholds thatvcontrollgd the
productive propérty on which the rural economy was baséd, yet they were formally
subordinated to meﬂ and gained accéés to land only through theiru’fathers and brothers,
husbands and sons.”*’ Although women were partners i'n.the producti?e workingé of the
farm, iﬁ the early nineteénth century, they were denied the basic fi ght of ownership of
their productive work. The women Osterud stud'ie'dkwhere marginalized in the farming
business desp}ite/their. vital c-ontributions.
Joan Jénsen’s work Pfomz’se to the Land discusses women’s productive work in
- the same lighf. Although women’s work providéd Vitél income to the family farm,
“women lost much of their markei early in the twentieth century due to comr:r,e,réializkaticr)nv
‘ ahd»centraliz-a‘tion of markets. Men ‘coriltinued’ to rely on W,orﬁen’s production, howévef,

as a supplement to their own field work, and frequently used the money women earned - .

3 Ibid.,, 2.
- Obid.
37 Ibid., 85.




“for advancements in farm and_hoﬁe technology.z; 8y enSen’s work examines
of topics concerning women in agriculture, but the theme of women’s 1ack'
ownership dominates throughout the WQI‘k.f |

Two complimentary works from the same era discuss these same the
mutuality and subordination of farm women within the family farming syste

early twentieth century in the Midwest. Katherine J ellison’s Entitled to Pow
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a wide range

Hf productive

mes of

m during the

er: Farm

Women and Téchnology, ]913-]953 and Mary Neth’s Présefving the Family Farm:

Women, Community, and the Foundations of Agribusiness in the Midwest, |
‘mark a monumental achievement for the hist-ory of rural and agﬁcultﬁral WO
these monographs explore fwomen’s agency,as well és their rela-tivg subordi
cpmbine issues of women’s pfoduction, labor, and conshmption in an increq
modernized farmihg system. Jellison and Neth‘Stress the importance of wom

- productive labors on the farm and the ways in which the emerging urban ide

900-1940
men. Both of
néftion. They

singly

b

en’s

al of the

“consuming housewife and the modern farming business threatened to marginalize their

position on the farm. Although J ellisOh and Neth succeed in making a case f
agency in farming families, these farming women’s roles were still secondar
business of agriculture, despite theéir contributions to the family economy.

Jellison analyzes the way in which the growth of farm technology in

or women’s

y to the

the early to

mid-twentieth century gave women more power outside the home. She argues that while

urban women reformers stressed women in homemaking roles and advertise

- adoption of new technology within the home, rural women went against the

1 for the

orain and

~ advocated for new farm technologies to increase farm production. This enabled women to

%8 Jensen, Promise to the Land, 196.




“maintain a modicum of economic power and influence within the patriarch
. . . 3
Midwestern family farming.”

Jellison specifically challenges the idea that women within farm fam

advocated for their important productive role and “criticized male behavior,
greater recognition of women’s work, called for a share of the farm income,

4
740 The mod

requested greater decisionfmaking power within the farm home.
housewife ideal held no place of prominence for these women, because in th
rural sysrem, women held a place of productive power within‘the home.*!

| Neth treats the farnily farm in a similar fashion With her analysis ofr
, eommunity.fHer work focuses on women’s roles and how they rela‘red to ‘the

~amore capitalistic form of farming and the growth of larger, more business-

~ farms. Neth’s main argument centers around the ways “farm people respond

shifting economy with strategies for survivel that had developed from circles

~ family, and community relations inherent in the system of small, interconnec

farms.”** She focuses on women’s roles as cooperative with those of men as

children. She a.rgues that artificial separations of work into idealized gender

little mea,mng on the famlly farm, as men, women, and chlldren performed 1(

the farm gomg She also asserts hke J elhson that women, and even childr

B autonomy over their lives due to their unique positions as producers.

% Katherine Jellison, Entitled to Power: Farm Women and Technology, 1913- 1963

AUI’I]VCIS]ty of North Carolina Press, 1993) XX1.
“Ibid.; 30.
‘' 1bid., 185.
Neth Preserving the Famzly Farm, 12
“1Ibid., 17. :
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Neth places much vemphasisyon the idea of community. For exa‘mple; she provides
én interesting description of a typical rural community act_ivity, the thresheree, and how
~ this ritual “celebrated both the alterations caused by the new >techn01’o gy, the -threshing
machine, and the preservation of the interdependencé of men and women, neighboer and
neighbo‘r.”“} Although the rural community adopted new teéhnologies, they did éo on
their own terms, continuing to rely on bonds of communify. This promotion of new
_technology differed from th¢ one prescribed by'the government, as the government
placed new technology at the forefront‘, favoring the disbandment of the fraclitional
community systen-l.45 By proceeding in the traditionél meth'ods of férmin’g, smaH ‘
communities held on to their preferred way of life. |
Neth also includes a discussion of the 1deal urban éonsumer hdusewife. The
families Neth describes practiced the samé types of vadaptation and rej eqtién of this ideal
as they did with technology. As far as modern hquseh‘old appliances, farm people chose
Kproducbtstvhnat fit into tﬁeir own family farming practices, which Wé;lt againgt the way
government agents enifisioncd family farms goi-ng.46 In attempting to get farfn families t,b
.conform to these new ideals, governmeﬁt agencieé tried to redéﬁne the gender roles - L
common on the family farm. The pfomot-ion of the urban ideal and devaluation of
women’s productive roles especially hurt smaller farms dependent on income from
' wo,rrieﬁ’s labor. |
Jane Adam’s an»avlysis of farm life iﬁ Southem Illinois treats fhe_topic of women in
farming communities bp.t 1n a différentf setting. The Transformation of R‘uralbLife fécus’es ¥

on the work of the farming community, as “it is the world of work that seems to provide

4 Ibid, 182,
S Ibid.
*Ibid,, 212.




- need to be discovered, as little evidence exists to support a unified vision of s

' -women farmers. The historiography is fairly silent as far as single farm wom

| Univetsity of North Carolina Press, 1994), 4.
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the organizing principle arol;nd which’ social life revolved and through,Wh’ich individual

identities were created.”’ Adams looks speciﬁcally at women’s work and how it shaped

the identities of women within the family farming system. She traces the cha

nges of the

rural economy throughout the twentieth century and how these changes led to the - |

ultimate decline of the farming community system. The women that lived in

oriented farm enterprises.

this

community suffered.as a result, as their work was less important in the newer business-

- Adams builds a narrative of the farm community in one county in Southern

Illinois. With a wealth of narrative sources, including memoirs and oral interviews,

an anthropological viewpoint, rather than a strictly historical one. She incorp

own history, making the work autobiographical as well. Through her own ex

actually did it. Her work adds to lhe growing historiography of rural women
the ways women and farming families adapted to the’cha‘nging motivations @
business of ‘agriculturef48 |

_ Discussions of the family farming system prompl the question of fem

'fém_ilies. Undoubtedly, family farms'ekisfed without a male as head of house

Whether these women lost their husbands early or simply chose not to marry,

4 Jane Adams The Transfmmatwn of Rural sze Southern Illznozs 1890- ]990 (Ch

*® For another anthropological farm study in more recent times see Sonya Salamon,

- Adams has compiled an interesting account. Adams, however, approached her study from

orates her

periences
"and the experiences of others, Adams tells the story of farming from the people who

as a study of

f the

ale-headed

hold.

their stories

ingle
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apel Hill: -
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Patrimony: Family, Faimmg and Commumty in the Midwest. Chapel Hill: Umver51ty of Naorth Carolina

Press 1992.




_ within the relational and communal structure of the rural Midwest.

independently without a husband. Erickson recorded many instances of shar

emphasizes the importance of community, as Erickson had much help in her

neighborhood.”

women farmers has identified some resources for finding these women and |
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- concerned. Treated as an anomaly, single women hold the position of non-entity in the
 historical record. What little we know about them comes mainly from land-holding

- records and personal diaries and correspondence. Recent research into single women and

earning

about their lives. Most important in this research involves finding out why women could

be single and through what avenues they could hold land and operate independently

Several authors who have treated the subject of farhily farming have

touched on

the topic of single women farmers. Mary Neth’s Preserving the Family Farm contains an

analysis of the diary of Anna Pratt Erickson, a woman who, for a time, farmed

ng labor

with her ﬁrét husband before he passed away. After his death, Erickson inhe rited the

family. lahgl, which she shared with her second husband until their separation

. From that

point on, Erickson worked the land"herself until she gaVe it to her son. Erickson’s

situation provides a concrete narrative of women landowners and farmers, bt

Nancy Grey Osterud iﬁcluded a section ih her book on rﬁral yvdmeh 1
dealing with single Worﬁen. In her research, Ostérﬁd fouﬁd that women who
be‘ single for one reason or another did not live as men.'Ac;:(')rding to O‘stefu
women “were hot fre;e from thé fesLx‘ictions of womanhood. Althoﬁgh i"n,pvrin

were able to act independently in civil society, in practice most controlled lit

v “ Neth, Preserving the Family Farm, 34, 35, 38.

1t also

clbse-knit'

n New York
happened to- .
i .these _
'ciple}th‘ey

tle property B




and were represented by the male heads of the households in which they liv

many casesi,‘ single women still lived within the households of their parents,

24

3d",50 Irl

" thereby

under the authority of their fathers, rather than husbands. Osterud also makes the point

that these single women did not fit in with the general community, as they did not have

‘the same things in common with the married women.”' These women still conformed to

traditional gender roles, only in a different household situation. Single women, in

Osterud’s research, lacked the autonomy granted to single men.

Joan Jensen has identified similar patterns among single women in h

r research.

According to Jensen, in the history of agriculture and rural life land OWnership ineVitably

has been denied to women, even when they labored om it.” Like Osterud, J eLsen also

found that single women stillv fonnd“_themsel_ves under a patriarchal system re

acreag_e. Widost still found it necessary to hhave malekin—brothers, uncles
actually manage their large estates.””
could gain etny land, or at least the power associlated with 1and;0wning, althg
possible.

Historians have examined single Wornen in very different environme
Chernber_s-Schiller and Vicinus, historians of single women in urban areas, 1

women from a very specific social standing who were able to become indeps

members of society through work and political involvement. Rural women r

same opportunities. The 'patriarchal business of farming often kept farm women

ga’rdless of

- their marital status. Jensen writes, “single women were seldom able to hold substantial

or sons—

From these accounts, it seems unlikely that women

ugh it was

nts.
ooked at
=ndent.

arely had‘ the

o Osterud Bonds ofCommumly, 123
*! Ibid.; 129-30. -

% Jensen, Pr omise to the Land, 1.
S Ibid,, 5.




subordinated to husbands or other male family members. While agriculture and thé
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family farming system had a very important place for women and valued their productive

capacities, these were subordinate to the business aspects of capitalistic farming.

. Rural and agricultural women occupy an important place in a rich historiography

-of farmihg and rural life. Womén held such a vital position within the family farming

system that often they could stretch the traditional gender boundaries, sharing work with

men, and even owning and managing land in the absence of a male. Questions still

remain as to the realities of women’s life on the farm. The fact that women did not break

out entirely from traditional gender roles speaks to the deep roots of the separation of .

sph‘er’es. Although due to labor constraints these did not have as much pull in rural areas,

gender roles provided an idealized way of life comparable to that of urban areas. In - -

exploring these roles and the ways women navigated in and out of them, more will be

learned about the actual contributions women made to farm and home life.

Stemming from Effland, Rogers, and Grim’s research on women lan_ddeers as
wélL questions involving meen’s relationships to the land arise that need to be
~answered. More research in this area is vital. Single Womén especially deserve more
invéstigation. Single women who owned or worked on land have yet to be discovered,.
opening up a né_w branch of rural women’s histo'ry. Women working the land provide a
powerful image of women’s place ill‘ farming, bﬁt single women faﬁners or women

owning land would serve as an ultimate example of women’s.actual importance to the

the history of rural women.

institution. When these women are found, their stories deserve to be told, contributing to



CHAPTER 2: WOMEN AND PROPERTY LAW

~ Property law in America shaped the lived experience of rural women and the

relationships between these women and the men in their lives. The relations

hip of

married women to property, before pertinent laws were passed, shows how women were

denied basic rights on the basis of their bioiogi‘cal sex. In éarly America, ma
forfeited their 'property rights upon mar.riége‘. Widows and single Wbmen leg
more rights, és according;t'o ,Chﬂétopher..A. Schnell, “wb,ith certain hrhitation
had many hf the safne property rights afforded men.”>* Although single won
signiﬁcantly more rights, ‘Ijightsvequ.al to m-eh, in‘theory, they were still cons:

~ inferior to men for various reasons. Changin.g‘propgrty laws throughout the 1

century reflect the growth of women’s i ghts, but not without certain caveats.

women’s so-called “infgriority.”
-Marylynn Saimon notes that “cohtrol over properfy 1s an important ¢
~ learning how men and rwomreh share power in the fami‘ly.”ssk Léokihg at th¢ 1
relationships of Worhen to propérty shows the marginalizaﬁon of married W@
' \'Becausve married women could not own property before the mid-nineteenth ¢
‘ ﬂhad no legal right to determine how the land was used: Although Women‘hac
on the fénlily farm, of‘;entimes pérvticipatingin all forms of farm work, under
circulnstanées~, _they had no ownership of the land on which they worked.
In the h'istorykof [linois, women did not _alWays ha\}e the right to thei

property. Married women were especially hindered by the law. John Mack F

34 Schnell “lees Widows, and Will Make1s ? 129
5 Marylynn Salmon,’ Women and the Law of Pr opcrty in Early Amerzca (Chapel H
of North Carolina Press 1986), xil.
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~Coercion: Umted States’ Courts and the Prlvy Examlnatlon 1864 1887,” Jownal of Women
. (2000): 59. _
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that “women labored under legal disability, for by the laws of Illinois, in accord with the

English common-law doctrine of coverture, a married woman lost the rights

as a single woman (a femme sole) to own or manage chattel or real property,

she enjoyed

or to enter

into contracts without a countersi gna’ture.”56 ‘Married women fell under the rule of their

husbands, as his status “covered” her legally.
It was not until April 24, 1861, that the state of Illinois passed “An A
Married Women in their Separate Property.” The law reads as follows:

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Illinois, represented in the

ct to Protect

General

Assembly, that all the property, both real and personal, belonging to any married
‘woman, as her sole and separate property, or which any woman hereafter married
owns at the time of her marriage, or which any married woman, during coverture,
acquires, in good faith, from any person, other than her husband, by descent,
devise or otherwise, together with all the rents, issues, increase and profits
thereof, shall, notwithstanding her marriage, be and remain, during coverture, her

- sole and separate property, under her sole control, and be held; owned possessed
and enjoyed by her the same as though she was sole and unmarried; and shall not

- be subject to the disposal, control or interference of her husband, and
exempt from executlon or attachment for the debts of her husband.”’

shall be

Under this law, married women could have control over any property regardless of the

financial situation of her husband. Even under femme covert, the wife’s personal property

could not be subsumed by her husband. This law represénts a huge Ieap forw

women’s rights, as coverture had always been part of the marriage contract u

ard in

nder English

Common Law. Now, a woman could retain certain, although limited, rights of her own.

From the 1830s to the 18705; all states passed property laws similar to the one

passed in Illinois in 1861.°® The introduction of these laws to the United States, however,

S Faragher, Sugar Creek, 106.
*7 Public Laws of the State of [llinois, Passed by the Twenty- Second General Assem
Janua;y 7, 1861. (Springfield: Bailhache & Baker, Printers, 1861), 143.

bly, Convened

* Stacy Lorraine Braukmian and Michael A. Ross, “Married Women’s Property and Male

S Hlstory 12
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happened much earlier with the adoption of Spanish law in Texas. The 'example of Texas

under Spanish law provides evidence of variations on the ideal of male own

land. When Texas gained its independence from Mexico, the settlers recogn

ership of

ized some.of

the benefits of expanded women’s rights within Spanish law, and incorporated them into

, traditional English CommonLaW.A The Texans were most impressed with laws that

“erﬁphasized the importance of women and the family to the strength of the

as these laws seemed well suited to life on the frontier.”’

community,”

Texas settlers effectively combined elements of English Common Law»with ,

traditional Spanish law to create a unique system which protected many righ

women. Especially in instances where propcrty was in danger of being seize

ts of married

dby

creditors, this hybrid law kept women’s property separate from that of their husbands and

therefore’safe:from creditors.®’ In time, these notions of community property
throughdut the country, even influencing laws today.®' The influence of Spa
the conditions of the frontier environment greatly expanded the property rigt
women. ” | | |

Many states cohtinued to pass laws that protected women’s property

husbands throughout the mid-nineteenth century. Even these rights were lim

spread

ﬁsh law and

its of mam'ed

from their

ited in some

states due to what was known as a privy examination. In their article “Married Women’s

Property and Male Coercion: United States’ Courts and the Privy Examinati
1887,” Stacy Lorraine Braukman and Michael A. Ross explore the process o

examination and how these laws were meant to “protect” women. With a pri

on, 1864-
f the privy

vy -

> Jean Stuntz “Spanish | Laws for Texas Women: The Development of Marltal Property Law to

1850,” Southwestern Historical Quartez 1y 104 (2001) 543-544.
% Ibid., 558. ‘
© %'Ibid,, 559.




‘examination, a married woman “had to be questioned in private by a male pt

_the ruling reflected the paternalistic values that still existed regarding womer

qualities, men in power beheved they should be protected from anythmg reg

official—usually a notary public—in order to determine whether she unders
was doing” when shé wanted to sell her personal property.®® This practice se

continue the laws of coverture despite the new laws giving women rights ov

property. It was not until the privy examination began to be challenged in co

courts oegan to realize how when they “were asked to interpret various state
examination efatutes, they were imvplicitvly‘.afﬁrming or rejecting the paternal
on which ‘the laws were based.”® |

The. privy exdmination requirement reﬂectedllewmaker’s opinions th
n.eeded protection from men in deélings with their own property. In l‘e‘te nine
century I-ll,inois; the same feelings of protection were Stiﬂll' predominant,:as in

Court case Bradwell v. Illinois in 1873. While admittedly an urban case, the

protection. The Supreme Court ruled that Myfé Bradwell could not be admit
Mlinois Bar Association, and the ruling stated that women in general were un

occupation of law and the management of a business.* Because of women’s

and ﬁnances Despite th1s backward thinking, even married women could co

own pfoperty after the passage of married women’s property laws.
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While married women i ghts could be severely hampered by common law notions

of coverture, widows occupied a different legal status. In the early yeers of Illinois,

62 Braukrnan and Ross, “Mamed Women s Property and Male Coercmn,” 58
®1Ibid., 59. o
- % Ibid;, 73.

‘married women remained under their _hquand’s'control, but widows were granted more




‘rights. According to John Faragher, about the Sugar Creek settlement, “prov
- allowed for the management and ownership of property by widows were the

exemptions to the legal dispossession of Sugar Creek women.”® These Widc
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1sions that

only real

ws were able

to manage the family land independently under these provisions even though they‘did not

~ have legal ownérship of it.%

According to Marylynn Salmon, in early America, “the most signific

right of women was dower, a Share of the real property owned by husbands during

mérriage that was designated for the support of widows,” as “dower was-a n¢

legal system that denied women the ability to provide for thgir own financial

ant property

scessity ina -

security -

during wid»owhood_.”67 This dower represented some of the only financial support a

~ woman was allowed after the death of her husband. The state of 1llinois pass

to doWer laws in 1874. One particular law abolished the practice of éurtesy, or

husband’s interest upon the death of his wife in the real property of an estate
" either solely owned or inherited provided they bore a child capablé of inherit

68 The law stated that “the estate of curtesy is hereby abolished, and tl

'estaté.
hushand or wife shall be endowed of the third part of all the lands whereof th
husband or wife was seized of an estate 6f inheriténce, at any. time»dur‘ing‘ fhe
unless the same shall have been relinquished in legal form.”69 This in effect g

spouse of the deceased one third of all inherited lands the deceased had. The

inheritance laws opened up new doors for married and widowed women.

% Faragher, Sugar Creek, 106.

% Ibid., 107.

67 Sahnon Women and the Law of Property, 16.
68 “Curtesy,” Merriam- Webster Online chtlonary, WWW. memamwebster com, acc

- 2008,

443

T he Revised Statutes of the State of [llznozs (Chlcago Chlcago Legal News Comp

ed revisions
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By 1890, all states had passed inheritance laws. Tllinois remained a ¢
~ state, which meant “the common law of England, so far as the same is appli
géneral nature...

repealed by legislative authority.”’® Under common law, property acquired

31

ommon-law

cable and of a
shall be the rule of decision, and shall be considered as of full force until

during a

marriage remained separate. Because most property acquired in marriage was contracted

by the husband, it remained his and the wife was only entitled toa portion o

_ laws of Illinois in 1874 state that “every male pérson of ther‘age of twenty-or

every female of the ége of eighteen years, being of sound mind and memory,

power to devise all the estate, right, title and interest, in possession, reversio

remainder, which he or she hath, or at the time of his or her death shall have.

72
testament.”

In the common law property stétes,, to the benefit of the Wives,
women could Will their own separate‘j‘)roperty to whoevef they chose, rather
“husband and his héir’_s being entitled to all of her property at her death.”

| ane widowed, a woman Qouldblegally accumulate property. John Fg
that “widows. ..filed nine out of ten of the federal land claims entered by wo

Widows could also manage propérty after the death of their hquéndé, and g

kpr_eponderance of Illinoisans inVleed in farming, thus many widows found

responsible for farm land. This legal proviéion allowed widows to continue t

manage family farmland on their own.” Because men often died much earli

‘women, farms generally were left under the supervision of the wife. In centr

™ Ibid., 276.
L n Carole Shanmmas, Marylynn Salmon,.and Michael Dahlin, Inheritance in Amerig
o Colomal Times to the Present (New Brunswick: Rutgers Umver51ty Press, 1987) 84.
- 7 Revised: Statutes of[llmozs 1174 :
P Ibid.
" " Faragher, Su_gar Creek, 108.
- P Ibid., 107.
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the early twentieth century, many widows maintained headship of family farms for many

years Nancy Bender, a widow from Newman Ilinois in Douglas County, outlived her

husband by almost twenty years § Mrs. Bender was hsted as head of household over the
family farm land in the 1918 Farmers "Rev_iew Farm Directory of Coles and Douglas "

Counties, Illinois, about seven years before her own death.77 This shows ho \ widows had

legal authority (once widowed) to hold family land on their own. - |

| Single women held an entirely different legal status than married or idowed

women. Legally speaking, single women retained the same rights as men, with.no

strictures such as femme covert. A femme sole, or singie woman, could own and dispense

with pronerty as she saw fit in theory, if not in practice. Historically,‘" single women could
: stillibe subjugated to the rule of men n the form of their fathers or other male family

members.

their own

The Homestead Act of 1862 gave single women the right ito_' clairn'in
names, and many did so “‘to add to claims rnad_e by fathers and brothers, to work the land
by themselves, or to enharnce their dowr‘y.’i’78 Aceording to sources, by the e|+d of the
nineteenth century, about 250,000 women ran their own farrns.79 These women had
ownership of the land and could manage it how they saw fit. Unfortunately; " hough,
many of these women “‘often procured land late in hfe at the death of thelr s;i‘ouse rather

than during their peak productive years.”*’ Most of the women heads-of-household in the

Farmers’ Review Directory, such as Nancy Bender, fall into this last categoﬂy. While

7S The Newman lndependent 1 May 1925, 1. : : : o
" Farmers’ Review Farm Directory of Coles and Douglas Coum‘les ]llmozs 88, '
B 7 Charles C. Geisler, William F. Waters, and Katrina L. Eadie, “The Changing Str cture of
Female Agricultural Land Ownership, 1946 and 1978.” Ruml Soczology 50 (1985): 75.

L ” Ibid. :

i,



embodies the single woman who “yearned for greater career options...[and]

"owﬁ.property.

concerning the privy'examination for women.*? Instead of attacking the priv

- (lowa City: Un1vers1ty of lowa Press, 1990}, xxviii:

33

they were owners and operators, most of the women were too old to do the actual farming

themselves. Most likely, these widows either became landlords and let other

land, or let sons or other relatives do the farming.

s farm the ‘

Not all women, or specifically single women, claimed homestead lands to benefit

amale family member. Most famously, Elizabeth “Bachelor Bess” Corey claimed land |

and homesteaded in South Dakota on her own, sending letters back to her family

describing her adventures. Her cheeky correspondences reflect the free spirit of -

.independence Corey felt from leading a single life on her claim. “Bachelor Bess”

: . L . i . ' 81
changes which legitimized a single woman’s choice to ‘go west.””"" Bess an

social

ind her

experiences add to our understanding of single women who owned and maintained their

- Despite previous legal hardships, by the time period that this study ¢
gained significant rights regarding property. Some of these advancements re

“the needs of a fluid and impersonal national economy,” such as changes in

OVETS, women
flected the -
the laws

y

examinétion on the grounds that it hampered the rights of women, the Supreme Court’s

or other male guardians.

The farm women of Coles and Douglas counties listed in the Farmer,

8l Ph1hp L. Gerber ed Bachelor Bess: The Homesteadmg Letters ofElzzabeth Cor

82 Braukman and Ross, “Married Women’s Property and Male Coercmn ? 74

- rulings often seemed to have had more to do with the ability of women to dispense with

their property when it benefited the economy without the interference of their husbands

5’ Review

Reliable Dz’rectow of F armers and Breeders would havc benefited from the previous

oy, 1909-1919
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cha‘nrg-es in property law. As widows or singlebv?omen', the women férmers wduld have
control over thé land Willed to them and the ability to use or dispénse with the land in anyyy
manner they saw fit. While the farmérsb may not have taken part in the actual profes_éion

| of farming, they would have had to find a way to make the farm work, whgther it be

- having a neighbor or family member use the farmland or becoming a landlord and rentin‘g
the land out to tenants. The Wome’n heads of household in the Directory rﬁust have ﬁsed
these strvatvegie‘s; or more to continue the use of the land. |

By 1918, Illiﬁois women had gained significant rights. The widows and never-

“married women had a variety of options when it came to usiﬁg their land. The F. arniers;
Review Farm Di(ectory of Coles and Douglas Counties, Illinois provides .‘impor‘tar‘if[‘
information toward building a proﬁ1¢ of_ the typical faﬁniﬁg worh'ah. By aria],yzing the |
information given, oné can detefrhine many factors that may have allowed women to be

~ farmers or manage their own farmland.




CHAPTER 3: COLES AND DOUGLAS COUNTIES: A REVIEW OF WOMEN
 LANDOWNERS FROM THE FARMERS’ REVIEW

‘While ‘women farmers and landowners may be hard to find, it is not impOssible
and they did exist. The Farmers’ Review Farm Directory of Coles and Douglas Counties,

Illinois provides a snapshot‘of the farming community of Coles and Douglas County,

including all of the women heads of household. The Directory gives a minimum of
information on each person, but the information given provides cluers needed dto piece

to gether-the status of women in the farming communit‘}r. The single and widowed women
heads of household listed in the Directory show that women w1thout hushan s contmued
to manage their farmland, and have a place as farmland owners and tenants. While these
‘uvomen did own or rentland and were well—reepected in their communitieé, they did not
gain recognition for their farrningor economic co’ntributi)ons to their families.

; _The Farm Directory provides an example of the influence of farming periodicals
in thisﬂtrme period. Allan Bogue has noted the importance of the agricultural press
through the tum of the oentury_. Accor‘ding to Bogue, “there is no doubt that the. -
agricultural journals of the period could help a man to adapt to the peculiarities of prairie
”83

farming as well as to make h1mself a better farmer generally Typical farming j‘oumals

during this period extolled the virtues of farming and Pro gressive beliefs in agraﬁanism
as the most rdeal form of life. At the turn 'of the twentieth century, Theodore Roosevelt

-‘ and other Progressive reformers supported the Country Life movement which |
characterlzed farmmg and rural 11fc as Vltally nnportant to the health of the nation. These

reformers ° wanted to make t_he farm more organlzed and efﬁcrent, as well as “make

5 Allan G Bogue From Prairie to Corn Belt Farmmg on the IllznOIS and Iowa Plazrz‘es in the
Nineteenth Century (Chlcago ‘University of Chicago Press 1963) 203. .
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country life as socially and culturally attractive as urban 1'1fe.”84 The Farmers’ Review

and several such agricultural journals were published to the wide audience of Illinois

 farmers, espousing these Progressive beliefs. According to John J. Fry, “farm newspapers

thus became a key element in the communication of reform recommendations to rural

Midwesterners.”®> - -

The Farmers’ Review was a weekly farm journal published in Chicago, Illinois.
The Review called itself “The Practical Paper for the Business Farmer” and by 1917

boasted a weekly paid circulation of over 100,000 Weekly.86 In 1918, the Farmers’

Review published directories of several counties in Illinois listing all of the farmers and

breeders. Within this directpry, the Farmers " Review published its sfatement of beliefs:
“Fai‘rﬁing‘ is the Be‘st business on earth, farm peéple have é\;ery_ reason to Be nd geherally
are the h'appiestApeople in the world, agricﬁiture alWays has been, is‘h'ow, and always will
be the foundation of all material prosperity, and the farmer should be proﬁd of his job.”¥"
From tﬁis basis, thé Farmers’ Rex;iew strove to pfovide the best irnfo'rmation‘po,ssible to

the benefit of éll farmers. The Farmers’ Review also promoted progreésive farming

2% <¢

techniques, such as “a permanent, profitable system of soil improvement,” “use of

improved seeds and animals,” and “the elimination of wastes in marketing.”*® They also

promoted: the farming community, advocating for “better churches, better sc ools, better -

27 ¢

roads, better homes—better communities,” “a country of land owners working their own

land,” and “a square deal for every one.”® The Directory was publiShed with the hope of

% | aura Lovett Conceiving the Future: Pronatalmm Reproductzon and the Family in the United

- States, 1890-1938 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007), 114, 117.

% Fry, The Farm Press, Reform, and Rural Change, 158.

% The Farmers’ Review, 1917.

¥ The Farmers’ Review Farm Dll ectory ofCOZes and Douglas Counnes Illmozs ront Matter
88 -

- Thad. . i

® Ibid.



- merchants as they “are deserving of your patronage and we hope that you wi

“household, spouse and children if any, location of the farm, number of acres

“information found in the Farmers’ Review Directory. _W‘hivle the Farmers’ Re
' Dz’reclo%y only listed the farming houséhold_s, the population census provides

‘ populatiqns of the twb counties, showing how the number of farming familie
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disseminating these progreséive ideals to the farmers of Coles and Douglas counties in

Ilﬁnois.

According to the Farmers’ Review, “‘a large force of men have been at work

calling on the farmers, merchants and breeders of these counties, collecting the

- information which is now placed in your hands.”’ These men went into the communities,

presumably door to door, and gathered the information about each farmers’ family. The

Directory was not without its own motivations, though. A large amount of businesses

advertised in the Directory, and the staff urged the readers to take .advantagye

them whenever possible.” The Directory also increased the readership of the

of the fine
11 so favor

Farmers’

Review, which the staff also noted. Despite the financial advantages, it is clear that the

staff of the Farmers’ Review went to great lengths to get accurate informatio
farmers in Coles and Douglas Counties.”

The information given on each farmer in the Directory includes the h

whether the farmer was an owner or a tenant, and the year the farmer moved

Additional notations included whether or not the farmer owned an automobi]

- The federal p'opulatio,n and agricultural census pfoﬁle helps to flesh o

n to the

ead of
farmed,'
to the land.

€ or a tractor

. .as well. The iDirectory, structured in alphabetical brder, was divided between the two

~counties, with a list of breeders and what animals and breeds they raised at the end. R

ut the .
view = -
the total

s compared

* The Farmers® Review Farm Directory of Coles and Douglés Counties, YIlinofs, “Introduction.”.
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to the rest of the population. The total population of Coles County in 1910 was 34,517

people. Of the total population, 16,977 were women. The total number of fa
Coles County was 8,300 with S,l’ 11 dwollings listed. Of the total population,
residents were 6 to 20 years old, so m’ost likely not owners of farm land. Acc
information from the agricultural census, The total land area of Coles Count
336,000 acres, with 306,098 ofthose acres in farms, or 91.1 percent. For Do
| County, the total population was 19,591, with 9;657 Wornen.' 5898 reside_nts

to 20 YGar old category. The population was divided into 4586 dwellings wit

families. The land area of Douglas County was 266,880 total acres, with 256,

it in farm land. This equaled 96.1 peroent of the total land of Douglas County

Coles and Douglas Counties together equaled only 0.96 pércent of the total g

the state of Illinois, but constituted a significant amount of farmland for the s

milies in

10,354

ording to

Yy Was
uglas
fell into the 6

h 4654

478 acres of
in farms.”!
opulation of

tate.

The information in the Farmers’ Review helps to put a human face on the same -

kinds of data the census provides by listing the actual names of the farmers a

families. The Directory liétod a total of 2337 farmers in Coles County. Out 0

farmers listed, 73 of them were women heads of househo]d,i atotal of 3.12 pe

Overall, the number of women heads of household was very sniéll, but the fa
women were represented. The vast majority of female heads of household w

Of all of the women heads of household fn Coles and Douglas Counties liste

~ Directory, only four were confirmed to have never married by the census. Or

nd their

fthose

rcent.

ctis that -

cre widows. -

d in the

1ly one

worman was divorced. The rest of the women were widows, many with childr

" living under their roofs.

en still

Department of Commerce and Labor, Thirteenth Census of the Umtea’ States taken in 1 91 0, vol

- 2and vol. 6 (Washington: Government Printing Ofﬁce 191?) 486- 489




- Of the 73 women farmers, 57 ‘ovf them were ownérs Qf their-own lan:
significant amount. The average number of acres bowned bvy women was 90.5
the average represents a llarge disparity betwegn the highest and lowest amo
The‘ woman who owned the highest humbef was Mrs. Marie Sargent of Char
| 576 acres owned. Sﬁsan Prather of Mattoon ended up With the lowest améum

. acre owned.

The Directory listed tenant farmers as well as farm owners. Unlike tl
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d,a

3 acres, but

unts owned.

leston, with

t, at one-half

e American

South, “tenanéy in the Midwest did not necessarily correspond to a certain income level.

Midwestern farm tenants sometimes worked the best land and the largest farms,

.

according to Mary Neth.”? This is true for Coles and Douglas Counties. With a tenant

farmer, the Directory listed the owner of the land as well. In the case of a w(

man tenant,

often the actual owner of the land was a family member. Out of the total women heads of

household, ohly 15 were tenant farmers, with a total acreage of 1449 acreé. I
these tenants worked more land than women whof owned their own lahd, the
| being 96.6 acres worked by womcn tenant farmers. Elizabeth Hill of Hindsb
~ the Iargest tenant farm, with 240 acres, and Mrs. Sam Empson of Arcola W’as
ho acreage, but still a tenant. This could possibly be a typo or an oversi ght, 0
‘j‘ust mean thét Mrs. Empson did not farfn, yet still fented her _home.

Oof thc Women listed in the Directory, only 17 owned an automobile.

Jowever,

average

oro rented

listed with

rit could

None of the

‘women owned tractors, which could mean that the woinén did not do their own farming.

But by 1918, the fact that any women owned automobiles says that they may
‘ well to do. No paftem seems to exist among the women that owned au‘iomob

“most part, the auto owners were also land owners, but not exclusively. Every

92 Neth, Preserving the Family Farm, 72.

have been

iles. For the

one from
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tenant farrners with limited acreage worked to single women ownérs with extensive
léndholdings were among:[he‘ aﬁto OWners. |
Douglas County provides -a similarly stratified group of farmers. Douglas County
Was significantly smaller than Colvestounty, yet still had almost the same amount of
acreage farmed, with just slightly more than half the number of total farmers, with 1201
farmers. Out of the 1201 farmers, only 46 were women héads of household, lat 3.83
percent, slightly highey than Coles Counfy. Of these women, 37 were owner;; Wlﬁle only
8 were tenént farmers. The average number of acres that women aned waé 120.88, ‘With :
the vhighest amount being é 560 acre farm owned‘ by Christina J urg-ens" of Tuscola. The
lowest acreage belbnged to Mrs. Nancy Bender of Newman’s five acre farm
Only 8 women were tenant farmers, but their acreage worked added up to 2083.5.
: acre:s, With an a§erage 0f 260.44 acrés per woman.. This ié over twice as maﬁy acres as
the wofnen who owned land. Again, the differential Between the highést and lowest
amount of acres was very ‘large, with the léwest being 1 acre and the highest being 966
acres. A significant number of Dbﬁglas County women owned automobiles.rFOurteenCQ‘f
| 46-v§omen, or-about 30 percent of the womeﬁ owned cérs. Like Coles County, however,
" none of the wémen owned travlctors‘.g3 |
As mentioned earlier, the Fafiners "Review staff ’took great pains to provide
apéiirate ivnformati‘on about the farmers in the two c‘0u1'1tieAs.‘ AcCording t,ov the 19&0 census
of ,agric{llture, Coles County was home to 2695 farms Thé,Direct&r‘y listed 2337 farm
Vfémilies,‘ »orr abéﬁt 87 percent éf the total.*In‘Doug'las -Céunty, the census listed 1839

- farms, whereas the Directory had 1201 listed farmers. This was only 65 percent of the

% The above information was taken from The F anﬁers ’ Review Farm Direclory bf ‘Cgoles and
Douglas Counties, 1llinois; 1918. - ’ . .




total frern the census.
same problems ae censns takers, such as people not being home when they s
collect information. This could account for the disparity between the federal
~record and the Farmers " Review iF'arm bz‘rectod. |
The United States federal censns records provide even more informa

some of the specific women listed in the F armers " Review Farm Direciory.
‘listing, all residents were asked certain qu,esrti’ons about themselves, includin
literacy, birthplace, and occupation. While not all of the wemen listed an oce
some of the women identiﬁed thefnselves ae farrners In various census years.'
Wom‘en‘in the Coles‘COunty Directory, 12 different nvenlen called themselve

- some point in the census. Many of these women had listed “keepi‘ng house’

occupationﬂearlier, but after their husbands died, they listed their occupation

Other occupations listed by women included grocer, land lady, and capitalist.

County, 7 of the women listed themselves as farmers at some point in the Un
census. Other occupations included washer and seamstress.

Looking more closely at specific women in the Directory reveals eve

"
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% The Directory information collectors would have run into the

topped by to

census

1on about

In the census
g age,

cupation,
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s farmers at
2
Or no

of farmer.

In Douglas

ited States

n morc

information about the status of women without husbands in the farming community. An

‘examinatien of the wills of several women in Douglas County shdﬁvs that the
nad a certain amount of legal authority in exeeuting,their own estates. Nancy
legal centfol over her family .land after her husband died. In her own will, sh
- give her land to her daughtef in sale..Aceording {0 her will, Mrs. Bender said

~ direct my Executor to sell my real estate..

S€ women

Bender had .

e decided to
“I hereby

.at private sale to my daughter Hope Wax for

94 Department of Commerce and Labor, 7} hzrteenth Census of lhe United States* Taken zn 191 0 vol.

6 Agrlculture 1909-1910 (Washington: Government Printing Ofﬁce 1913),427-428. .
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the sum of two thousand dollars.” As for the rest of her estate, she wante(i it divided
. equally between her three heirs, “share and share atliloe.”gv6 Rather than offering to sell her
only son the family farm land, Mrs. Bender instead sold it to her daughter, giatnted a
married dapghtef. This may have beeii the most practical course of action, however,
because her d’aughter and her husband Twere farmers, but her son Charles apparently was
not. iHe is listed in the 1900 census asliving with Nancy as a pianist, then again in 1910
as a bee-keeper. Being unable to tratok him any further in the census record, one would |
assume that iie left the area or ended up living with one of his sisters. If his choices of f.
' occupation are any iridication, he most likely was not farming matterial. :
N Lillie May Campbéll of Douglas County also divicied her asset‘sequail‘y between
7 her sons and daughters when she passeci away in 1942. She appointed her daughter as.
adm_inistrator of her will as well. With this, Fannie MoAvene Was givéii full power to |
~ execute the will her mother had written. This is a significant responsibility, and asa
vtzoman, Mrs. Mcf_\vene would have been in the public eye while e)iecuting the:will.97
Mrs. Bender and Mrs. Campbell had been rriarrie(i, anci their daughters were
married as Weli, but oncé widowed,’Mrs. Bendevrr and Mrs. Campbelll had the power to put
their daughters in /crh“arg.e of such importarit jobs as ei(ecuting their wills and taking care
of tho fet’milj land they had inherited. This s.how"s that these widows were ‘not necessarily
hampered by law Becau__se they no longer had husbands, but were able to legally dispense
with their physical property as tiiey saw fit, without iiecessarily hai/ing to haye a m‘a'n do

it for them.

~” Last Will and Testament of Nancy E. Bender, 1924.
96 . ) . :
- 77 Ibid. : S e -
*" Last Will and Testament of Lillie May Campbell, 1942.




The obituaries of these women provide more clues to their status in the
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cominunity. A ~Sufvey of obituaries of six of the women who were heads of household in

the Farmers’ Review Directory shows that these women were remembered a%d held in

high esteem in their communities on their own terms, in some cases long after their

- husbands had died. The terms used to describe these women in their newspapéf obituaries -

demonstrate the level of respect the community held for the widows in their own right.

Many of the obituaries show the level of community involvement these women had in

their local churches as well. Nancy Osterud has noted that “women were attracted to the

churches in part because their spiritual worth was reco gnized.””® Being a respected

‘member of the local congregation i‘inplies visibility, as the church was often the center of

the rural community. Visibility did not mean women were equal to men in the church,

however. According‘to Osterud, “although women comprised the majority of-all church

~members throughout the nineteenth century, experiencing conversion and af%liating with-

the churches in greater numbers than men, they did not serve as ministers or church

officers in the major denominations.”” Nonetheless, these women were notable for their

dedication to the church.

From the words of their obituaries, what these women share is a deep

respect

from the communities in which they lived. With the exception of Nora Brady, who was

~only 51, the rest of the womien lived very long lives. Lucy Bates and Olive Jones even

" “lived into their nineties. All had been widows for-a considerable amount of years, giving

them much tinie to earn the respect of the communities on their own, as independent

women. Although the obituaries mention community and religious activities,

o8 Ost'éruvd, Bonds of Community, 263.
* bid., 262. ;

none of
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them mentio'n'.how the women earned money._ With the exception of O}ive Jones, the
other five women listed occupations in at least one of the census years. Nora B’rad‘y, Lucy
Bates, Nency Bender, and Sarah Clark all identified themselves as farmers n+ the census,
~ whereas Lillie Campbell listed herself as a washer. It is interesting thaf none of the
obituaries mentioned how the Wemen made a living. This could mean, especially for the
farm_ing women, thar anoAther family member fer'rmed the land that they owneF. ’For
example, the obituaries of Sarah Clark, Nora Brad}rf;and Nancy Bender all list sons or
sons—in—léw as suryiving family. In the case of Nancy Bender, it could be the husband of
her daughter she willed her land to that did the actual farming. The« obituaries of notable
- Coles-and Douglas County Wemen provide important informatien about how these
‘ wOmen were viewed by their communities. “
Nora Aﬁce Brady passed away en March 22, 1929 in Lerna, Illinois. Her
husband, Robert Brady, had passed away rn 19’10, leaving her a widow for nineteen
years; According to lrer'obituary,»Mrs. Brady “vbvxas a devoted mother and err ost kind and
helpful neighbor.” She had been a faithful member of the United Brethren church, a fact
which featufredrprominently in her obituary. Her death had been met with “a shock to the
entire community,” as she had épparently recovered from a lnn‘g illness. Mrs. Brady was

remembered fondly, as “being left a widow with five small children to care for she met -

each trial with great courage.” It seems that being a widow had increased her community

sfanding, as the community remembered her for being a str‘o‘ng woman. Mrs. Brady is a
good example of an outstandmg female communlty member
|
- Nancy E Bender mentloned above for her w1ll died on April 23, 1925 almost

,twenty years after her husband Henry. Agam rehgron fi gured promlnently n the

’ ’OO Lerna: Weekly Eagle, 5 Aprll 1929 1.



~ speaks to her position in the Charleston community.'*

45

remembrance of Mrs. Bender, as “in her girlhood she piofessed her faith in her Savior

and had ever since remained a consisted [sic] member of the Christian Church.” Nancy
“néver denied herself to friends and neighbors being always cheerful buoyant and
interesteci in their welfare as her own.” Mrs. Bender was beloved in the community, as is
shown by the Words written about her in her obituary.'"'
The “Venerable and respected” Lucy Bates passed away on January 31, 19270. The

headline of her obituary read “Pneumonia Fatal to Grandma Bates,” suggesting that the

- familiar use of ““grandma” would mean that Mrs. Bates was loved by the community as a

relative. According to the obituary, Mrs. Bates and her late hueband were “included in the

prominent and respected citizens” of Charleston, Illinois. Mrs. Bates “was a woman

_ possessing the hi ghest character and commanding the highest respect,” and the obituary

writer believed that alt of her many friends “were of the one opinion that the world had

been made better by her presence among us.” Like the other women, Grandma Bates’

" husb‘and had passed away 20 years earlier, yet she held a place of very high ¢steem

among the members of the community.'”
Sarah Ann Clark, widow of Granville Clark, (iied on August 2, 1921, twen'ty years
after her husband passed away. Mrs. Clark was “well known and favorably known by

many of the citizens of Hutton and Charleston teW_nships;” according to her obituary

‘writer. Also, she was “an excellent woman, having the respect and eonﬁdence of all Who

knew her.” Not much else is mentioned in her obituary, but the glowing record of her life

" The Newman Independent, 1 May 1925, T. ,
oz Charleston’ Daily Courier,31 January 1920, 1. -
i Charleston Daily Courier, 3 August, 1921, 2.
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- The afqreméntioned Lillié CMpbéll was another revered Woman in her
community. Mrs. C’ampbeil died February 12, 1940 after being a widow for 31 years.
Mrs. Campbell devoted her life to her invalid ,daug'hter, and “gr‘éatériexp‘ression ofa
mother’s love than hers, there will never Be;”.according té ﬁer bbit_uary. While her local

church was not mentioned, Mrs. Campbell’s obituary highlighted her involvement in

otﬁer community activitieg, mainly the Rebekah Lodge, the women’s auxiliary of the
fraternal service ;)fganizafion of the Qddfellows. Mrs. Campbell “was serving as‘ Vice
Grand of the local lodge at the time of her death and also was a Past Noble Grand.” These
were high ranking ofﬁces, showing Mrs. Cvampbell’vs high estéerh and community
involvement.'** | | |

" Finally, “Grandma” Olive Jories, a respected member of the Arcola community

'passcd away onJ une 7, 193 0, 39 years later than her husbénd Calvin. Mrs. Jones was
declared “one of Arcola’s oldest, most interesting and best loved women in the sunset of
~along and well spent life.” Herr ob_ituéry liéts her many friends and relatives, some who
" traveled from as far as South Dakota, to atfeﬁd her funeral. In her vlong life, she gained
- 105

much respect from the community.'? Jones, along with the other women, made their

mark on their communities.

The Farmers’ Review Farm-Directory vof' Coles and Dbuglas Counties, alohg with

census data, probate records, and_»newsp'aper obituaries help to create a profile of a typical
woman who was the head of her household in Coles or Douglas County Llinois in 1918.
According to these records, the typical Wdrrian head of household was a widow, probably

- with children, in her later years. The majority of these women Were»vland‘OWnersvrathef

_ 104 Aﬂrcola Record Herald, IS_February 1940, 8.
S 10§ Arcola Record-Herald, 12 June 1930, 1.
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than tenant farmers, with an average of about 100 acres of farmland. The typical woman

may or may not have owned a means of transportation. From the examples gi
obituaries, the farm widow was often a respected member of her community

religious or community charity organizations. These pieces of evidence point

ven in the
involved in

to the fact

that these women landowners held a place of high esteem in the community, and came to

- this position on their own merits. These women were not marginalized, but Qained

community standing even while widowed. Although they held community standing, these

single women were not respected publicly for their farming. The paternalistic

structure of

the farming system did not allow for women to be successful farmers on their own.

Instead, unmarried women had to rely on male family members to carry on the farm

work.




~eaﬂy' histbry of Coles County, John L. Balch owned 120 ﬁcreé of farmléhd ar

CHAPTER 4: THE BALCH SISTERS: A CASE STUDY

Women landowners in central Hlinois certainly were ﬁotabie in their
comrﬁunities, but were marginalizéd in the business of farming. Even when 1
inilerited land or referred to ‘thel.nselve's as farme’rs,v they norrnally‘ did not wo
themselves. Though éiVen independence through the ownership of land, sing

were still subjugated to the will of men in the business of farming. Of all the

women
rk the land
le women

women

landowners in Coles County, Martha Balch and her sisters represent the most intriguing

situation. By piecing together genealogical and legal evidence, the following

land during a time when farming was growing into a pro gressive, capital-oriented

business, dominated by men. The Balch sisters would have faccd‘ barriers wit

owning land, the Balches did not appear to have contributed to the modern fa

chapter tells

-~ the stbry of the Balch sisters and their unique status. Martha and her sisters owned farm

hin this

gender-biased enterprise in which women’s productive capacities were devalued. Despite

Im

économy. Looking at speciﬁé women lets the historian into their lives and brings them

front and center into the historical narrative. Due to a lack of narrative source

able to find out much about Martha’s life and héw a single woman would hay

Coles County in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.

s, Martha’s

~ life has been reconstructed using social history methodology. Despité this, I have been

e lived in

Martha’s father was John Luther Bélch. John was born in Kentucky in 1800 and

married Malinda White in 1829'.7The'Bdlches came to Pleasant Grove.Towns

County in 1830 where they were among the earliest settlers of the area. Acco
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hip in Coles
rding to an

1d was “a




 James, died at the age of 22. The Balch brothers boast an impressive military
dispatch through a cross-fire of the enemy and escaped unharmed.”'

- 1832. Mary Malinda came next in 1836, then Martha in 1842 and Angeline i

‘Albina, Mary, Martha, and Angeline lived together their entire lives, as none
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school-teacher in this township in an early day, and was an author of considerable note;

some of his writings were published on the elavery question.””?6 Other contributions John

made to the community included teaching the first Sunday School and providing the first

library “which he brought 75 miles by horsebac_k."’107 Not much is known about Malinda,

except.that “she was a good illustration of Solomon’s description of a virtuous woman,”

meaning a trustworthy, obedient wife.'%

John and Malinda had eight children, four girls and four boy.sl Alfred
eldest son, was born in 1830. After serving in the Civil War, Alfred and his f;
iﬁ Kansas.'"” Brothers Alexander and William also served in the Civil War. £

was killed in aetion, a_nd William settled in Kansas along with Alfred. A four

Alfred who Was captured twice by the Confederates, and William, who “carr

Bolivar, the 3
amily settled
\lexander
th brovther,
record, with

1ed-a

John and Malinda had four daughters as well. Albina, 'the eldeet, was born in

Mertha Balch, the focus of this study, was the third daughter, born May 11, 1

n 1844.

842. Martha

was born-and raised in Pleasant Grove Township, where she remained for her entire life.

mafried. It is unclear why four such eligible women would never marry. Nan

mentioned 'i‘n her book Bonds of Community, that a primary reason why womn

' W H. Perrin, A. A Graham and-D.M. Blalr The History ofColes County 1llinoi.
Wm. Le Baron, Jr. and Co., 1879), 583.

of them eVer
cy Osterud -

en did not

s (Chicago:

'” Galusha Burchard Balch, Genealogy of the Balch Families in America (Salem MA: Eben

Putnam, 1897), 465-466; Blbhcal passage probably referrmg to Proverbs 31:10-11.
o % Ibid,; 466.. :
1% Ibid. v4,80 -481.
"9Tbid., 480, 482.
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marry was because they were needed to take care of their aging parents.'!! Eyen if this

was the case for the Balch sisters, it would have made more sense if one of the daughters

stayed home with her parents while the rest left and married. Regardléss of the reason,

the Balch sisters nevef,married and seemed to have.bee‘n of note for that fact| In the 1860

United States Census, Martha was 17 years old and listed “home” as her occ p‘ation, most

likely meaning that she had no outside job that earned income.''? By the 1870 census, '

Malinda, the mother, had died_, and all four daughters wére listed as living under ihc
household of their father, and all listed “keeping hou‘se”iés: their occupation.'"?

John Luther Balch died on October 3, 1870, following his wife who died ih 1865.

In John’s will, he decreed, “I will to my before mentioned four daught‘ers the following

described real estate,” from which point he enumerated the exact boundaries of the family

land."** He also wanted his daughters to have everything from his household| To his sons
and their children, he left funds to be distributed when the grandchildren were of legal

age. The possible reason for this may be that because John’s sons moved out of state they

- did not want to be responsible for the land, or that the sons had created a rift somehow in

the family. The ’daughters, who had rer_nained with their parents, became the :)wneré of

‘the famlly land This all happened w1th1n the context of changmg and expandmg property

rights for women, only nine years after the passage of the Marrled Women s Property
Act. While single women had always had the legal right to-own land, it was not common.

After 1861, however, women’s landholding expanded.

"L Osterud, Bonds ofCommumzy, 124 s
e 1860 United States Census, Coles County, Illinois (Natlonal Archives rmcroﬁlm publication

M653, Roll 171; image copy at www.heritagequestonline.com), 340. ,
e 1870 United States Cetisus, Coles County, Illinois (National Arch1ves rmc1oﬁ1m publication

. ' Last Will and Testament of John Luther Balch 1870.




~ and station of Larna, both of which ofﬁces he fills; it is the intention to erect

T9, Roll 183 image copy at www.heritagequestonline.com), 267.

In .1880, the Balch sisters (as they were known) lived together on the
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family lanid.

Albina was listed as the head of household, with the other three women living under her.

Martha was 38 years old at the time. All four women listed farming as their

occupation.'”® Narrative evidence of the women farming for themselves does not exist,

but without a father or brothers nearby, it is unclear if the Balch sisters worked their own

land or not. The census lists a George B. Balch as a iiei ghbor to the Balch sisters, who

appears to be a relative. George was a farmer, so it is possible that he farmed the land.

But according to the 1879 history, Geoige B. Balch “has just established the

buildings open a store and a shop or two here and start a town.”"'® This is a

: »respon51b111ty, and farming twice as much land would have added greatly to his

post office
necessary

large

responsibilities. Regardless, this is a piece of evidence‘that has eluded discovery, and it is |

doubtful if it exists at all. For now, all there is to go on is what the women listed in the

census, which was that they considered themselves to be farmers.

Along with farming, the family bio grapher,mentioned the sisters’ dedication to

the church. According to Galusha Baich, “They have all been members of the Methodist

church, earnest workers in the’ Sabbath school, and their lives have;led along

pleasantness and peace. Martha and Angeline E. received diplomas for work

pathways of-

in the

Chautauqua courses of Bible study,” the popular religious and eduela,tional training

literate, and because their father had been so instrumental in starting and teac

~ sessions of the day.'" Census data shows that all four of the women were completely

hing Bible -

- 1151880 United States Census, Coles County, [llinois (National Archives microfilm publication

. "® Perrin, Graham, and Blair, The History of Coles County, Illznozs. 584,
o Balch Genealogy ofthe Balch Fam;lles in Amerlca 481, ‘




-in 'the local church.
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studies and Sunday school, it is no surprise that his daughters also were actively involved

Mary Malinda passed away on August 2, 1894. She was the first sister to die at 58

~ years of age. Mary appointed her sister Angeline as executor of her will, with Martha

listed for security. In her will, Mary gave her share of the land, “being the farm on which
we now reside, and owned jointly by us, having been willed to us by our father John L.
Balch,” to her living sisters.' 18 She also stipulated that if any one of her sisters were to |

pass away before she did, the land was to remain divided among the remaining two

sisters. Interestingly, Mary had a étrange requeét to will her brothers. According to

Mary;s will, “I will and bequeath to my two brothers Alfred Bolivar Balch and Willigﬁn
Balch one dollar each to be paid without interest at any time th¢y may call for if.” She
’requested the same qu her niece and hephew; the chil'dren of hér deceased_bfother
Alexander.l ' This couid mean that she was unhappy with her vbrothers and wanted it

known. There is no practical reason that she would will such a small amount|to her

relatives, unless that is absolutely all that she could afford, which is doubtful, Whatever

- the reason, Alfred and William did not seem to be held in miuch esteem by their sisters.

Angeline died in 1896 aﬁd-granted the land in her will to Albina and Martha. In

1910, Albina is still listed as the head of the household in the United States census. At

this point, Albina was 78 years old and Martha was 67. Neither of them listed any

occupation. Albina died on June 2 1, 1914, fou; y¢ars before the Farmers’ Review

Directory was published. In the farmers’ Directory, Martha Balch_i.s listed by 'her_s‘elf as .

the head of the household. .She was the owner of 80 acres of land, which she reported that

I8 gt Will and Testament of Mary Malinda Balch, 1894.
STR / :
Ibid. : s » v




her. By 1918, Martha was 76 years old, unlikely to be farming anyway.
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“she had lived on since 18‘5‘2. She had no automobile or tractor to her name, only the farm

land that had been passed down to her from her fatherand her sisters who predeceased

’ In the 1920 census, Martha is again listed as head of household, only this time
with another W(;man, 'Mértha Suret, listed as a boarder. Martha Suret is not lﬁsted in any
other census year, so the relationship between‘the two 1s unclear. In 1920, Martha Balch
Wa; 7‘7‘ years old and Martha Suret was 61, so it is possible that M_artha Suret helped an

aging Martha Balch around the house, or simply provided income from rent.'*

~ According to a genealogical source, the “Balch Sister” place was sold “just after
World War I’ to a Robert Best for $200 an acre.'”! This would have to be just after the

Farmers’ Review Directory was published. Martha Balch died on June 12, 1928, and

~according to her obituary in the Lerna Weekly Eagle, Martha resided on the lf.mily farm

“ﬁntil abqu£ ten years since when she sold the farm and mvoved to Lerna where she
resided until her death.”122 Martha was ”the iast sul‘viv'ing member of her immediate
family, but had ;‘surviving nieces and nephews...in addition to many more distant
relatives and a hqst of friends.”'* Martha must- have been ill for quite some time before
she died, which might also have been the féééén for taking on a boarder. Acoordiﬁg to her

obituary, her brother Alfred had placed é financial adviser in charge of her estate for the

124

past ten years “owing to her growing infirmities. Her obituary from the ﬁecatur

Evening Herald mentioned that she had suffefed from a liﬂgering illness of tTvp years.'*

120 1920 United States Census Coles County, Illinois (Nat1onal Archives nncroﬁlm publication

T625, Roll 304; image copy at www.heritagequestonline.com), 252.
12! «“Balch Book,” Balch Family File, Charleston Cameg1e lerary, 74-75.
22 Lerna Weekly Eagle, 15 June 1928, 1.
-123¢ Ibld o
' Ibid. | . ,
7 125 Decatur Evening Herald, 14 June 1928.




'th'e,news‘pape_r-,, “during all of her life until impaired héalth made ‘it,impdSsibl

With Martha’s passing, the “Balch Sisters” of Pleasant Grove were lost to hi
now.

This is the story of the lives of Martha Balch and her three “old maid

b
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story until

> sisters.

Their lives followed the normal path of rural women in farming communities with one

major difference—none of them ever chose to marry. But was being a single

woman a

hindrance to Martha in her public life? The evidence presented would argue that Martha

and her sisters were not marginalized by their status as single women. In fact, the “Balch

Sisters” seem to have been an institution in the community. The sisters did n

ot live the

same as men, however. There is no evidence that they participated in farming on their

own, or that they were recognized as farmers by the community.

- The fact that John L. Balch willed the land to his maiden daughters shows that he

held them in high enough esteefn to entrust the land that he traveled from Ke

ntucky for to

them. Although his sons did not live in the area, making it more logical for the daughters

monéy or physical items. Specifically willing the daughters the land gave thJ

in the pvrincipa.l occupation of Coles County residents.

Martha also had status in _the community through her activritié;s in the
Earning a Chautauqua diploma for Bible study would have been a great acco
and WQﬁl(i havé allowed Martha a greater depth of kﬁowledge in her Sunday

teaching career. Her o,bituafy also highlighted her dedication to her church. A

- to be his heirs; at the séme time, John did not sell off the land and will his daughters

ma legacy

~ and a name for themselves in the community, as well as possibly economic responsibility

church.

mplishment,

sch001 |

xcédrding, to

e she was - -
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aiways regular in attendance at church and S-L‘lAnday school.”lk26 Hef presence was known
in the churéh, and she was undoubtedly missed when she was unable to attend. |
The Balch sisters seem to have beAen a community institutidn as well %s a kind of
legal entity. They were known as the “Balch Sisters” or simply “the vsisters” n
contemporary written works, such as thé 1879 history. They are also listed in the 1879
Coles County Tax List as the Balch sisters, rather than listed separately, or with only the

eldest sister listed."” When their farm home was sold, it was known as the “Balch Sister

place.” These women were very visible in the community regardless of their marital

status.
Martha’s obituary also provides clues like the obituaries listed in the ‘previous

chapter as to their level of community involvement. Martha’s obituary lists the many
friends and family members who she left behind, as well as a number of community and
church members who hélp'ed wifh the funeral by providing music, flowers, and the
service itself. Maftha also was given a very large obituéry in the center of page one -of the
Lerna Weekly FEagle. The space aﬁd detail she was awéfded in her obituary show her
prominence in the commuriit}}. - . e

One item that would possibly challenge Martha’s autonomy as a single, prominent -

woman is the ﬁnanci.a1 adviser that managed her estate. According to Martha’s obituary,
“during the past twenty years R.G. Hall has been her financial adviser, and drring the
past ten years owing to her growing infirmities, acting under instructions from.her

brother, Alfred B. Balch, he assume_d.the respdnsib-ility of manvaging her estate up to the

_ %S Lerna Weekly Eagle, 15 June .1928,_1.-‘ :
'Perrin, The History of Coles County, lllinois, 673.



living situation.

“about her life and the way she was viewed by her community and family. W
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time of her demise.”'?® It would appear from this statement that, despite a possible:

estrangement, Marthé’s brother had some degree of control over the family estate. She -

“also had a‘man, R.G. Hall, overseeing her estate for quite some time. This could be a .

result of marginalization, or it could simply be a result of Martha’s advanced age or

Today, Martha Balch resides in the Upper Muddy cemetery in Pleasant Grove

Township, Coles County, Illinois. Martha and her sisters providé such an interesting’

example of the way in which unmarried women functioned in the community d_espite not

having a husband. Like the other women in the Farmers ' Review Directory of farmers,

 Martha was a landr and home owner and th_c head of her'_househo]d. But ﬂnli € most of

those women, Martha never had a husband to start a farm with or children to continue

fafming the land afteriher death. Although Martha’s father must have been‘ba‘ influential

male influence, when he passed away, Martha and her sisters were basically on their own
to make their way in the community. :

Drawing Martha Balch’s story out of the historical record was difficult, but

ultimately réwarding. A preponderance of evidence revealed many interesting anecdotes

ile narrative’
evidence would bevreq'uire.d to getj into Martha’s mind and find out how she felt about her

life as a single woman, the genealogical evidence helps to deteﬁnine how Martha lived..

~and worked to a certain extent. Martha’s story is important in the field of:sin gle’women’s -_ |

history, as she provides an example of an unmarried woman engaged in a labor and

capital inténéive«male-rdomihated occupation that went through great c‘hange during the

range of her life—farming. .

'1‘287 ‘Ib,i d



CONCLUSION

Single women pfesent a historical difficulty—by not conforming to t

societal roles of wife and mother, how do these women find a place in the ru

he traditional ,

#

al and

farming community?‘ This thesis was designed to bring the issue of single women in

farming communities to the forefront of the historical narrative and explore t

he

difficulties that come with trying to find these women. To be single in the late nineteenth

and early twentieth centuries was not necessarily a social hindrance to the w
' Cbles’ and Ddugiaé Counties, as Martha Balch and the other womén Were ver
, thp community. They were be,lov’e»d’»by't'he communities they lived in, aﬁd m
livé their li;/es successfully withoiit.husjbands. But the Balch sisters and othe
- situations like thverirsb did not seem to have aﬁy economic.signiﬁcanvce in the ¢
The women used their legal rights to diépense with théir property in pragmat
which eliminated their need to manage the farm business, a business traditiOI
domain of men.

o Some qualiﬁcations néed to be made.. The women studied in this thes
either "single, because they never had married, dr _widd@éd. Divorce was not
during this tirﬁé period, and I only found éne woman was divorced, rgther th
or siﬁgle. There are differences in the situations of ﬁever married wdfhen ver|
women. While a widow had the benefit of financial s-ui)pon frbﬁ} her decease
estate, as Qell as possiblé physical support frorvn. her husband’s family, é sing
’hzid'her own family, if any was li-\/ipg, and herself to depend on. A woman W

’ma‘Ijried‘ also could be looked down upbn, '_'or stereotyped, by the community.
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“o1d maid” was never used to describe the Balch sisters in any sources I found, but they

were referred to as'“maiden” in a genealogical source, connoting a sense of immaturity
due to the fact that the sisters had not married. Despite the seeming advantage a widowed

woman had over a woman who had never married, both types of women found

themselves in potentially difficult situations. Without a husband to speak for them, or to

“cover” them legally, a single woman could possibly be marginalizéd by the community.

The research presented in this thesis brihgs to light several problems in the Study ‘

of single women landowners. First of all, it is not easy to ascertain if a single woman
owned land or not in a given community. It takes an in-depth study of a variety of

genealogical sources to determine small amounts of evidence about the women

themselves. The United States census records data such as marital status, ocqupation, and

homeownership, but these facts can only tell the historian so much. As we have seen, -

‘ occupation‘listed in the census could be a relative term. Only a small amount of the
~ women l_andowners in the Farmers’ Review Directory listed themselves as farmers in the )
census record. Anne Effland, Denise Ro gers, and Valerie Grim noted in their s’tudgf of

women landowners that a major p’rdblem in identifying women landowners is the

- equating of ownihg land to operating farms.'* J ust because a woman owned the land did

not mean she operated the farm herself. This is why the Farmers’ Review Farm Directory

of Coles and Douglas Couritz'efs' provided such a keystone source. Without the thorough
listing of women and the land that they owned, this proj ect Would have required line by

line search of the census records, followed by linevby line search of land grént and

probate records.

129 Efﬂaﬁd, Rogers, ahd Gfirh, “Women as Agricultural Landownérs,” 236.
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A second problem encountered in the study of single women who nevef married -
is the absénce o‘f heirs. Any land owned by the single women would not have a logical
line of succession. As in the case of Martha Baléh, the farﬁily land aﬁd hoine was sold off
to a third party when Martha presumably became too infirm to také care of it. Single
women could bequeath land to other family members, buf the lgnd then becomés taﬁgled
in a genealogical web. Other family property would also be subject to sale»ojr distribution
td nieces, nephews, or more distant relatives. Depending on the strength of single |
deen’s relationship to other relatives, her story could bé lost completely. If she died an
 “old maid” without any farrﬁly, there would be no one to pass on family fradition_s,
stories, or even the family ‘sufnéme.

The microstudy of women landowners in Coles and Douglas counties, as well as

the case study of the Balch sisters both tell us much about vwomén without husbands

during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. These women owned land, were
active in church activifie;s, and were held in high esteem by their local communities. But
'm_uch more work needs to bé aone’ on the histdry of single women landéwners in the
- United States. While this study provides but a snapshot of the lives of single women

landowners, many more such women exist; most likely with more rewarding evidence

available.

First, historians need to seek out the average unmarried woman from the historical

record. Studies such as Lee Chambers-Schiller’s on notable single Worﬁen are rewarding,

“but often these women have very different socioeconomic backgrounds than single farm -

women might have, making it harder to draw broad comparisons across their lives.

. Chambér_s—S(;hiller’s women all came from a certain region with a certain point of view -
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and motivation to be single. Her study is éxcellent, but her conclusions cannot necessarily

~ be applied fo Midwestern farming women who happened to never marry. A close study

of the Midwest would be to the benefit of the discipline.

Second, more sources need to be sought out. The Farmers’ Review Directory

proved to be an invaluable source in tracking down women landowners.'Through my
research I found that The Prairie Farmer, another farm periodical published in Chicago,

also researched and published directories of farmers and breeders for counties in Illinois.

| With a wealth of farm journals, such as Wallace's Farmer, Capper’s Farmer, and The

Farmer published through the nineteenth and into the twentieth century, other Directory-
type sources could be av,»ailvable for other states and other areas.
Narrative sources could be invaluable to the study as well. Local libraries and

archives-often procure family papers, containing letters, memoirs, and diaries written by

prorhinent people of their community, as well as previdusly completed genealogical

material. Finding such narrative sources would provide a window into the life of the

- 'woman, expressing her feelings and her day to day struggles and triumphs as a single

woman. By revealing more than just simple biographical and legal information, narrative
sources would add depth to the historian’s study.
In the absence of narrative sources, grﬁeling'socialhisto'ry methods are needed.

While social history is no longer in vogue in the world of historical study, the information

gained from methodical examination of local and archival records remains very
rewarding. As mentioned earlier, this kind of study often requires line by line reading of
census data and legal records suchas land grants, probate, and tax lists. Accordingto - -

Stowell, “in 1979, Joan Hoff Wilson called attention to the ‘hidden riches’ in county




- (1989): 1-23.
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couﬁ records for the study. of women’s societal and legal statns. However, such hidden
riches abounded in lregal recdrds only ‘for those histnrians who wajnt‘to take the time fo
do such painstaking résearch and to develnp legal and quéntitatiye skillsfor analyiing .the
vriéhes.”’” % Without a strong desire to do this painstaking work, the historian cannot tap
into the information in the legal record. Oral histories can also be very helnﬁﬂ. The
statements of relatives or people who knew the single women may be able to provide
more insight into fheir lives, and also vprovide interesting anecdotes about the women, as o

well as information about how they lived and how théy were perceived by members of

the community."?

Finally, more work needs to be done on the motivations for rural women to
remain single. Bonds of Community provides several probable reasons for rural women to

remain unmarried, but none of these reasons fully explain why all four Balch sisters ;

- would stay together unmarried for their entire lives. Without narrative evidence, we

cannot know the rnotivatidns benind the Balch sister’s singleness, but further study of
other women could provide insight into Otner reasons that a woman would remain single, -
Whethér it be by'choice or from extenuating nircumstances.

This _study has provided a profile of how widoWed or never married I eads of

household lived, and has also spurréd further research intn how women without husbands -

functioned in rural communities during this specific time period in American history.

Women who never married have a distinctive history in this country, and their stories

deserve to be told within the historical narrative. Hopefully the illforfnation provided

B0 DameIW Stowell, “Introductlon in'In Tender Conszderatzon Women Families, and the Law
in Abraham Lincoln’ s lllinois, Daniel W. Stowell, ed, (Urbana: Un niversity of Illinois Press, 2002), 3.
o .For more information about oral history in rural communities, see Nancy Grey Osterud and
Luann Jones, “Breakmg New Ground Oral Hlstory and: Agrlpultural Hlstory,” Oral History Ré-view 17. -
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gives depth to the study of rural women and explains how these womien fit into-John -

Faragher’s “complex web of custom, law, and political economy.”'*?

i3 - : g L. .o
32 Faragher, Sugar Creek, xiii-xiv.
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) Year Came .
Last Name. | First Name '| Township to Land Status Acreage | Occupation**
Alexander Laura | = Mattoon | 1874 Owner 4
Alexander Mary | Charleston | 1859 Owner 118
Ames Mrs. Anna Mattoon [ 1887 Owner 70.
Ashby | Mrs. Louise | Charleston | 1860 Owner 26
Bareither | Mrs. Marie |- Mattoon | 1907 - Tenant 120 Farmer
" Bates { - Mrs. Lucy Charleston | 1857 Tenant 80 Farmer
Beasley Mrs. G.W. | Hindsboro | 1860 Owner 60
Beck | Mrs. Sarah Casey | 1875 Owner 80
Brady ~ Nora Lerna | 1879 Tenant 100 - " Farmer
Brummet Marjory | Humboldt | 1890 Tenant 200
Burke Mrs. Mary | Charleston | 1872 Owner 65
Carlyle Nannie Mattoon | 1870 Tenant 35
Cassaday Alma | Charleston | 1875 Owner 98
Clark Mrs. Sarah | Charleston | 1839 Owner 7 Farmer
Craig Mrs. M.J. Bushton | 1844 Owner 113 ]
Crowder Nancy Mattoon | 1858 Owner 2 |
Erhpson | - - Mrs. Sam Arcola | 1892 Tenant
Graham | Mrs. Ida | Allenville | 1860 Owner 145
Hall | Mrs. Nancy Toledo | 1869 Owner 20 Farmer
Hamilton Mrs. Lola Mattoon | 1865 Owner 38 Farmer
Handley Mrs. Maude Mattoon | 1882 Owner 40 Farmer
Mrs. Mary o ' T
Hart E. Mattoon | 1867 Owner 17
Hart | Mrs. Rhoda Mattoon | 1860 Owner 2 Grocer
Harstine | Mrs. Martha | Humboldt | 1845 Tenant 40 | -
Hill Elizabeth | Hindsboro | 1900 Tenant 240 -
Hill Mrs. Mary | Charleston | 1854 Owner 70
"Hill | Mrs. Maude Lerna | 1879 Owner 50
Holtgrewe Mrs. O.R. Mattoon | 1866 Owner 145
_Hodd Anna Arcola | 1898 _ Tenant 160
Mrs. A ) g
Horsley Catherine | Charleston | 1898 - Owner - - 60
Ingram ~ Mrs. Lizzie | Charleston | 1867 Owner 80
Jackson Mrs. Oscar | Humboldt | 1874 Owner 145
Jones ‘ Emma Rardin | 1837 ‘Owner 41
Kissling’ Mrs. H.L. Mattoon | 1900 Owner 58
_Lannan | . Gladys | Charleston | 1892 Owner 130
Lawye‘r. “Mrs. Nettie | Charleston | 1867 Owner 194
* Leitch | Mrs: Nannie Mattoon | 1860 Owner 40
Long - Ellen Rardin | 1862 Owner 200 Farmer
McGinnis |~ JuliaA. | Lerna’| 1872 _ Owner 54 | - LandLady |
| - McTaggert " Mrs. - Arcola | 1874 . Owner 80 | R




Brian -

Tuscol’a'l

‘ 185}7,'

Margaret
Michael Sarah Rardin | 1850 Owner 60
Miller Mrs. C.H. | Charleston Tenant 42
Mrs. :
Moore Rebecca Mattoon | 1900 Owner 2
Mouiton Sarah C. | -Mattoon ' 1853 Owner 20 Faimer
Newby | Mrs. Rhoda | . Mattoon | 1863 ‘Owner 225
‘ Mrs. .}
Newell Thomas | Charleston | 1868 Owner 43
) Mrs. . s
Patton Margaret | Charleston | 1894 - Owner 80
Pedigo Ellen | - Oakland | 1883 Tenant 3
- Mrs: :
Pforr . Elizabeth | Charleston | 1842 ‘Owner 160 Farmer
Prather Susan |  Mattoon | 1902 Owner 0.5
Price J.A. | Humboldt | 1855 Owner 80
Radcliff Mrs. Julia Tuscola | 1871 Owner 40
Reynolds " Susan | ‘Hindsboro | 1859 Owner 40
Sargent Mrs. Marie. | - Charleston' | 1848 Owner 576
Sexson | - Mrs. W.A. Mattoon , Owner 20
. Tarrell Mary |  Humboldt | 1875 Tenant 140
Tatkenhost | = Mrs. Kate Mattoon | 1860 Owner 110
 Taylor Rese | Humboldt | 1875 - " Owner 160 . Farmer
‘Wadbridge Mrs. Mamie |~ Mattoon | 1896 Owner 70 [
Weber Mrs. Ida | Westfield | 1872 Owner 110
Allison | Kate Mattoon | 1898
Balch Martha Lerna | 1847 Owner 80
Butler Mary Gays | 1880 Owner 178
Conley Lucinda | Charleston | 1865 Tenant 180
Daughtery Myrt Rardin | 1883. Tenant 9
England Emma Atwood | 1882 Owner 10
Hart Esther | Mattoon | 1859 Owner 23
Rardin Lucy Rardin | 1873 Owner 232.5 Farmer
~ Stallman “Anna | Humboldt | 1904 Owner 378 '
~ Stites Lucinda | Charleston | 1867 Owner 40 Capitalist
Sullivan | Mary | Humboldt | 1889 Owner 100
Suopp . Winnie Mattoon- k Owner 70
- Swinford Nally P. Oakland | 1880 | Tenant 100
Douglas County: Data on Women Heads of Household*
. R Year Came ,
_Last Name First Name | Township to Land Status Aéreage Occupation**
Barger Mrs. A.L. Tuscola -1902 | Tenant 180 '
‘ “"Mrs. Nancy. - R i
Bender E. : ‘| Newman 1868 | - Owner 5. | Farmer
Brambleet | Mattie C. | Tuscola 1871 | Owner 79
Brewer Mrs. Mary Camargo 1856 | Owner . 700
Mrs. Lora Owner 160
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Campbell Arcola - 1865 | Owner 40 | Washer
Carmack Pearl Can‘iargo 1880 | Owner 80 -
Carter Mary Arcola . 1907 | Owner 80
Chandler Martha Bourbon 1861 | Owner 78
Clinger Mrs. J.E. Tuscola 1916 | Tenant 400
Comwell Elizabeth Newman 1872 | Owner 160
Conlin Anna Finch | Tuscola 1901 | Owner 199
Cox Esther - Arcola 1876 |. Owner 160

| Craig Mrs. George | Tuscola 1901 | Owner . 400
Di Miner Mrs. George | Arcola 1894
Elles Mary Arthur 1834 | Owner 31.5
Frahm Cynthia - Tuscola 1839 | Tenant’ 960
Gwinn Mrs. Jennie = | Fairland 1900 | Owner 7 | Farmer -
Hawkins Mrs. Ann Newman 1880 | Owner 20
Helmuth Mrs. John C. | Arthur 1872 | Owner’ 100 | Farmer
Hite Mrs. Lena Fairland 1911 | Tenant 1

: , Mrs. :

Johnson Florence Hindsboro 1895 | Owner 80
Jones | Mrs. Olive Arcola - 1872°| Owner 100
Jurgens Christina“ Tuscola e Owner 560
Kingery Mary Tuscola . 1846 | Owner 73 | Farmer
Lawyer | Clementina | Arcola 1877 | Owner 167
Mclllvaine | Sally ‘ Tuscola 1865 | Owner 160
McTaggart | Mrs. Rose | Arcola 1892 | Owner 80
McWilliams | Mrs. Samuel | Bourbon 1843 | Owner 180
Mitchell Mrs. Martha | Camargo 1917 | Tenant | 240 | Seamstress
Nussear Mirs. Edith Tuscola 1916 | Owner 13 | Farmer
Otto. Lydia Arcola 1880 | Owner 160 | Farmer
Overturf Rose Camargo . 1877 | Owner 80 ‘
Rahn Mrs. Maggie | Atwood 1871 | Owner 120+
Riley Sarah C. Tuscola 1863 | Owner 40 | Farmer
Scott Mrs. Hiram | Arcola 1854 | Owner 150
Sievers Mrs. Claus | Tuscola 1871 | Tenant 75| -
Thayer Mary M. _Allerton 1850 | Owner 240 |
Thoeming | Mrs. C. Tuscola 1880 |. Owner 120
Timm Mrs. Bertha | Arcola 1886 | Owner 60
Vaughan Mrs. L.E. Tuscola 1863 | Owner 40
Young Mrs. M.J. Newman 1854 | Owner 160
Barracks Enid . Tuscola 1903 | Owner . 83

{ Chandler | Miss Lydia | Bourbon 1854 | Owner 137
Crawley - Belle Tuscola 1890 | Tenant 95
Lyons Kathryn, Arcola 1909 | Tenant 200

*Data taken from The F armers’ Review Farm Dzrectory of Coles and Douglds

Countzes Illmozs 1918
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k f?‘*Occupation data from United States :cheral Census, Coles a_nd Dbugl-as"Cou'nties.' |




APPENDIX B

Comparison of Data from Coles and Douglas Counties*

Coles County | Douglas County

| Total Farmers in Directory 2337 1201
‘Total Women in Direciory ; . ‘ : 73 ‘ « 46
‘Women Owners , ' 57 37
Women Tenants 15 8
Average Number of Acres Owned ' 90.53 120.88
AverageNumber of Tenant Acres , 96.6 ' 260.44
Number of Women with Automobiles o » 17 _ 14
Number of Women with Tractors 01 . 0
Highest Acreage Owned by Women : 576 ' - 560

| Lowest Acreage Owned by Women ' - 0.5 : 5
Highest Tenant Acreage for Women 240 | <. 960
‘Lowest Tenant Acreage for Women e 0 -1

Percentage of Total Women Heads of ' : '

‘| Household o e , 3.12% - 3.83%
Percentage of Women Owners , - 2.44% 3.08%
Percentage of Women Tenahts; ; ' , 0.64% 0.67%

*Data taken from The Farmers’ Review Farm Directory of Coles and Douglas Counties,
1llinois, 1918. ’ ' ’ '
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