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■ BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM m:.f r■ U
iHistorical Review -

I In response ■to*’a variety of social, physical, and his- .

, torical- forces, certain parts of the city hecome the commercial,
"Garden cities" grow 'llthe industrial,,and the residential areas, 

np at the'clty-'s periphery, industrial districts arise, the •
II

1central business district becomes the commercial center. As the 
city gro\7s, the transportation arteries tend to delineate its. 
paths of growth, and residences move outward from the citj^ center 
along these lines. The distance from workplace t(j place of 
'residence lncroas,d3'\for many inhabitants, and persons at the edge 
of the city spend a relatively greater proportion of their time 
in traveling to work 'than do many persons v/ithin the city.

In the rmiral, predominantly agric ilttiral society, there
•* X • . -

was no such separation of residence from the worlqplaco. The con­

cept v/as unlcnovai. Residence and workrilace wei'e synonomous—

{I
rJ'3

In
i

;!
1:!

compared iTi'frh.the modern. Industrial city there was no -ourney to

People’’worked close to v/here they
1

:r ■iand no ,iourney home.work,

lived, and the entire, family pax’ticipated in the production of ;| r
goods. 5

■ Prior to the modern American factory system of production, 
several stages of c3iffe^nt productive techniques wore passed 
through in a relatively slow but persistent succession of changes.

fi
'i>;

If1 -i'n;!

M. ■i--
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In Europe from the.11th to the.13th oenturies, the 'fore-runner to 
our present unions controlled production in a ri^ld manner.
These associations of craftsmen, tfie""guilds," 
control on the quality as well as the quantity of production, 
largely through the use of a very strong apprentice prograsH.
The work v/as done in the home or shops' of the craftsmen, who also 
initiated all vrork android his product in the toim markets of 
the day. Eventually, the merchants began to talce a hand in the 
determination of the types of goods to be produced. The "middle- 

■ man" was bom and guilds began to decline in power. — .

The "putting-out" system gradually camej^lnto being—a 
means of production nov; controlled by the merchant rather than 
the artisan. Rav; mskterials wore broijght to the home of the 
workers by the merchants, who also agreed to take the finishqd 
product. The production still remained in the horno^ but'was 
controlled by persons outside .of the home-. The craftsman had

- i
thus become an employee. As the pressure increased for greater
production at lower costs, other members of the family were
pressed into service; hand operated and hand powered machines
viere developed and used in the home, '

. . . the social structure, the statuses and roles, the 
reciprocal rights and duties among persons in the productive 
process had shifted from Independent artisanship to an economy 

> largely beyond the control of the Individual workman. . . .
Of the older handicraft production there remained only pro- 
duotfon (1) under the vrorker's own roof (which he might also 
rent from the landlord-merchant) and (2) at a time and rata 
subject to the vrorker's discretion, but subject also to the 
reality of hunger If he were slow or dilatory.!

■ r r

■ \
-Iprovided a careful

6'

J

0

I
, ly.'llbert-E,. M;»re, Industrial Relations and the Social 

Order (Uev/'York: Macifiillan Company, 1947), p.'21. '' '
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Over a period of seyeral.-oentiiriee, the point of initiation of 
production had shifted from the worker to the merchant, but the' 
place of production-still remained the home'of the. worker.

Toward the end of the 18th century, the modern factory 
system began to evolve. With the development of a wider-market 
making for greater demand for goods, and with larger power-driven 
labor-saving machinery being developed, centralized places of 
production became necessary. Thus, the final shift of the place 
of production was made to the factory. Most factories tended to 
establish themaeIves close to a source of raw material, sources 
of pov;er, markets and transportation facilities. Vftiile it also 
v/as recognized that a large supply-of labor was necessary, the 
mobility of the labor force was counted on to a large degree, and

■■

j:

>

persons seeking employment were expected to come to the place
This movement of populationvdiera -the employment viaa available, 

to working places became one of the factors in the development of
il/

oit,ie3 in the 19th century.. Thus, it is pointed out by Vfeher:
The ever-present problem is so to distribute and organize 

the masses of men that they can render such services as favor 
the maintenance of the nation and thereby accomplish their 
own preservation. Population follovis the line of least re­
sistance in its distribution, and will consequently be af­
fected by changes in the methods of production. Vftien the 
•industrial organisation demands the presence of laborers in 
particular localities in order -to Increase its efficiency, 
laborers will be found there; the means of attractioh will 
have been "better living"—in other words, an appeal to the, 
motive of self-interest. Economic forces are therefore the 
principal cause of concentration of population to cities.i

- Specialization grew apace. Both the workers and-the 
factories became specialized to a high degree. This specializa-

i

' 3-■‘•Adna Perrin Weber, The Growth-of Cities iri the nineteenth 
Century'TMev/ York; Macmillan Company, 1899), pp.' 157-15a.._, i-

0:

J
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tion and its concomitant division of labor indicated tbat persons'
N^^ho' becaife. relatively fixed in space because of home location, 
had to'travel farther to work.

ft
As geographic areas also became

51
specialized,- this tr-avel distance became more important for' 

. A
greater numbers of persons.

■ - ■

•A. ■

It is with great'wonder that one may now stand at one i

corner of a street intersection in a* large central business dis­

trict of a large city—for instance, the corher of State and 
• Madison Streets in Chicago"—and 'vratoh the constant Inflov/ and 
outflow of persons. As one s'tands at the subv;ay entrance on this 
corner, one finds a. constant hurrying of persons into the loop,' 

not only to come to vrork, but also transients, persons merely 
passing through the loop on the way to their v;ork in another, part 
of the city. One research student reports that on a weekday in 
June, 1946, 950,009 persons entered the central business district 
of .Chicago (the loop), and 869,60? persons left the central busi­

ness district between the hours of 7:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. During 
this same time, 173,171 vehicles entered and 163,359 vehicles 
left the central business district.^ The workers who ride the

K,

i
i
1:’

ft
IJ-

51

-public transport.lines cross paths v;ith a hurrying populace, some 
vrark-boutid, and others home-bound. Persons living on the .north 
side of the city come to work on the south side, T;hile south- 
sider's cross the city to the north side to work> and others come 
to- work in the loop from all parts of the- city.

Despite the economists' assumption of,free spaclal

;

!:
i. I'

Hii'l
^Gerald V/llliam B;geese.,'lhe Dayttoe Population of the 

Distr'lcgof Chicago (Chicago; ‘University ofCentral Business
Chicago Press, 1949), pp.. 114-115.

V
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mpbi-lity, persons are not entirely free to change their geograph-
. 'r-s ■ . -

ioal position at v/ill—to move to another, more desirable, 
labor market area v/henever they de3lr,a> -V/i-th conditions of '" 
‘"seniority rights" blooming prevalent^ a worker has an investmentI-

job which increases, v?ith time.
* • , ” •—<

Property ownership, for example, especially the ownership 
■of residences and real estate, is a potent source of immo-■ 
blllty’. . The worker v/h'o has invested his savings 'in-a home of 
his own' has also given hostage to fortune (or at leaa\ to ao- 

' ciety). He has a stake in remaining at his place of residence 
and employment as long as possible, despite the pull of 
greater opportunity elsewhere. Likewise, residential and re­
gional preferences, famillstic and similar bonds, and the.' 
difficulty (real or imagined) of starting as a stranger in a 
strange land serve to reduce the casual v/anderings of a mo­
bile laborer sensitive to sli^t differentials in opportunity.

ii
ii

■J;
I

■ I
I

Add to these limiting factors the expensb of mobility, 
the frequently overcrowded residential conditions in expand­
ing Industrial communities, difficulties in the education of 

^children, and so on, and the assumption of free geographical . 
mobility loses its force,1

V/lth geographical liability being restricted, we find that 
patterns develop in the city; patterns of industrial location, of 
residential location, and patterns of intra-urban dally movement - 
of populations. The question naturally arises: vdiat is the re­

lationship between these patterns? Does the relationship itself / 
also exhibit a pattern? In the following pages an attempt v/ill 
be made to point out the ways to .finding answers to these ques­

tions.

V i;

!;

ii
,!1

>iI
3The.Location of Industry _

How do certain areas attract industry and commercial and 
manufacturing establishments? tftien an industrial organization

^Veber, op.' ciC . op. 219-220.

I
iSi)•V
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detemines its future location, what are the criteria employed in 
X^reachlng this decision? Hovf is one location selected rather , than 

another? Die answers to these questions are, of course, many and 
varyingj with each having impltca^ons for. the distribution of 
vrarlcplaces and residences in the city. 'While it is rioi;within 
the scope of_this paper to make a complete analysis of the theory 
of.industrial location, a general understanding of thg locational 
factors are of course necessary in an analysis of this sort.

It ought to be first pointed out that there is probably . 
no location theory which can explain the distribution of economic 
activity at the present time in any large urban area such as the 

■ City of Chicago, Bie analysis must be largely a descriptive one, 
due to the multitude of causative factors which have in the-past 
Influenced the placement of industry—one of them being "his­

torical accidenfi" Professor Alfred V/eber points out!

i
s

I
g- i

•1^ a
i

j

1 -3
5I

i.
1

a-.

ii:
\ . The kind of industrial location which we have today is 

not entirely explained bv the "pure" rules of location, and 
therefore is,not purely "economic." It results to large ex­
tent ra.ther from very definite central aspects of modern 
capitalism and is a function. of modern capitalism vAiich might 
disappear v/ith it. It results, we may say in hinting at the 
main point, from degrading labor to a commodity bought today 
and sold tomorrow, and from the ensuing laws determining the 
labor market (Gesetze der "Arbeltsmprktgestaltung") and from 
,the local 'agglomeration of workers' created thereby. This 
agglomeration of vrorkers produces by necessity the particular 
kind of industrial aggregations which we find today and which ' • 
I shall call 'progressive agglomeration of Industry 
(Stufenagglomeration der Industrie). Therefrom results . .

. the phenomenon of modern aggregations of populations and, of 
course, many other things.!

While pure theory is not sufficient to explain'the location of

\
V

::l

(I
.!
u
.3!

i;
3';

^Carl Joachim Friedrich, ed.. Alfred Weber's Theory of 
the Location of Industry tighlcago! University of Chicago Press, 
1929), pp. 12-13. ^ ,

i*'!
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industry, ■ there nevertheless are certain forces v/hich are opera- 
tive in a minimal way, and which serve to influenoe the decision 
to locate in one place rather than in another.

Mining and agricultural activity, for instance,, cannot 
operate except- where the natural resources for such operations 
are available. For this reason, the location of -the resources 
is the determining locational factor, and the 'labor supply 
sary for the operation is attracted to the-site by erecting homes 
for them, providing shopping places, etc.

Vi/hen a-retail shopping center Is opened,-its location is 
- determined by the present-or expected future size or type.of the 

clientele inhabiting the area into which the establishment moves 
. This is probably the most important consideration in the selec­

tion of a site for most service and retail trade establishments..

Certain agglomerations of industry result from the geo­

graphic centralization of. industries about the pre-existing^ 
transport facilities,which are necessary for the movement of both 
raw materials and finished products, as well as the movement of 
the labor force. The transport facilities niay be either v/ater 
routes, railroad lines, or suitable roadways. In certain.urban 
centers these various means, of transport tend to cluster to­

gether. In Chicago, thp main-terminal's of the many railroad 
lines are to be found -at the periphery of the central ^business 
district with lead-in lines found running along the Chicago river.

Dennison, however, is one vbo would discount the impor­

tance of the transportation factor, and ha says:

It;H.'.

/ s.V.

Hi
? 1-^-
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Transtoi-f costa of materials are no Ipnger so important 

an element, as was formerly the case; where a.o<ies3i'bi..litj:, of 
V , rail 'materials is considered to be-,important, it vjill usually 
' be for reasons other than cost of tjansport-. , As a loca'tional 

factor, where it is important, the element is thus,usually of 
a different character; it allov/s a vd.der choice of' locations,

' and is. a function of Industrial structure and existing loca- ■ 
tion rather than of the geographical distribution of primary 
raw materials. ’ - ■

Hie second factor to be considered is the location of the 
market. . . . That the market exerts ah attractive force is 
shqvm hy the general movement of manufacture in. the United 
States (v;hloh) has been shown generally to have followed the 
movement of'a 'centre of popula-tlon' \7estward.i

!

i

(
a

ll'V

! ,•

Dennison later suggests that it perhapO ought to be the govern­

ment's function to take up entire Harden Uities having no Indus- ■ 
try and move them to locations close to industrial plants'. He 
does, hov/ever, question "vhether the possible absorption of some 
part of'these unemployed is sufficient to outweigh the amount of 
individual human misery vihich 7/ould be created by such compulsory 
uprooting. u2

Other writers have recently begun to-advocate the move­

ment of Industrial plants tq various locations from thelr^present 
one so as to decentralize industry in the event of national 
emergency, Vfiille this plan has been proposed by several persons, 
there is as yet little concensus as to the degree of deoentrali2a-_ 
tion necessary, and v;hat is more important for the purpose here, 
little agreement on hov/ these ;iioved industries shall bo staffed. 
From where shall -their labor force come? Do these propdsals also 
envisage a decentralization of population? This is still in the

i\
}

tj

4-a

^Stanley Raymond Dennison, The Location of Industry and 
the Depressed Areas (London: Oxford University Press, 1959),
pp. 61-62.

lii

^Ibld.'. p, 62. 7 ' V
it
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speculative"-stage, however, and so vre shall jiot be particularly S 
oohpemed here with this aspect of the problem.

In 1902, Frederick S, Hail’,^ writing for the,United 
■ States Bureau of the Census, pointed out that there are six gen­

eral advantages which lead to-the centralization of industries. 
These saiie six reasons are the bases On whl^oh locational deci­

sions are made; These six reasons may be summarized as:
1, Nearness to rav/ materlad ■

• 2. Nearness to the market
3. ■ ViaterpoT/er source nearby ' •

4. A favorable climate

. ;: III I.]

I
I

I
■Ik

;:v:?;

Ifiii
III,5. A supply 0^ labor

6. Capital available for investment in manufacture^
These are in a sense a summarj' of the foregoing discussion pnd a 
resumS of what other writers on the subject have suggested. Of 

‘ these, Weber has also said:
. , . the cost of transportation, of labor, and rent are gen­
eral factors, since they should be considered■in the case of 
every industry. ... On the other hand, the perishlbillty 
of raw materials, the influence of the degree of humidity of 
the air upon the manufacturing process . . . are special 

' locational factor?, because they concern particular indus­
tries only,®

These factors'vary in taportance, and over time.
criticism of Weber, says:

Concentration of industry need not take place merely at lo­
cations of cheap labors it may occur at a source of materi­
als, at a strategically located distributing point, or at a

Mi

d.
I:
I

p;

r

K];

I
Hoover, in his

i

.1

r ■£
^V. S, Bureau of the Census, iSyelfth Census of the United 

States-. 1900 Census Bulletin Ho, 244 (Washington: ^
Printing Office,'^gust 25,..3.0O2).

®Ibid

Government

^VVeber, op.p. 23. cit.. p. 20.,• >
•s
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sits with any sort of advantage in production coats.'. . . 
•Some factors-are-^portant for som? industries and at. some ' 

'■ ' \tlmes, others for other industries and at other times.1
/• .ffilus, the empirical fact of location must be regarded v^lthin the

Vocational theory"; and care must "he taken not to 3ubmerge. it com­

pletely. All of these above named factors have meaning for the 
distribution of residences iii relation to the vrarkplaces, and 
must be seen in such a light. As industries tend to respond more 
to certain locational factors thai? to others, the residential 
distribution of their •v.'orkers\dll bo influenced. If, for .4n- 
stance, an industry becomes more centralized in the central busi­

ness district, those parsons living at the edge of the o;L’ty, or 
in the suburbs of the city, v;ill flrld it necessary to travel 
farther to v/ork. Conversely, as some industries become more de­

centralized, the persons living near the center of the city will 
have to travel farther, as v/111 those workers living on the op­

posite side of the city. It may be seen that as each locational 
factor attracts industries, to .certain par;ts of the city, the ■ 
total separation of place of work froiii place of residence is af­

fected—either increasing'or decreasing the separation, depending 
upon the Industry location.

3I'; 1

1}
Si;;

■ i!is.

I®'
4-

Is
• .1,

S'I

i;
I

■

S'
ivi

Sis
if;

si;

j;
Li:.i^Edgar H,. Hoover, Jr^ Location ^eory and the Shoe and 

Leather Industries (Cambridge’: Harvard'bnlvorslty Press, 19370 
p. 90.. ' .
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?PREVIOUS STUDIES OP THE PROBLEE ■|

IIntroduction.

City planners, public officials, and others have long 
spokSn of the need for a planned city by saying that "a man ought 
to be near his work." This value judgment implies a need for oh-, 
jective data concerning this problem, yet there has been little 
done in this area thus far. Most of the v;ork concerning the sep­

aration of place of Y/ork from residence has been done in places 
outside of the United States. A fairly complete review of the 
literature v/ill be here attempted so as to draw together descrip­

tions of completed research In’tlie field.
Foremost among countries interested in the collection and 

analysis of those kinds of data has been England, where the of­

ficial 1921 census collected these data for the first time for 
that country.^ Iho General Report of this census pointed out 
that: - * ■ ' .

-

!i
■ i

3
a

;v, I

6;®I :i!;
I

i

f!

"ib'

#
■ IBie Increas.ing divorce between residence and workplace 

has called for'reconsideration of the areal basis of some 
census statistics. V/hile it is relevant to present the work­
ing population in its occupational capacity as part of the 
resident population of which it-constitutes the bread-winning 
element, an Industrial tabulation by area of residence will, 

(clearly give a distorted picture of the industrial map.
'* Hence, in presenting the industrial classification of the

§
5

; 'S'^Great Britain Cens^ Office, Census of England and 
Hales. 1921 (-London; His'Ilajesty's Stationery Office, 1927).

e

!
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people, its local distribution was bsT-sed not upon the area of 
’ of workplace, - the man-power of the

^ shovm in relation to the local'
seats or the industries theniselves '

•• 'if

ID
IiiWhile this,procedure haa not yet been ado_pted by the United States 

Bureau of the)
census in its dec^nial censuses, the statistics .of 

the Census of Manufactures are^publlshed in this 
tunately, the U. S. Census of Hanufaoture.a_ does not publish the 
number of parsons employed in small areas of the city (census

manner. Unfor-

Di:;;
i- • I■pii'

tracts or community areas) because of legal restrictions which 
forbid the disclosure of information for individual plants 
tabulation and publication of the data.

iin the
These data have therefore

in-the past simply been published in the nature 
.tl)e city as a whole.^

of a summary for
It is hoped that in the future, the Census 

of Manufactures and the Census of Business will pub\ish-t-«e num­

ber of persons employed in small areas of the city for certain

It!
ID'

Iii
classes of industry.

Data and Surveys on Place of Residence 
and Place of Work ^ i

Dj

Following is a-resumS of the ivork \'diich has been done in 
censuses, and surveys are here re-this field. Field studies. iii

viewed. The studies are here arranged chronologically. 
Oerman Census of 1900-^ In this census, all of Gg^any
^Ibld •DGeneral Report, Fart XI, "WorkplUcgs," p. 190.

Community Inventory, under the direction of 
Prof. Philip M. Iiauser is now arranging for the special tabulation 
from the 1948 Census of Business of the geographic distribution 
of retail Chicago. 'Cliis will present for the first time
In Chicago the number of persons employed in retail trade in each 
of the seventy-five community a5(»aB~ of Chicago.

^ilio following discussions of the-German and Swiss cen­
suses (German census of 1900, Swiss census of 1910, and survey of

•9

0
Ii
:5:
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ID
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ii
was canvassed, and peopie^/ere asked where they worked, v;ithout ' 
regarS^ to the type of work being performed. The purpose here'v/as 
simply.to get a measure “pf .the movement of the working popula­

tion.' On the-basis of tliis census, tables. v;era prepared indi­

cating the inflow and outflow, of workers for all incorporated 
places. This inquiry v;as repeated at the follovang census 'in 
Germany. This Gerinan census of 1900 appears to be the first time 

" the question "where do you v;ork "■ vras asked on any large scale.
Sv/lss Census of 1910.^ fSere the. emphasis was placed on 

marlta-l- conditions of the dally traveller, -because social serv­

ices for these vrorkers and their families had to be provided at 
their place of. residence, while the'areas in v;hloh they worked 
kvare relieved of this financial burden.

Report of the Traction and Subway Commission in the City

15; I
Pi

u

It;ii:-
ii

t-.-i

i-’ s$
■k

3i

i

if
ii'i

Ii
i.)

fit
2 This vjas a report on a "unified system of 

surface, elevated, and subv/ay linos" submitted to the mayor'of ■

A, survey was conducted 
vfhioh covered industrial and, commercial establishments in the 
city employing one hundred or more,persons, plus the "occupants 
of the principle office buildings,"
earners covered by this survey, v;ith 115,085 of these persons 
employed in the loop area.

of Chicago in 1916.
jii

1 i

the city by this ooramisslon in 1916. 'I

i

■ifhaere were some 350,000 wage

ii
.! iThese statistics may be compared v/ith

the Industrial Region of Central Germany, 1929) are based on the ■ 
resumd in Kate Eiepmann, The journey to VJork (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1944), pp, 111-116. ' ,

k-r ;^Ibld.. pp. 112-113. ^

2Chicago Traction and Sjfcway Commission, Report of the 
Chicago 'Traction and Subviay "Commlss.lon (:Chicaga; Rand McNally 
and Ifompany, 1916) , . ,

IV
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■ the 1,251,454 persona retupnefl in the 1920 census of population " 
' . -as king gainfully oooupietJ,^ ■ ' ' ' ,

li’i
Sli;.;:
3^'

Haps were prepared for this report Indioatlng the'place
.of residence of persons employed hy certain large individual 
firms, and by geographic areas.

IP:
iIhe results of this study showed: :

mile of their plae;s^orLrolo^entl|nra^rLs^ed''t“he 
walkers; 18.6 percent live between one and tv/o miles; 12.7

between two.and three miles; and 12.7 percent between 
three and four miles. The total of 44 percent "living betiveen 
one and four miles are classified as probably surface car . 
riaers. These with the walkers total 68 percent -The re- 
mining persons, abo.ut 32 percent, live more than four miles 

' their places of employment and should be and are clas­
sified as rapid transit riders. . . . The average distance 
travelled by all riders in the groups is 4.23 miles.2

■ . i:
It;

i::

Census of England and Wales. 1921. In this census, each 
occupied person was asked for the address of his placo of work. I

IP
The main table of this aeries of statistics carried the following

descriptions of workplace in the head of the table: (1) work-
■Iplace in the area, (2) no fixed workplace, (3) >vorkplaoe 

stated, (4) v/orkplace outside the area, arid (5) the numbors work­

ing within.the area but enumerated elsewhere.^

not ;4';

Comparisons v/ere
■ ?

then made between day populations and night populations for given 
areas, vflth measures of net inflow or outflow. 1One of the many ■it

Itinteresting statistics in this census indicated that,the increase 
of population during the day,for the City of London

It5 Iwas 3,085.7

, . ^Srnast V/. Biirgeas and Charles New comb. Census Bata of
1920 (Chicago; University of Chicago'"Press, 

f ^abl© 35 j p, 5Q, *

• ^Chicago Traction and Subv/ay Commission, op. cit.. p. 237.
^Great Britain Censu^ffloe, op. cit.. o. 192.- The 

. areas for vrtilch these statistics are published are identified 
In Appendix C, p. ^208, us: "Coiuities, County Boroughs, and Urban 
ana'f^ural “laces,"

r"'

SI'

I)-''!.
!■

IB
Jl' ■
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por cent greater than the night population of the .city, riaing 
frV 13,709 persons during the night to 43^,?21 during the day.l 

The Merseyside Area of England. 1921.

.:a

h-

This was a study
of the daily movement of workers in Merseyside, England, 'based on
the census returns of 1981.^ In this - small study, the ."inter­

change of ,v/orlcars" between the four boroughs of the Merseyside bi'

area v/as investigated. These four boroughs, Liverpool, 
Birkemhead, and Wallasey together made

Bootle,

up the Merseyside area with 
The census returns indicated, a population of l,115,8i3

that during the day 21,073 persons leave this
persons.

area for eraployment 
persons come to ^'ierseyside to work. This 

gives a "net excess over the night population amounting 
And the aggregate (dallyT

i
elsewhere, while 37,407

t
to 16,354 

movement of vjorkers out of ' 
In addition

person's.

si
and into these borouglis' amounts' to 58,480 
to this movement, there was an inter-borough movement 
persons each day.^ Each of the four borou^s were then■ discussed ' 

. - .In terms of the net inflow, and' outflow of workers, 
movement of workers v/ithin the

persons.
h-of 48,554

til

as vfell as the 
A table was made up 

night popula-
) workers leaving the city, (3) workers entering the city, 

1.(4) net daytime increase. - ;

same borough.
for each borough Which includes: (1) enumerated 
tion

■It'

hi;
an(

if
Special Investigation in the Industrial Region of Central 

■mis area of rapid'industrial development
•v

■ Germany. 1929.3 Hiwas
1

J-Ibld.. Table XC, p. 193.
. .^'7. Hewitt, Workplaces and Movement of Workers, in the

Me^rseyside Area (Lonoon; Hodder and Stoughton, Ltd,19'28) . ■

p.'5.- • It,

a:p
■(i

I

rl
ff'"t

SLiepmann, op, cit.. p. ll'd‘.
E

/
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purveyed to firtd out from where the labor force v/ae being dravm.-. 
They ^und that- at least 10-per cent of all v/orkers held' jobs in ■ 

. urban places other than those in which they worked. The daily 
movements of workers were "fed by the rural populations and also

'S

II
i

a?
by mobile inhabitants of all-areas, including those which-were 
themselves important v/orkplaces^"^-

Real-Property.Inventory in Sixty-four Selected Pities in .sy-;! 5
3a;::;'.

the United States. 1954. In this sample survey,-the principal 
income' v;orker in each .interviewed family was asked hov/ long it- 
took him to get to work in minutes, and v*at the usual mode of 
transportation was.^ Journeys to v(ork of thirty minutes or more

I-

were made

1/ 3

iiH
In 6 tov/ns by under 10;j of the principal earners.
In 25 ^hSi.'ms by 10-19;o of the principal earners.
In 26 tovms by 20-29^.of the principal earners.
In 6 tovms by 30;^ or more of the 'principal, earners..

(1 blahli) 5 ■ ■

• The publication of these data on the duration of the journey to 
work indicated, to cite one example, that in 5 of the 5 boroughs 
of Hew York, 30 to 34 per cent of the principal earners had ' ■ .

Journeys of a v/hole hour or longer, and that in all of New York
“ -''a

City, 25 per cant travelled a Vfhole hour or more to work each day,*
Birmingham. England. 1957-1958. This was a sample ’survoy

ill
1U.'

'4

!'Y
'^4
-n:,:4
3^4■\ ■

111
■ ^Ibid. 3=1! 3U:=:■(

--^U. S,' Department of Commerce, Bureau of Foreign and 
Domestic Cojimerce, Real Property Inventory. 1954 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1934). ,

^As summarized in Liepniaiin, op. cit.., p. 119.

- 4.3
11i
II L

IK "U, s. Dept.,-of Comnierei’^ op. cl't.. Real Property Inven- 
or ileTj York City, 193^, P. B...-■O. tory

It'. '
lil''

V
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of 7,161 .househoids—a sample of one in 35—conducted from Sep- J. 
temT^fe^, 1937, to August, 1938, In Bimlngliain, England, a city of 
over 1,000,000 persona at the time' of this study, and carried out 
by the Bournville Village Trust Research Department, 
were.grouped by the thirty-four municipal wards within the city.

fiP'l

Results

and these again grouped into seven zones and three rings for 
analysis,^ In each of the seven zones, "tlie percent of persons 
working there, and the per cent of persons living there both ex­

pressed as a per cent of the total for the city, were published, 
and distances travelled were tabulated .and published, 
gating the proportion of resident^ in a district vrtio also work in 
that district^ it was indicated that the ratio ranges from 58.2 .

■ per cent in the central district to 22.8 per cent in the.north-
" p

western district,■

.. cent of'all wage earners in the city traveled less than tvio raiiai’ '

. ,.i• ./IS
'li:^Invosti-

i;

jii■ EI-iiii.. 11/'-This study also pointed out that 56.7 per

5
■ to work each day, v;hile 10.6 per cent traveled four or more 
miles,^ Of the principal wage earners, 12,2 per cent traveied 
four or more miles, v/hile only 51.3 per cent traveled.less than 
tV;o miles.^ In addition to these statistics, thiw study was also 
concerned with the cost of the dally journey to work, the time-

V

.1:

;s-spent in travel,-population changes in-the city, and opinions tho 
people of the city held concei;ning life in Birmlngliara.

i,:EIS^Boumvllle Village-Trust Research Department, Vflien Wo • - 
Build, Again (London! George Allen and Dr}v.’in, Ltd., 1941), jjp. 
124-125.

'^1
■

rf;;2
Ibid.. Plate VII betv^een pages 64 and 65,. 

'^Ibid.,

H
'I'l

^Ibid.. Thble 23, p, 70,Table 24, p,;#-.

i|!l;
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^ Kie - Journey - to IVork In London'. Ennland, Purl
II. HalK.vvas the investigation conducted by Kate Liepinann^ with 
particular emphasis upon the.social and economic"costs of the'

World Vfar

■ ■

•1?
dally 'journey, .and vd.th transportation facilities being investl- 
g.ated as an important part'of the work. ifThere v/ore twentyltvfo 
separate firms -which made up the 'bulk of the research material. 
Llepmann found that 70 per cent of the employees of these firms

■ S'
lived v^ithin thirty minutes- of the plant employing them,-while 
10 per cent or aiore had a journey of at least one hour or more. 
Llepmann summarized the possible forms and imOllcations of the 
several possibilities of the separation of workplace from place 
of residence. Tills summary is considered to be''0.f sufficient 
import to be quoted here in its entirety:

I ii:-:■-I

ii*;:

i( i'll

If attention is focused on the correlation between home 
.and workplace, there appears four combinations of urban lay­
out; v/ith moderate compactness of building all of them can be 
justified by social, economic and technical considerations, 

(a) "Live in and work in,"

if-
i

i.e., homes situated near 
workplaces in the centre of the town (some secondary earners 
may have to travel to work'in other districts), 
vantages are obvious, provided housing conditions are docent 
and access-to the open country is easy.

(b) "Live out and v/ork in," i.e., severance of doroii-' 
torles and exclusive workplaces. This is in line vd.th the 
general tendency of a relaxation of bonds and of specializa­
tion in the v;ays of living,' on the condition that the social 
machinery is adjusted to the dualism of places and that the 
building density is not too low.

- (c) "Live out and work out," i.e., satellite tov/ns which 
provide employmonf for the bulk of their earning inhabitants.. 
Such circumscribed urban units,. developed on a jlan of mod­
erate compactness, would relieve the pressure and unwieldi­
ness of the central term and yet enable the residents of the 
Satellites to share the opportimities of the ra4tropolls.

A second pattern of living out and working out is the 
grouping of several dormitories v/ithln a convenient distance 

, of a tra_dlrig estate. Further- experience and researcli viill 
have .to shov; v;hat proportion of urban.v;orkers can find em­
ployment in such-moderately^sl^d industrial zones.

The ad-
;-i

I

a
-h

.!ii'
•V

•It:: I^Llepmann, op. cit. i
i!

li
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(d) "Live in and vrork out," i.e., a new'form of urban 
' development,-originating from the location of factories bn 
th^fringes of "the totfn, while .employees' continue to live in 
more or less central quarters. This t>ndency is in the in- 

' itial stages, and it cannot yet be Judged how far it v;ill go. 
The' people are kept in propinquity to each other and near the 
foci of social and cultural life; daily.traveling gives them 
access to vario-as outlying industrial zones.

Each of the four, solutions meets different requirements 
of modern society. The object of tovm planning must be to 
blend thqse various typos of layout in such a manner as will 
bast serve the multifarious purposes of-the community, and of 
the individuals and families of which the oomniunity is com­
posed.1

1
I
5

!

]i-
i

ii

V/e thus find that most of the research has been directed
tov;ard the collection of information concerned v/ith transportation

V/hile this orien-of v/orkers—to and from their places of work, 
tation may ansv.'er many of the practical questions v;hich v/e might 
ask of” the problems with which we are concemed, it does not

i;

:i’r'

tlTTOw sufficient light upon the symbiotic living together of 
various kinds of people in an urban sotting, nor does it tell us 
how the structure of the city is influenced by the separation. 
Knov/ledge about the iCibs of transport are of course valuable in 
such investigations, but the problem ought to be approached on a 
sociological level, rather than on one which is essentially 
logistic.

i; ifs-;
5:1
M': 'p

ih'Sm.
■ hill

I (1
■

T-
^Ibid.. pp. 109-110.

[•!■"1?:

JA



a'Hit a

liS
?
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' 'THE DISTRIBUTIOII OP PLACE OF WOiaC AHD
P') 5

IPLACE OF HESIDENCE I'Pw :SThe Prohlom

To 'investigate effectively the separation of vforkplace 
from,place of residence, one of two methods may be employed. 
First, to discover v;hat distance the journey to •v/oi'k represents 
for any one plant or office building, v;e need simply knovf the

'& i
iI 'i
'i
i

1

location of the residences of the persons employed in that plant
"where do youor buildlng.l Thus, for each person we need ask! 

live" and then have this infomation entered on a ']_spot"' map. or
51other such device. However, -wlian the problem becomes one of 

studying the separation for an entire complex city, it talces on 
another dimension. For this second method, not only must v!e in­

quire as to the place of residence, but we must also know where 
the place of work is located. Instead of merely having to learn 
the residential pattern for that particular workplace, v/e now 
must obtain v/orkplace and place of residence for each worker-v/ho 
either lives or works in the city and, to be complete, in the 
area surrdunding the city. Tills then enables us to taka any area 
in the city—census tracts or comiTiunlty areas, for-instance—and

p:I”

iI'i:
j4!liiia

i;

5:

1Such a, s,tudy is now being conducted by Mrs. Hojepe 
Conant as par^.iof-a master's thosi^ at the University of Chicago 
on the laboj..,;(?orc0 of the Inland Stotfl Cbmpany of Sqatli Qilcago.

;!
I
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for this area ascertain! (-1) the number of persons: who live in ' 
the ai^ and also'v/ork there, (2) the number j^oilij^e. there.

i
but

work elsev/here (anfl where they work), and (5) Jhe number v/ho work 
.• there but live -elsewhere (and v;hero they live). ^

It is this-second method vfhidi concerns us here, 
entire city of Chicago is to be here investigated with referen’ce 
to the complexion of the city in tonus of the separation of place 
of work :^om place of residence. -That is, the initial question

v/hat can we say about 
the various parts of the City of Chicago to effectively describe 
the nature of the distribution of both the workplaces in the city 
and the residential areas wherein'the city's workers 'reside? 
iVhat is the relationship between these distributions, and hence,’ 
what is the separation between them; what meaning does this have 
for the internal social and economic structure of the city?

To answer these questions prBperly, we ought to have such 
data as discussed above in the thirst x^aragraph of this chapter.

fc,;
'I'k

The

I-

with which we approach this subject is: k:,•d'

?! •

= 1•h n

;i:iiiiiiiii]Data on place or work, and place of residence should be collected 
simultaneously for the same population. 7 1For each individual, v/e

/I

would then have this infomation from which a direct relationship fl
:?bcould-^S’-^certained. Unfortunately, thcf Bureau of the Census has

7never asked its respondents questions concerning their place of
■ - 4"

work, althougli’the'Bureau has long asked questions concerning the 
occupaiiion of the respondent. For instance, the schedule used in 
the 1940 census Of .population (the censu-s up'on which the resl- ■

irii;

dential statistics used in this thesis are based) asked the fol- 
lov/ing questl-ons of all persons fourteen years o‘f age and over:

i'.'■' A
■ ■ - UMSS

S
B.
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If 
■ »

Item 21. Was this person at vjork- for pay or profit in
private or non-eraergenoy government v/ork during- 
the. v/eek of March 24-30't •

Item 22. If not, was 'he .at vraric on, or "Erasigned 'to pub- 
. ■ ■ lie emergsJ^-uy work during tho week of March

24r30?
Iteiir23. (If Ho in cols. 21 and 22) Was this person seek­

ing work? '
• Item 24. (If No in cols. 21 and 22) If not seeking,v;ork, 

did he have a Job, business, etc.?
Item 25. (If No'in cols. 21 thru 24) Indicate whether

engaged in home hou3eworkj^.in\school, unable to 
work, or other. V

Item 26. (If Yes in col. 21) Number of hburs worked dur­
ing tho v;eek of March 24-50.

Item 27. (If Yes in cols. 22 or 25) Duration of unem­
ployment up to March SO, 1940 in weeks. .

(Hie next two items giving occupation and industry vmro . 
asked of all persons returning Yes in columns 21, 22,'25, 
24.)
Item 28. Occupation. Trade, profession, or particular 

work.
Item 29. Industry. Industry or business.

Thus, while the Bureau of the Census asked, "Vfnat do you do," and 
"Hov; mUoh time do you spend at it," they have never asked "VJhere 
do you do it." While the Bureau has in the past considered this 
question for inclusion in its decenial population schedule, and 
will probably again consider it for the 1960 census of popula­

tion, the chief drawback has hoen the monumental coding and

3
3

J

a
. ■ IrI

’ir\
ir"-
Hi

:!
I;

1:1
a !

i
tabulating ,'oB viiich-at the t^resent level of Census mreau activ-

'iliope is coils id enable com-
1b

Srity remains financially prohlTDitive• 
petition among several questions for space on tho populatfon

Id

W
schedule of the BuTgaAi-erf tho Census, and the, addition of such a 
question would moai^the removal of some-others.

If these data wore available, a very direct mensui'e of 
the separation would obviously bo possible. Wo -would knqtJ just

Rif

;5

^Token from an illustrcttsar example of the 1940 population 
scnedulQ as found in: U.S. Burdau of tho Census, Sixteenth Census 
of the United States; 1940 Population, III (Washington: Govern:- 
TBcnt Printing Office, 1943), 291. '

>
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li.what the separation was fop any particular, census tract. com-
- tiunity ^a, city, raetropblitari district. __ i

or ev.an larger geo­

graphic area-, and could order these -areas using as criteria ■
,:p
feris;rs'

either oegree of separation, or degree of industrialisation or 
''residentialness."

• tsii'l.Since these data are not available, we must
SI;seek elsewhere for a means_^ of addressing the problem, 

other data, which'-are amenable to this
Fortunately,

type of analysis, are
measure ivhlch v/ouldavailable., V/hile not presenting the direct

be most desirable, they nevertheless 
in at least first approximation the nature and 
separation sufficient to penait the ordering of tlae 
Chicago in a "residentlar versus industrial" context.

are a means of determining 
extent of the 

areas of

i

ini®
ill®

Ibe nature of the Research b'

, ■ Eie data to be used in this study

of two different surveys, independent of each .other in t-iise and 
^ coverage. The data were collected in such 

the two separate distributions to be dravm 
something about the social and economic structure 

r'lrst, we have the information 
industry by place of residence.- This is”

represent the results
i:

I;
Ia manner as to permit 

up—each tolling us
of the City of 

on number of persons by

r;'i
;r

a
Chicago. 11,

i;a special tabulation of 
* the results oi’ the sixteenth^decenlal cengus of population.^'

This tabulation gives the number of persons by industrial affili­

ation for each of the seventy-five conciiunlty 
Since it i.s a total

Chicago.areas
;! ;* !■

: '
enumeration of the working'people residing in 

Chlcago..as of the week of harch 24-50, 1940, it is as complete an
■:

enuaei’ation as v/a can obtain. C-

ill:
1For source, see Appendix A.
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Secondly, we have'Tihe daita on-the-number 
ing in tlib city, cl-assified by Industry,! and by location of 
v/oilcplace.

of persons v;ork-

Ihese data are based on required eaployer-’r^orta 
made to the Illinoi-s State Division of Placement ..and .Uriamployment. 
.Compensation as .of September, 1947. i

Ibis covers all firms in 
Chicago emploVing seventy-five or'more persons, and therefore i 1-,-
does not enumerate the entire rking population found in- the 
city. In considering the apparent incompleteness of these data

V,'0

■.i. :■C;c

as related to the problem at hand we must point out: 
usually the larger plants which draw workers

(a) it la
far from the.loca­

tion of the plant or office. The small foundry, or l|!LBuper^narket,

with only 10 or 15 employees will most probably draw its employees 
from thq surrounding neighborhood.

miiiii
■

ifHowever, when a plant re­

quires, say, 85 skilled lathe operators, the probability is 
greates that this plant will have to look farther

i!
‘I-' i
'i! , •

for its v/ork 
Also, (b) we are Inter- 

_ eated in the larger plants and offices since it is their location 
■which will present the greater force in both the

force than the icjnediate neighborhood. Vi J

ISI
movement and

mil"residential location of the city's'workers. 
larger plants are the less mobile plants, 
able tor attract their workers from greater distances.

In addition, the 
and must therefore be

i;
f's! !i
■list

i,_.

illDespite the fact that the mor^ direct measure of the 
,s.aparation (as discussed above) may not be. determined'on the 

■ basis of those kinds of data, another ■.■;ay of attacking the problem 
rill be presented and used in this thesis, 
the "inferential method."

which may be called
WM i

h;

■ i

:.iij
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- Hie pe'r cent of the city's total eraployraent fountj in each 
oomittnit^ area ,(distribution, hy place of work) ,.^nfl the per'cent 
of the city's total-employed residents of each community area 
..(-distribution or pTaea or-reaideij.ce) y/as computed. Hiis was done 
for the total of all industries as viell as for each of nine in-’ ' 
dustries^ individually.

SI
iII
Si
llI-

ir..!
t:i

T~
!

[s
The per cent distribution rather than I

the frequency distribution has been employed because of the ex-
1

Since only those
11)1.

tent of coverage of the place of work data, 
plants, offices, or stores employing seventy-five or more per- fi
sons v;©re required to return reports of numbers of employees,

There is complete coverage of•

[r:::/ I
1$m-

there is an Inccm'plcte • coverage. 
place of residence data, hov/evor, and so as to treat these as 
comparable data, the distributions v;ere expressed in terms of
percentages.

lii
'Xhose per cent distributions ai« .given as part of 

Appendix C for total industry and for the nine selected induST-
Prom these distributions we can see hoy; industry is' dis­

tributed over the city, as vjell as the ivay residences are dis­

tributed.

;
ifll..
nif''■ trios. Mi

\
M'He may note from those data the extent to .which any 

of the given industries tend..to have greater or less concentr'a-
'iVo may note, for instance, that

'll
:rjlll

tion in certain community areas, 
the loop (community area,number thirty-two) contains almost y

lii
twenty-five per cent of all employment in the city, while such 
places as Dunning, Pontolare, V/cst Plsdon, I.'ount Croemvood, ,and

i;

: ‘ !
^ihese nine industiies are: Construction, Food, Printing 

end Publishing, Chemicals, Iron and,Stool, Kotall Trade, Ea ting 
and Di'inlting. Places, Laundry :ind =CToarilng and Dyeing, and Busi­
ness i-.epalrs and Services. See Appendix A for tho'raoans^^f 
selection of those industries.

li m
j
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Morsan.Park {community areas 17, 18, 62, 74 and 75) each has no 
■ plant pr^floQ employing seventy-five 
from these two basic distributions

Thus,

v/e may learn much concerning 
the industrial^ and residential configuration’of the City of

or more persons.
■ 8

i:!Kl
‘ Chicago.

■iJ

■---------------- Total Industry

- Vtoile each of the analyses of'the'nine 
investigation must necessarily be concerned with ^he

industries under

individual

forces playing upon that particular industry, this analysis ot­

to ta'l- industry may be taken to be reflective of the city's total
Industria'l structure, 
on the growth of tlio clty,^ poJ.tits out:

Professor Ernest V/. Burgess, in his paper

■!j ij.
best^: gi^s?ia?e°rperLpl"y of c^eS^Sc'^^'^

, circles, which may be numbered to designate 
sive zones of ifrban extension and the 
ferentiated in the process of e^ansion'l

_This charts represents an ideal construction of the~' 
tendencies of“-any tovm or city to expand radially from its 
central business district . . . (in Qilcago) the loop (I). 
Encircling the doimtown area there is normallj' an area in 
transition, v;hich is being invaded by business and lirht 
manufacture (II), a third area (III) is inhabited by the 
workep in industries v;ho have escaped from the-area -of 
deterioration (II), but who desire to livo within easy access 

work. Beyond this zone is the "residential area" 
JIV) of high class apartment buildings or of exclusive 
restricted'.districts of single family dwellings-. StiH 

farther, out beyond the city limits, is the commuter's zone— 
’ • suburban areas or satelite cities—within h thirty to sixty 

minute ride of the central business district.
_ • Ihis chart brings out clearly the main fact of expansion

namely, the tondgnoy of each inner zone to oxtond its urea by 
the invasion of the,next outer zone,^

*! i

both the- succes- 
types of areas dif-

! i;

iii’iif
'j ■>

Hi..',i

■sH
-It i!
iHii

4
wrnost burgess, "The Growth of the City: An Introduc­

tion to a Pesearoh^Project," Ihe City, ed. by Robert,E. Park 
Ernest 'ii. Burgess, an'd HodorloK; B^jUr.icKenzio (Ciiicn'wo: ’
of Gnlc^go Prdds, 1925), pp. 47-62.

%ee r'lgure 1.

i4

University

^Ibid., P. 50.
f
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Tliis iaeal constrict may be viewed in two ways-^aa a dynamic ex- 
4lsnatio^of the growing city, or as a pinpointed- view of the 
city at a given point in time. V<e must rooognizo, hoivever, that 

P, -each pinpointed viev; is only a photographic snapshot, so to
speak, of the city's dynamic growth, 'fiius.,' the stock yards of 

' Community Area 61 wero built originally on \yhat v/as ■ then the edge 
of the city. It was constructed outside the city limits becaus^e 
of its noxious quality, but the city grew up around it over a 
period of time, encompassing it completely and finally extending 
its limits'far beyond the stock yards. Vihile the tendency is for 
noxious industry to locate at the periphery of the city, the

( ■Sii &

iii fl

:if
I

- ■

•A

Ptii

lii?'
lifii
j'i:tendency on the part of the city to grow outward in radial lines

/
from the center means that thes^ undesirable industries ivill be

limits,

■ -n

povertaken by the city—if not by the political city 
eventually by the population r.iovement.
Hypothesis in reference to the data at hand, we must do so with

then

To use this Eurgess Zonal
i!!

il'respect to the static aspect of distribution.
Davie^ has criticized the zonal hypothesis on the basis 

that it did not account for the distribution of industry in the 
city. Davie'says:

It is this factor of industrial and railroad utilization 
that was, chiefly neglected in BurgesS-t^study. Such use is by 
no means limited to any one zone, but depending on topograp]iy 
and other factors, may be found in any section of the city. 
Examination of scores of base, maps of different cities fails 
to disclose any Instance of industrial concentration within a 

Chicago itself is a case in point. • '

I
i'

ifi;' 5
.^iii

^;!!i
concentric zone.

I )
'a.

■ luaurice H. Davie, "The Pattern of Urban Growtli." Studies 
in the Science of Society, ad. .by ,_Gooige Peter Uurdock (Now Haven: 
Yale University Pres.s, 1937), pPi P^b-Ml.

^Tbld.. p'. 159.

1?

yI
ii"i-i
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' An examination of the.spa-tlal cjistrlbution of eraploymont
as r'opros'^t'ed in figure 2 servos- to point out tliat v/hile industry 

does not exactly follow the pattern of concentric zones, still 
-this pattern does seem to generally describe the distribution 

< , well. Hie tliree coimuunity areas of heaviest concentration, of
industry.are areas 8., 2B, and 32 vihich respectively contain 11.5, 
9.7, and 24,7 per cent of the total industry of the city, a total 
of 45.7 per cent for the three areas. Ihese three areas are all

1

ii
s ii

ii:
I-

approximately within the area described by Burgess as being the
ilae only other area fall-factory zone—the zone of transition, 

ing within the "heavily concentrated" group is community area 61
T/hich has 4.7 per cent and is the location of the Chicago Stock 
xards. Thus, over fifty per cent of all employment in the city 
is located in these four community areas. !:i!1 • i

ii
As we go outward from the center of the city to its pe- 

• rlphery, \is find the amount of industrial development decreasing. 
At the outer rim of the city, as we come to the suburban and 
residential areas, there is little industry, except for that part 
of the city directly west from the center, v/liore wo 'lavo the nar­

rowest •> part of the city. If the data were available, it v/ould be 
most desirable to examine the suburbs at this point to discover 
how well this generalization V/ould hold.

If we examine the distribution of residoncos of omplryod 
persons in the city, we find a pattern ratlior different from th^ 
one presented by the distribution of oiiiployraont, In exoinlnlng

t;ij
■:iq'

!-i:

ill- ^

• -ill
I:f!l

-!i
Bf

figure 5, ■//o find that the nj-eas of heavier conftonti'ation of

■ workers tends to be Eomowliat away Croiii the eonti-al business
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eOMMUNlTY AREAS OF GHICAGO

AS - ADOPTED BY CENSUS BUREAU. IMO.' ^ *

\
■i -1 I ■■ Per Cant Distribution 

of Total- Employment, 
1947. .
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'district. The three community areas of heaviest concentration of 
workers ^sidences are areas 3,- 24, and 25, Uptown, V.'est To^m 

' and Austin, which tOGetlier'contriitute 15,9 per cent of tho city's 
■total labor force. Areas 3 and' 25 would probably both fall.

.• •

"

^ within Burgess's tone III, the soi^ of V/orkingmon*s homes, as 
would most of the other coDn'-unity areas falli^ vdthin-the 2.00- 
3.99 per cent class in figure 5, ' The third community area of

■U'

liv'' 
.il-’ '

heavy residential ooncentratioily number 24, is found to be ad­

jacent to tho three areas of heaviest■industrial concentration— 
As the., suburban and fringe areas to-.theareas 8, 28, and- 32. 

north and south of the center of the city are appi’oachod, vie find 
a decreasing amount of worker's residence's. ■ This is in part a i

iMi; ^function of decreasing density of population as we leave the 
center of ih'e city, but is also conditioned by the greater dis­

tance from the dominant city center, which further Increases tho 
separation of workplace from residapoe. 
tioris of employment and of residence, none of the 't'nree most in­

tensively used residential areas are coincident with any of the 
three rjpst heavily concentret^d^nd'uttrlal areas—a fiirthor 
iijdioation. of the separation' of workplace from fesidenco.

I
■ I

■a-

. -lU

i'"In each of tho dlstribu-
’

ilii
:!« j!':-
-i!’ ■i!
.1' ■k;;2'

.1 ;!
The Individual Industries

If maps v/ere prepared for each of the nine im^stries____

under consideration, using the same criteria as outlined abo-^e, 
we would discover largely tho same patterns gidilbiting them­

selves, The place of ooncenfi-ntlon of industry would bo largely 
abo ut the loop—the central'busdistrict, while, the areas of 
residence would be found ^s oraov/ha t apart from,those. Burgess'

! i

-f'it
,!i

!.t
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO
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first zone—the zone of transition—vfoulrl ha filled in by the 
industrlal^'innctibns, v;Hlle most of the residential 

fall outside of this zone of transition; they would- be located in 
the zon^of v/orking men's homes and in thg-residential-zone.

V/hile there ^70uld. of- course be some deviation from this ideal- 
typical pattern, still the concept of concent:;;ic zones could v;ell 
'subsume the' data .here being considered.

We can here construct a table to indicate the degree to 
whlgh- each of the nine industi-ies follows the pattern as laid out

For each Industry, wo have i,ia^ed

areas v/ould ft'
I

i;

I

I:.
by total- industry (see above), 
in this table the areas of greatest concentration of residence.
that is, where there is four per cent or more of the total labor 
force of the city residing in ttet area, we have called it "con- 

The criteria for classifying jireas as employment 
areas Is the same as for residences; that is, vfhere there is four 
per cent or more of the total employment of the city located in 

From Table 1 alone, we find a measure of the con­

centration of industry and residences.
3.66 v;ork areas per industry, v;itii t,77 residential areas per 
Indus try,

Industry, there are' fev; oomiiunity areas vjhloh provide a largo 
pa,rt of the city's workers in that industry as v;q11 as the plaoos 

7Jhat this moans is that the people living in 
the city must travel some distance to and .from the v/oi'kplace each ^ 
working day. This distance v.-ill vary considerably from a short 
walk to vrark, to a long automobile-^--train ride. .

Evidence will bo presented later in this paper to support

!;i'■centrated."
1-

in
that area.i

In the table, there are :i ii

■;)-

!Vie may also note that in the case o.f almost every
'H

i-,.

for them to work.

.:r!; •

..Lf
7



■V i
iv'': ■ :1%

*.54'

N ■ . I'

TABLE 1
f

AREAS HAVIIIG 4.00 PER CENT OR MORE Op’ THE CITif'S 
TOTAL WORKING FORCE EITHER LIVING OR ■ 

WORKING IN ITIE AREA
i:
>’

f - Areas wi-tti 4.00
Par Cent or Mora .

of the City's 
V/orklnR Residents

Areas-with 4.00
Per Cent or Mora 
'vof the City’s 
Total Emalovment

i:
Indus-try

Total Industry 3., 24, 25 
3, 6,-24, 25

8, 28, 52 
8, 23, 28, 32, 61 
-6, 8, 25, 28, 58,

f; Construction. . .

:iiSPood 24, 61
61- 1

Business Repairs and 
Services. . . . . . 3, 6, By 25, 28 

5, 6, 25

8, 28, 32, 33-

^3, V®'
8, 22, 24, 25, 29, 
32, 54, 58, 60, 61

25,- 28, 46, 51,
52, 58

8, 20, 29, 32 
a, 28, 32

f:
Printing and Paihlishing.l:

jraChemicals 1r 24, 25, 60
!

Iron and Steel. . . 24, 46
it;' H ■

, f Retail Trade. . . 3, 24,.2$, 29 
3, 6, 7,.8, 24,

' i' -
Eating and Drinlcing Places 1128

-i'

Laundry and Cleaning and 
^ Dyeing. . . . . . . . . . . 3, 6, 24, 38 i

35,
8, 22, 28, 33,1 r -49

^ I

s;..:.1.the contention that the-persona in the higlier socio-economic 
classes are those who tend to travel farther to work.than per- 
sons -in the lov/er socio-economic groups* 'Ihis may be explained

1-1!
-;;

by the differential mobility 'of individuals and plants and of- 
Individuals'and f amil^M'fice buildings. may he responsive to 

the ecological processes presenting an outward force from the !

'
.4
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"benter of the city, 'and It la the higher inobme groups which are 
‘better ableSjo-procure the be'tter homes which 
in the-newer built up areas In the subvirbs.

,1
"4..'v;’ are generally found 

At the same time, 
plants and office buildings remain relatively fixed in space due

i-;

■ !'

-i; .
•to their greater dependence upon the central business district,

'fhus.
!-

or because of their greater investment in oap^al goods. 
v;hile the 16v;er income groups tend to remain closer to the center-

:;
of the city, ^t is the higher income groups- which are found in 
the periphery and av;ay from the locations of industry and 'com-' 
mqrce.

5
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CHAPTER IV

THE SEPARATION OF PLACE OF WORK

FROM PLACE OP RESTDEIICE ■ j

Rius far, v^e have focused our attention on the separate 
distributions of emplojrient and residence in the city and ha>e 
treated them apart. From this we may progress to the core of our 
investigation—the separation of '.vorkplace from place of resi­

dence. To proceed to .this dimension of analysis from that al­

ready employed is another step which relates the tvjo distributions 
. already treated separately, and thereby develops a measure of the ' 
separation. Ey the use of the previously discussed geographic 
distributions of employment and residences, wo may prepare an 
"index of separation." This index is a measure of the extent to . . 
which any one of the ieventy-flve community areas of Ctiicagb may 
be classified as either a "work area," "residential area" or ■ 
"mixed area." While any area could be classified as a work area 
simply on the basis of a concentration of industry in that area, 
still the area may have such a disproportionately large part of 
the city's residences located there,as to overshadow the industry 
located there, and thus,properly make the area "residential." It 
may be seen therefore, that thA classification of the coDEiunity 
areas is dependent upon more than the simple proportion it con­

i' tains of either the city's employiaent^Sr' its residences—it de­

pends upon the relationship betv.;een these proportions. By the

i

1 ■

I
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:/■
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' usa of this relationship^ a.continuum, of‘"residentialness- 
industriilne^" may .be established and the oomnainity areas ordered 
■in this manner.'

1

. -
. h:

Given the percentage distributions'of industry and resi­

dences, the index of separation-is computed from them, as is in- 
Ihis index ofjseparation (S) measuresdlcated in Appendix- C. 

the ratio of the percentage of employment in an area to the per •;V
I

cent of workers residing-in that area, and is expressed in for­

mula form as follows: 
c - Ex

where:

S = index of Separation of Place of V/ork from Place of 
Residence

x.lOO

!;■

iX = Community Area

E = Per Cent of Total Employment in the Area 
R = Per Cent of Total Vi'orking Residents in the Area

1

-This separation index has been computed for total industry as
indu^rios here being analyzed..well as for the nine selected 

Appendix C contains the tables of separation Indexes for all In- ■■i

dustries by the seventy-five community areas. These data have 
bean used in the construction of a series of maps included as a 
part of this paper (see figures 4 to 7 and 9 to li) . These maps 
present the geographic concentration of industrial as well-as 
residential location in the city and v;lll be viewed here in terms 
of the separation of v/orkplace from residence.

The data, upon which the maps are based, may^be summarized

1

-i

i
V

.iiI

■■here as follovrs.:

' ,4 1
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TABLE 2 .

■ 'TOfflER OF COIittOTlJI'jy'AREAS OF THE CTTiT OF CHIOAOO 
■ CLASSrFIED AS V/ORK, UIXED, OR HESIDEKTIAL, BT 

TOTAL- IHDDSTRY AHD HIlffi-SSLicTED niDUSTRIES 1
TTumBer

_ of
Work Areas -

Humber
of

Mixed Areas

Humber of
Residential

Areas
Industry

S,

Total Industry..... 
Construction. . . . . . . . .

24 , _13 38

7 12
:: ■

:::h
56

■ ■ i

Pood. . . ■ 910 . ■ 56

Business Repairs and 
Services. . . . . . . 5 4 ■ 66 3

Printing and Publlsliing. 
Cliemicals..................

i:7 6 62

12 ■ 10 ■ 53

Iron and Steel .18 14 43 i-

itRetail Trade. 9 9 57

itifEating and Drinking 
' Places. . . . . . . . 5 7 63

Laundry and Cleaning and 
Dyeing. . . . . . . . . . . . 17 12 46 ill;

I':
I'iIn Table 2, v/e may note a measure of industrial concen­

tration—those areas being more highly concentrated v/111 have 
f-ev/er work areas and mixed areas than will thd“'los3 highly con­

centrated industries. On the basis', of this criterion, we find 
the most highly oonoontfated Industry is Business Repairs and 
Services' while the most highly dispersed industry is Iron and 
Steal. i<’o may ask, upo'n further ihspoctlon of this table, hov; is 
if that total industry eriilbits fdJ;65|!?'esidontial areas than all 
other industries? Ihe answer to such a query lies iii the fact ■

■ r 1

i:::!-
i.

if

i',;

r
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that while one area may be a vjork area fpu a‘ ^iven . industry, it 
like^

be a residential area for another industry, 
munity area nine is a work area for Business Repairs and Services, 
but is'a residential area for all other industries, 
a work area for the Construction industrji", but is I’esidentiai for 
all other industrigs,

Comtmay very

Area 38 is
■r;' ■

J

'thus v;e may see-that total industry sub­

sumes all these differences and becomes the summary measure of
the locational aspects of industry and residences.

Vftiile total industry may in a, sense be a summary of the 
locational Influences playing upon the individual industrlos, 
each separate industry still displays a distinct pattern of dis­

tribution of irapoi'tance to any analysis v/e may malce of the 
separation of workplace from resldenee. lhat is, It is obvious 
that the more highly ooncenti'oted industries will require their

-  employees to travel greater distances to work by the very nature
of the concentration. Ihose industries, for instance, v/hlch are 
oliiefly located in just two or tlu’en community areas vrill still 
continue to draw their labor force from all parts of the city, 
and thus the persons v/lio are ividely distributed throughout the 
city must converge upon the geographi .nlly concentrated v/ork 
plaoo^ Such an industry Is Business-Repairs and Services, which 
has only five.areas which may be classified as "work areas," and

■■■■}:

-r--

\

Jhii

hi:
r

ii:
I-
f

h
four areas' classified as "mixed aro'as," leaving sixty-six "resi­

dential areas."
i;

In other v;ords', people must come Trom sixty-six 
other areas to the main places of-work in this particular indus- i;;

■i

try.
' C-

r.
■ Ji<:

C- ,'i

- - iMA
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^stribution of Light and Heavy Industry 
Vftiat are the important' factors v/hich differentially in­

fluence the location of the varying types o.f industries? Vihile 
the^eneral factors of location have 'been discussed earlier in 
this papera more specific locational infjluence may be noted 
within this context of an industrial typology.

Concentration of Employment and Hesidences 
It will be noted that the literature discussing the 

ecological processes of,concentration and centralization assigns 
somewhat different meanings to these terms conceptually, vAiioh- 
meanings are not consistent v.nth each other^ Qulnn^ defines 
concentration as "involving changes in the spatial distribution 
of units ivlthln a homogeneous area so .that a progressively greater 
difference in numbers or density, of population exists among its .

, V sub-parts."S Centralization, on 'the other hand,' as contrasted 
rYith concentration, "involves the progressive increase of func­

tions ai the center of domjWnce of an Integrated area." 
and halbert say that "if concentration'indicates the grouping of 
population and institutions in a particular area v/ithout. reference 
tb the ecological patterns tta.t emerge or the functions that are 
performed, centralization, denotes the distributive pattern of 
population and 'institutions in the area of concentration and the 
processes Whereby these patterns appear."^ '

0

,1

■V

(; ' ■

i;
Gist

\\
ij

11:r

1..^ .

P;'! |r:
i

^Seo chap. I of this paper for a discussion of the fac­
tors of location.

^James A. Quinn, Human Ecology (Nev; Yorh! Prentice Hall, _
Inc., 1950) .

^Ibid.. p. 333. ‘laist and halbert, op. cit., p. 143.

iJi
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Queen and Thomas define concentration as. the "drav/ing of 
into a given area,"

■filing of people to work rather than to reside in a given area."^ 
C. A. Dawson relates the concept of dominance to that of central­

ization. Dominance is the "outcome of. the process of centraliza­

tion," v/hich indicates the concentration "of institutional units.

population and centralization'as "the assem-

and their complex Integration . . , with refo^rence to the canter 
of dominance. ii2

McKenzie gives his definition of concentration 
as the "tendency of an increasing numher of persons to settle in 
a given area or region," while centralization is a "temporary 
fom of concentration."^

It v;ould appear that the above quoted authors vrould agree ' 
that concentration v/ould mean the c.oming together of persons and 
institutions into a given area, while the concept of centraliza­

tion would specify this concentration to be v;ith respect to a
Tnus, we nay accept as a concen3ual~aefinitlon 

that proposed by E. W, Burgess'when-he says that "concentration 
is the convergence to a center of population or any of its com­

ponent parts" and that centralization la "the degree to v;hlch 
urban functions are located at tire center of the community."^

dominant center.

r.

■hr'fi
J

I

"^Stuart Alfred Queen and Lewis Francis 'Ihomas, Hie. City 
(Hew York: McC-rav; Hill Book Co., Inc., 1959), p. 262. -

2
c, A. Davison, "Hie .(Sources and Methods of Human Ecology," 

'Ihe Fields and Methods of Sociology, ad. by L, L. Bernard (Hew 
York: Farrar and Rinehart, 1934),pp, 294-296.

t:'
!■

Roderick D. McKenzie, "ihe Scope of Human Ecology," in 
E. Burgess, The Urban Community (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1926), pp. 172-177 .

' C- IjSK' if

From an unpublished sylabus for a course in I'llumnn 
Ecology" given at the University of Chicago by Professor Ernest 
IV. Burgess in the Spring Quarter, 1950.
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We may note that concentration thus becomes' a precondition for 
central izati^. In order to have a dominant center of a community

" ■—•

"iv^inust have a concentration of institutions and urban ^functions 1

at that canter. Hius, v;e may examine the hypothesis proposed 
concerning oentralication of light industry hy examining the -con­

centration of light Industry as opposed to the concentration of 
Jieavy industry. The two are intimately interwoven—even more so 
in the context in which Tie speak in this paper. Here, the very 
fact of concentration influences the separation of TOrkplaco 
from place, of residence, and if there is any patterning at all ■ 
presented hy variation by type of industry, this variation is 
important for our purposes. To examine this variation by type of 
industry, let us examine the industries in a light versus heavy 
context to discover any association between type and concentra­

tion. Gist and iialbert^ suggest that industries may be clas­

sified broadly as "light" and "heavy," and that':

Available evidence indicates that heavy manufacturing 
industry is more highly deconti-alized than light laanufactiir- 
Ing, vjhioh is frequently found around the edge of the central 
business district in 7;hat Burgess calls the 
tlon.^

This,may be explained In part by the different r'-iqulrements of 
light and heavy industry. In their analysis of the Regional 
Survey of new York and Its Erlvirons. Gist and Halbert summarize 
thes.e requirements.. Heavy industry needs may be characterized 
as follows:

Id

l.';:

.'dii

i;
i; ■

zone of tranai-
;!

I:;

V, ■l.'oel P. Gist and L. A. Halbert, Urban Society (Mew York: 
Thomfcs Y. Cj’OWoll Company, 1046)..

®Ibid., p. 16S.
/' c

f.

\

M.
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(1) Comparatively large size, (2) time or service fac€or ■ 
■ unimporttat, (3) large ground ai’ea per person required',' (4) 
nuisaiice. ^atvires frequently present'.(odors, noise,-fire 
hazards-, and the like), (5) specialized building^ required,
(6) serious problems of water disposal, and (7) large -quanti- 

, ties of . fuel or-water required. Since it is probable that 
these characteristics are common to all parts of the country, 
it is not surprising, then, to find located on the outskirts 
of the city, or at least at a considerable distance from the 
central business district, such Industries as meat-paqklng, 
petroleium-reflning, smelting, automobile manufacturing and. 
assembling plants, sugar refining, lumber mills,• flour mills,

■ ■and the like.l
Light industry, on the other hand, has the following needs:

■Cl) No specialized type of buildings required, (2) time 
or service factor an important element, (3 ) specialized, un- 
s-tandardized highly skilled v;ork, (4) sma.ll .ground area per 
Worker required, (O) obsolete buildings suitable, (6) oom- 
'paratlvely small scale, (7) close contact v/ith the-market 
required, (8) highly seasonal fluctuating labor force, and 
(1) importance of style factor, 
making, printing, photoengraving, and the manufacturing of 
Jewelry, candy, cigars, teclmioal Instruments, and cosmetics 
are usually located in fairly close proximity to the central 
business district.2 '

.. 1

Sxich enterprises as gai-ment
,!

To Investigate the hypothesis that heavy industry is more 
highly decentralized than light industry, as was identified by 
Gist and Halbert as having been proposed In the volume on the 
Regional Survey of Hev; York and Its Environs,® v/o can select' 
those industries v;hioh may be classified as "ll^t" or "heavy" 
from the nine Industries being, analyzed in this paper, and these 
industries may'then 'be compared, in a "oonoontrated.-dispersQd" 
context. On the basis of the criteria listed in the quotation 
above, v/e may select aS "heavy" the Chemicals Industry and the

S.

lii

i

^Ibld. ^Ibld.

^Regional Plan Association, Regional Survey of Mew York 
and Its Environs. Vpl. I, l,ia.tor Economic factors In Metropolitan 
Growth and Arrangement (Hew YorK:C:^G.9JSlnittee on Regional Plans 
of Hev/ York and Its Environs, 1928).

r
!(

: -vj-a

it'
'1*
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Iron and Steel industry. "Li^t" industri'es are the Pood indus- 
_ try and the Pr'iriting and Publishing industry. On the Jjasis of ' 

the suggested hypothesis, we-Yfould expect to find the Food and' 
Printing and Publishing industries more highly concentrated than 

. tlie Chemicals and the Iron and Steel industries. ,

Ft?om Table 2 ,we extract the follWng per^^nent data:

Mi
Ki"

liM;-:'
;M.

TABLE 3
MEASURES OP THE COMCEHTPJiTICK OH DISPERSIOU OP SELECTED 

LIGHT AlID HEAVY LIDUSTRIES Hi THE CITY OF CHICAGO^-' 'Mi:;

i ' ii :i:Resi­
dential
■Areas

Work. 
Areas

Mixed
Areas

Industry
and
Type

Total

Num­
ber

Per
Cent

Num­
ber

Hum­
ber

Per
Cent

Ter
Cent

Num­
ber

Per
Cent

/
►

150Light. . . 100.0 17 11.5 15 •10.0 118 78.7
i

Food. . . . . . .
Printing and , 
Publishing...

Hoa-vy. . .

Chemicals. . .
Iron and Steel.

100.0.. 75 10 15.5 9 12.0 56, 74.7'
75 100.0 7 9.3 6 8.0 62 82.7

;Mii ii'■150 100.0 30 .20.0 24 16.0 , 96 64.0
■

100.0
100.0

-:V1;
; ■ ■■ i:

75 12 I'e.o
24.0

10 13.3
16.7

53 70.7' ■ 
57.5

i; ■

75 13 ,1■ 14- 43

.001 < P (X2) < .01-

By setting up. a four fold table on the basis of the in­

formation derived from Table 3, we can measure the existence and 
degree of association between number of residential areas and 
light Indus tig;. V/ewould expect to find fev/er residential areas 

^ associated with hedvy industry. By computing a totmchorlc "r" 
as the measure of corrbiation, we -ivould-expect to find light 

■ industry positively correlated v/itiv^d^dential areas.

: ''i 1
5 Mr

MM;

Mfi t;- '-'I' ip
I'l

.Mii;
idlMil

7 iMi:
• i-r* ■ j

IL
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A
TABLE

DISTRIBUTIOH OP THE eOHOTITi: AREAS OP CHICAGO BY LIGHT AHD 
HEAVY IHDDSTRY AND' BY RESIDEHTIAL CLASSIFICATIOII 

■ PREPARED FOR THE COHPUTATIOH- OP THE TETRA- ’ 
CHORJG CORRELATIOil COEPPICIENT^ ?r...

Numb or , Number
' of ■ ,

Residential 
Areas

lypo of 
Industry

of
Total 'Residential

Areas

Light

Heavy

118 = .393 52 = .107 150 = .500 
150 = .500 ■"i■96 = .320 54 = .180

'dill
Total 214 = .713 86 = .287 500 -1.000

■’’Source: Table 3.

A computation of the Tetraohorlo corr’elation coefficient,' using 
_ the Tetrachoric "r" diagrams,^ no derive a coefficient equal'to

.165, v;hich Indicates a relatively small degree of oorrelation, 
. but iia significant and po^sltive correlation, nevertheless, 

basis of this small test, v/e find our hypothesis to be substanti-
-:yj:On the

i:;
ated; light industry is more concentrated tlmn heavy industry, 
mis is admittedly a meager test of the hypothesis since wo have 
but two industries in each of the classifications; however, it 
does present evidence in support of the suggestion.

In addition, \ie may ommino the maps presenting the 
spatial distribution of v;orl:, mixed, and residential arena for 
each of the four industries being here”considered.

i

;V

i!.:

f-

Biese are

- ^Leone Chesire, Hilton Saffljq^and .L. L. Thurstone, 
puting Diagrams for the Totraehor'tg"^~rBlatlon Coefficient

Com-

( Cliicagol Univeraity of Chicago Pr^sa, 1933)*
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: figures 4, 5> 6,.and 7. Prom these We may more easily note the .■> 
' o^entratiph of the light industries as opposed to ' ,

the greater dispersibh of the Tie^y .Industries, . Obviously, the : '

: two extremes' seem tp be Printing: arid Publishing- on -the, one hand/ '

‘ and Iron and •Steel on the other. By; comparing the l-ight indus­

tries', of Pood (figure 6) and Priritinpand Publishing (figure ?) 
with: the heavy, industries, Iron .and Steel (figure 4) and diemioais 
-(figure, 5) ,:-v/o ,_can 'directly. note; the greater niunber of. .work areas 
>tdund in figures 4 and 5,: the heavy industries.,

Support for: this proposition is also f oimd. in an unpub­

lished master's thesis by Orenstein,! v/here an analysis of (the 
industry of the metropolitan area of'Onicago was made.. He 
pointed out that -Pood and Printing and Publishing tended,to be 
concentrated in'the central part of the. industrial area, while.
Iron and Steel arid Chemicals tended to -be found in. the peripheral 

■ sections.

I

'.ii

'(

'i-
1

ii

■ i

i !

;

•1

-!
fv

Differentials of .Separation by'Class ■ ■

; At the end of the preceding chapter it v/as pointed out

that ym might eiroect the longer, ,i.ournoy-to work to bo taken by 
-the persons-in .the,higher so^oio^conoinic classes. This is ex­

plained in teimis of thp differential 3patial,.mobllity of .lower - 
.T and, upper: Jbcspio groups.As the. ecblogioal process^ of invasion

^5
L> ,|

ii

i,
iL,

■; ■ ^PranJc, E,> Oronsteiii, "Industrial Decentraliaation in
Metropolitan Areas: of the .Groat Mces and Ohio Valley Eegipn'' 
(Unpublished !f. A. Thesis,' Department of Sociology, .University , 
of Chicagov .1942), 'p-. 125. ■ -

,%or a discussion of tHSssSe^ildgioal processes,: see Ifoel 
P.-Gist and L/ A...Halbert, op. clt..: chap( VIll..- .. .

ii
i•rii-

Ia:./
iL
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and succession are carried on, it is the v/ealthior persons who 
leave the center\^,f the city, and move out to the periphery, thus 
leaving room at the center for the lower income groups. In the 
Burgess scheme of city growth (see figure 1), it is the outer ring 

.. which generally is of the-higher socio-economic status. Albert J.
Hayer,l in his study of the City of Ciiicago, pointed out that the

■ ■ ■ \

higher socio-economic census tracts vrnre those whicli~hordered ■ the 
city with the lowest socio-economic areas toward the center of 
the city. Approximately the same technique which Mayer used in 
his study- to classify the 935 census tracts of Chicago was used 
in this thesis, to classify the seventy-five community areas by 
socio-economic status (see Appendix B). An examination of this 
classification reveals that the liigher socio-economic classes tend 
to be located near the edge of the city, while the lower groups 
may be found closer to the canter of the city. Presented here la 
a listing of the seventy-five areas by socio-economic class:

5

•
v

[i

TABLE .5
SOCIO-ECOIIOKIC eaiASSIFICATION OP THE SEVENTI-FIVE 

GOMKUKITS AHEAS OF CHICAGOj 1940

Socio-
Economic

Class

Humber >of Community. Areas
fAreas

;
I 13 1, -2,. 3, 9, 12,, 32, 41, 43, 44, ‘45, 71, 72,

73
II 16 4,-6, 10, 15, 14,: 15, 16, 25, 26, 39, 42,

48, 66, 69, 70, 75 ' .
.5, 7--,--e, 11, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27 j 49, 52, 
63, 64, 65, 67, 68 ■ ,
22, 23, 28, 29, 30, 33, 35, 36, 38, 40; 46,
51, 53, 54, 59, 61, 62, 74 •
24, 31, 34, 37, 47, 50, 55, 56, 57, 58, 60

iiIII 17

18IV
■i

V 11

i:^Albert J, Mayer, "A Method for Determining Socio-Eopnomio , i.-;
■ I'M';- ■

n■ ’iiii
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO,
AS ADOPTED BY CENSUS BUREAU. I»40.

5; Iron and Steel Industry; 
Work, Mixed,, and .Resi-'- 
dentlal Areagj

,
I rounr Ttoo

f

rutiramM »aob

legend 
Work Areas 
Sx>150m :■

Mixed Areas 
50< S^< 150» >

1 Residential Areas, 
1S^ < 50 :j

.i'Sj i;
ii

......-I
84

LEGEND
AO. NAME

fiOSE/fSAWf 
i*rsr P/DC£

i (jPTOm 
4 Lnaxjf sojAftc 
■ NORTH CENTER 

LAKCVXW 
T UNCCLNPMtK 
a. NEAR NORTH SiOe 
'9 EUSQN PARK- 
10 NORWOOORKRK 
H JEFEERSON TURK 
H FOREST GLEN 

NORTH PARK
14 ALBAWPARK
15 PORTAGE fitRK 
IS IRVmC PARK

• DUNNING 
MONTCLARE 
BELMONT CRACK 
HERMOSA 
WONOALE 

El AOC4A'^OU4>9r 
IS HUMBOLDT PAJDC 

T TOWN

NO­ NAME

Hr/ is KENWOCO
WASmtGTON PK. 
HFDE PARKVz n y;itOOCL

S ii SOUTH SHORE
CHATHAM- V4S ASMJON PARK

46 SOUTH CmCACO
4T BURNSIDE
40 OAWMET HEIGHTS

il 'SSiSff
S! SOUTH DEERING 
51 EAST SIDE

!
i’WESTPULLMAN

RNEROALE tM STAftT
55 HECEtnSCH ■% 56 GARflELO RIDGE

JO
ARCHER HEIGHTS m STMCTf, BRIGHTON PARK

SO MiKlNLET PARK

61
BRIDGEPORT
NEwarr n* STAcrrii %im-

Z6 HESrCARHElD
6J

WEST ELSDON
GAGE PARK T!'-PK64 

PK 65
CLEARING

GAREJELD 
WEST SIDE 66 

NORTH LAWNDALE 6T WEST ENGLEWOOD 
SOUTH LAWMJALE 66 ENGLEWOOD

JJ NEAR SOUTH SEE 7!
54 ARMOUR SQUARE 7Z
55 DOUGLAS 
58 OAKLAND 
57 FULLER PARK 
50 GRAND eUE}.

Z7 EAST 
10 NEAR

WEST LAWN 
CHICAGO LAWN HT STHttr

% I

pi;m STMiT 
H$ STAttTAUBURN GRESHAM 

BEVERtr
/j WASHINGTON HOTS.

MOUNT GREENWOOD 
7S MORGAN TURK

-i:.
i.H
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF t:HIGAGO
!■

AS ADOPTED BY CENSUS Btff^EAU. I»40;

Chemical Industry: Work,I
i.

5;

r

: /

LegendT'

Work Areas 
S^>150X

JCTMixed Areas, 
^50<. Sx< 150,

-Evidential Areas. 
S^< .50X

^r traeiT m
■\r-vi-t- STnctr t;

i:.

LEGEND ii iNONAME
/ POCERS PMK 
Z WEST fi/OCE 
i UPTOWN 4!
4 LINCOLN SQUARE 4i

i
T UNCOLNPARR

NEAR NORTN Sme 46 
EaSON PARK 4T 
NORWOOD PARK . .

.. Z 'Sl&Sff
H NORTH PARK 

ALBANY PARK 
IS PORTAGE PARK 
It IfMNG PARK 

DUNNING 
MONTCLARE.
BELMONT CRACH 
HEPMOSA 

^/ AKKEiALE

NO. NAME

1..... T• JP KENWOOD
WASHINGTON PK.
HYDCPARK
WOOOLAm

43 SOUTH SHORE
44 CHATHAM
45 MALONPARK 

SOUTH CHICAGO 
BURNSIDE 
CALUMET HEIGHTS

.........To\........
I

. ...i. trsnccT

|i:ts tTfrer
SI SOUTH 
Si EAST SIDE 
SJ WEST PULLMAN
54 RfYEROALE-
55 HEGEWtSCH
56 CARflELO RIDGE 
ST ARCHER HEIGHTS

BRIGHTON PARK 
59 MAKINLEY PARK 

LOGAN SQUARE 60 BRlDGEfORT 
WMBOLOT PARK 6! NEW OTY

I? S 'SS^
16 WEST GARFIELD PK. 64 CLEARING 

CAST GARFIELD PK SS WEST LAWN 
fEAR WEST SIDE 66 CHICAGO LAWN 
NORTH LAWNDALE 6T WEST ENGLEWOOD 

SO SOUTH LAWNDALE 66 ENGLEWOOD 
3! LOWER WEST SIDE 69 GREATER GRAND CR. 
Ji LOOP TO ASH0URN
33 NEAR SOUTH SEX Tl -AUBURN GRESHAM
34 ARMOLff SQUARE Ti BEVERLY
35 DOUGLAS T3 WASHINGTON HGTS^

OAKLAND 74 MOUNT GRCCNWOOO
37 PIKLCRPARK 75 MORGAN PARK^
36 GRAND BiSO

OEERING i::irItt^riKCT ■

m STsttr

: : v: 'STMtT

it '■ •Ur STPttT

• i133 4TIKCT 
jmetT i■

i
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eOMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO
BUREAU. 1040.

Pood Indu3try: Work, 
Mixed, and Realdentlal 
Areas

/6
17 !

Ya ...I
rULLtHlOH 1400

i asLegend

V/ork Areas 
S^> 150

m
sH f

liis'ISsa
JJixed Areas, 
50 < S,<150X

iResidential Areas 
S., < . .60 ■X

ii , -
a,A:

S* :
tTfiter

LEGEND

Hi I'';NAM£
t ftOGOiSPAfiK JP KENWOOD 
Z WEST SrOGE 40
3 UPTOWN 4l
4 LINCOLN SOUME 4S
5 NOffTH CENTEP
6 i/WQfMEW
7 LINCOLNPAPK 
9 NEAR NORTH SIX 46 SOUTH CHICACO 
9 EasONPAPN 47 BURNSIDE 
- NORWOOD fMK 49 CM1P4ET t^tCMTS

n JEFFERSON PARK 49 ROSELAND 
12 FOREST BLEN SO PULLMAN
15 NORTH PARK SI SOUTH XERINC 
U ALBANY PARK 52- EAST SIX
ts PORTAXPARK 5J WEST PULLMAN
16 iRmC PARK S4

DUNNING ■
MONTCLAX Stt GARFIELD 
BELMONT CRAON S7 ARCHER h 

CO HERMOSA Se BRIGHTON PAfB<
2! AMONDalE
22 LOGAN SQUARE
23 HUf-mCKOT PARK 

TOWN

NO NO- NAME n STACfT

WASHINGTON PK. '■'.X
HYXPARK

r» STRtfT
43 SOUTH SHORE
44 CHATHAM
45 AUAUON PARK

RP/ERDALE-
SS HEXWISCH

RIDX
HEIGHTS

59 M*KINXY PARK
60 BRIDGEPORT
61 NEW OTY
62 AEST ELSOON
63 CAGE PARKa %i;,

26 "^T GARFIELD PK.
GARFIELD PK 
WEST SIX 66

CLEARING-'Vs27 EAST 
29 NEAR
29 NORTH LAWNDAU 67 WEST ENGLEWOOD
30 SOUTH LAWNDALE 60 ENGLEWOOD
31 LOWER WEST SIDEFeS GREATER GRAND CR.
32 LOOP 

NEAR SOUTH

WEST LAWN 
CHICAGO LAWN

TO ASHBURN
SX 7! 
AX U2

AUBURN GRESHAM STACtr
BEVERLY

35 DOUGLAS
36 OAKLAND
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.• ’ V : ^lis^'-fcable may bo contrasted with Table ; 6y y&oh Is a
^ the- separation index.. ; tion on' the basis V/e therefore computed ■ 

the meansbcio-economic class for the industrial and residential.: 
V;areaaldei~TShle:'7):;:and examined .the rblationship

I'd-':
li

between socio-
economic status and:industrial-residential classtfloation,' The 
large difference in computed means as indicated in Table 7, be­

tween the residential areas and (a), the work areas, (b) the mixed 
areas, and (c). the non-residentlal areas (which are the summation

lyli-
i:| l-'-.

of the work .plus the mixed areas) indicates a significantly dif­

ferent type of area, being grouped under each area'type, 
standard error of the difference beWesn the

The

means was computed, 
and found to be equal to .35^2 for the. difference between IVork li

Piand Residential. The Critical Ratio v/as then calculated and found 
to be equal to 3.84 standard deviation units.betf/een Work and

l;.IIP!
: 1

j?Residential areas. • Even-at the .0001 level of significance., the 
difference was found to be statistically significant. :S

■I Pi:

TABLE 6

IHDUSTRIAL-IffiSIDENTIAL CLASSIPICATIOH OF THE SEVElTTf-FIVE 
COIffiitmiTY AREAS OP CHICAGO BASED OH THE COMPUTED 

SEPARATION INDEX AS FOUllD IN APPENDIX C

i
pi!

i'i--

!
I

Humber 
of AreasClass : Community Areas

Work.....

Mixed....

.13.' 8, 28 32, 33, 34,,;.50, 51, 54, 56, 59, 61,
-64^ 70 ^ '
5, 7, 12, 19, 20/ 21, 22, 23, ^5, 26, .29,
in'’58, 60., V

If
iifl24 I ;r-53, 55,- 57, ii,T

Resi-/^ 
dential.. 6, 9, Id, 11, 13, 14,. 15, 16,

aI’ ah’ Aq’ fo’ C"’ cf’ Ac' c°'^, 66 , 67 , 68 , 69 , 71,
■72,-?5,,- 74.,- 7d-t-CS=-^c;;

■ 38 ■

f Vi.' ii.Areas in Census Tract Cities" (Unpublished M.A..Thesis,'Dept, of 
^doclology. University of dhioago, 1948) . J ■

ft- if
y.I ti

Pilii!



m

53
I COM MUNItY AREAS OF CHICAGO

AS ADOPTK> BY CENSUS BUREAU. IMO.
Socio-Eoonomlo Classifi­
cation of the Seventy- 
five Community Areas -of 
'Chicago, 1940,

;;
I' IZI'; :
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‘lABLE 7

LIEAN SOCIO-ECONOMIC CLASS FOE EACH OF THE IHDUSTRIAL- 
HESIDENTIAL CLASSES '

Standard
Deviation 
of the 
Mean

Moan
Socio-

Economic
Class

Niimber 
of AreasClass

Total 2.9775 1.31

Work...............................
Mixed............................

Non-Eesidential 
Residential.............

13 3.69
5.62
3.65
2.3S

1.14
1.22
1.19
1.08

24
37
38 ! i

V'

V/hile not a measure of all those factors determining the 
socio-economic status j1 -n area in the city, this evaluation of 
the socio-economic status of the community areas of Chicago on 
the basis of the Mayer composite index does present an evaluation
v/ith respect to those factors employed in the determination of 
the .composite index,^ ihus, the differential socio-econoiiiic

(1) par ceht of population native 
v;hite, (2) median school years completed, (3) per cent profes­

sional workers, and (4) median contract or estimated monthly 
rental*

!;
status is dsnoted in terms of: f f 1

On the basis of these four indices, the residential 
areas were found to be of a significantly hl;^er socio-economic
class than the work areas,

We have found the residential areas to be of a signifi­

cantly higher socio-economic class than the v;oric areas. Since 
the residence areas are those in v;hioh a relatively small pro-

^Soe Appendix B. i
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portion of the total employment of the city ia found, it follows 
that those pei^ns residing in the residential areas ^obably
must travel a greater distance to vjorli than those persons resid­
ing in the ivork areas. Now, since these persons of the residen­

tial areas tend to be in a higher socio-economic class. it fol-
lovJS that higher socio-economic class persons tend to travel 
farther to work than persons of the lower socio-economic classes,

Other Social Characteristics
Ihe work areas of the city tend to be the areas whore the 

large force of unmarried males reside. A large portion of this
--1;'

force of unmarried :uales may be found in the Hobohemia described 
by Nels Anderson,^ which, 
areas in the center of the city.

to some extent, coincides vdth the work 
It is interesting to note, 

however, that the high proportion of unmarried males continues
through all of the work areas, and is not contained only in the 
central business district.

--r-H;;--;

Inspection of Table 8 shows that a
gradient constructed on the basis of the size of the unmarried 
male group may be detected when proceeding from vrork to mixed to 
residential areas. Both the sex ratio and the proportion of 
single persons is highest in the v/ork areas and lowest in the
residential areas. For the work areas, the range of the distribu­

tion of sex ratios is from a low of 102 to a high of 350, while
Only

■ ;

In residential areas, the sex ratios vary from 79 to 107, 
four of-the thirteei^work areas have sex ratios less than the

^.Nels Anderson, 'Ihe Hobo (Clnlcago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1923). -

ill-kC%5!sa=
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TABLE 8

COllPDIED !(!EAHS OP SELECOED SOCIAL CimRACTERISTICS FOR WOKC, 
MIXED AND RESIDENTIAL AREAS OF THE CITI 

OF CHICAGO, 1940*

Kean Per Cent
of Population 
Over 15 Years 

Old Still Sinale

Mean Sex Ratio
of Persons 

15 Years Old 
■ and Over

Industrial-Residential 
Class

Total City 97.0- 30,8

V/ork................
Mixed.............
Residential

129.7
102.0
95.5

35.89
31.29
28.52

^Source: Louis V/irth and Eleanor K, Eernert, Local Com- 
munity Fact Book of Chicago (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1949).

highest residential sex ratio of IO7. In addition, ,v;hile eleven 
of the thirteen v;ork areas have a per cent of population over 15 
years of age still single of greater than 30 per cent, rath three

ISof these being over 40 per cent, onlj" ten of the thirty-eight 
residential areas have percentages as high as 30 per cent and

The means of both indices are
7.ii' ■

none of 40 per cent or over.
Si:higher for work areas than total city, and lov/er than total city 

for residential areas, as may be seen in Table 8. 
in part be the result of the general ecological forces bringing a 
greater number of homeless males to the center of the city, it is 
interesting to note that vrtierevor we find a work area, there we 
will also find a higher sax ratio and greater proportion single

This holds true at

i !Willie this may
■

. than the areas which surpound the v/ork area, 
the edge of the city as well .as at .tho^enter.

<



aiAPTER V

SUIiMARY

As the large, modern urban centers of today.^ve grown, 
so has grown the separation of workplace from place of residence. 
Vihile persons in tlie’rur,al, predominantly'agricultural coraraunity 
generally lived close to their v;orkplace and spent a relatively 
small proportion of their time in the .loumey to work, the modern

The grow­

ing cities, the concentration of population and institutions, the 
centralisation of functions, increased specialization.and divi­

sion of labor, all served to separate the worker from his work- 
V-hile industry responded to various locational forces 

playing upon it, the labor force became less mobile—rigidity of 
the occupational hierarchy, acquisition of property, and expense 
of mobility were pointed out as deterents to the free-movement

As certain types of industries tended to become more 
centralized, the workers ^7ho were concentrated at the edge of the 
city found themselves furtlj.or separated from theii- workplace. 
Industrial decentralization also affects the separation; either 
increasing or decreasing the separation depending upon the pat­

tern of irdustrial location.

/

if

ft:

urban dweller does not reside near his place of work.

place.

of workers.

1-

Previous studies of the pi‘oblem v/ere aui'voyod, and v/oro 
.founc to be larfvely the product of eount^j^ea oUior blian the 

host recent and complete v/oo tiiat of linto

' j

"nioec 3oates,

57 t!
f if i
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Liepmann in London, England, 
stenmed f?om o^oglstic interest in the movement of workers.

Most of these previous studies .

1and

those studies woi'e largely oriented toward the Investigation of 
woricer transportation and•movement.

Tne distribution of employment and of workers residences 
for the City of Chicago was presented, and it was shovm that the 
loop .(community area 52) contains almost twenty-five per cent of

.5

all employment in the city, while Dunning, Montclare, West Elsdon, 
Koiuit Greenwood, and Morgan Park (coimnunity areas 17, 18, 62, 74, 
and 75) eaoli has no plant or office building employing seventy- 
five or more pei’sons.

:l. :

: ^
Tliese distributions were then examined 

with reference to the Burgess Zonal Hypothesis, and it was pointed ■■'S.

out that while industry as a whole tends to exliibit a pattern of 
concentration wliich is especially pronounoed-toward the center of 
the city, workers' jfesldences tend to be concentrated in 
away from the center of the city.

'

areas

A Separation Inde:?: was coniputed for each coraitnmity area, 
and is an esq^ression of the relationship between the per cent 
distribution of workers' residences and the per cent distribution 
of enplcyEent,

'i''

The seventyrflve coin;r.\inlty areas of the city were 
then olassifled as either work, rallied, or residential in charac­

ter, with the Separation Index used as the measure. By tho use
of this classification, tho separation of workplace from place
of residence was then examined.

It was shoivn that there are class difforontlals In tho
Diatnncoseparation of place of worlc from place of residence.

■ ' ' MSS?travelec inc.-eascs v/itr; Hocio-cconomlc status. 'llio-bot Uii' homos

I



<

59

are iound largely at the-edgo of the city and In the suburbs, and 
that^:

It was shown he persons residing In these hor.ss tend to bo 
of a higher sooio-oconoralc class than those persons residing
closer to the center of the city. Hov/, as industries are to a 
large extent -centralized, or found close to the central business' 
district, workers in these industries who ooiao from those higher 
socio-economic class areas must travel a longer distance to v;ork . 
each morning, and home each evening.

Proponents of public housing plans have often suggested 
the construction of "relocation housing" in places far from the 
slum and blighted areas. Tills relocation v/ould thus tend to ^ 
increase the worker's distance from the workplace. Indeed, the 
concentration of low cost housing on a relatively few publically 
owned sites tends to bring persons of the lovier socio-aconorilc. 
groups ip<large quantities to certain.fixed places of residence. 
This, too, is a tendency toward the increased separation of ivork- 
place from residence.

> It -was further shoivn that the ivork areas contain a greater 
proportion of the single males of-ithe city than do the other 
areas. Vdiile this may in part be the result of general ecological 
forces, it is interesting to note that wherever wo find a work 
area, as ’identified by the criteria used in this paper, there wo
vfill also find a higher sex ratio and greater proportion of per-*
sons single than the areas v/hlch suriound the work area. As has 
been indicated elsewhere,- the homeless, unmarried male may be

identified with .particular urban areas—it is they who coma to
 -

■j-*'

1
";ist an'? ILalbort, op, clt., pp. 216-217.

/Alii'-
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the city soolclng employment end thus often nettle in the nroas
thia^inploymont. Since industry has in tlio past tondod 

to locate along the main transport lines, especially the railroad 
■■lines, this too may partially explain the fact that those unmar- 

' riec males may be found in'tlio work areas, since the homeless'^ 
wandering male also tends to follovf the main transportation 
arteries.

closest to

Of the" nine industries used for analysis in this paper, 
two (Iron and Steel and Chemicals) v/ora identified as "heavy," and 
two (Pood and Printing and Publishing) overo identified as "light." 
A test for concentration of industry was devised and made, and it 
was shown that light iridustry tends to be more highly concen­

trated t'nan does heavy industry. Vftille heavy industry is more 
■' , highly decentralised than light industry. It is reasonable to ex­

pect that it is the light industry which is the more mobile of 
the two, because of the natur-3 of the differential industrial 

-S'.us, light industry can follow the movement of 
population outward to reioa'n close to its labor supply, and to 

:iovev9r, it is the heavy Industry which is more 
likely to be a stable base about whioii a corru;!unlty might grov;. 
chiis is Cue to its less mobile character, and because of its 
;tee-i for a constant, large labor supply.

c.

requirements.

its market.

h

V/hile the heavy indus­

try, is cecentralized, population concentration is also found at*
v'-e {jsripbST'y cf tr.^e near the heavy induatry locntiona.

tirr.fe roes on, \7ith leeavy industry varmininir^ j-olatlvoly lnutiobllo, 
neu’ul ?• xion eisperaion v.'lil tend to incroaao tho jjoparatlnn oT

v.'j j ] ruj'l^or 1 ncroaao-the ^iiovRiiiantr _'h.a';o fro-' .'■er, inenco,
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of workers -to their, .loba. Ngvf .concepts of city planning, how- 
ohvi^o tills tondoncy. Planners are at present propos­

ing varying devices for developing communities about an Indus-.
ever, may

trial site, so that people would remain close to theirWorkplace. 
One author^ has suggested an-industrial 3lte,v;ith residences so 
located as to permit workers to walk tO' their ivork at different

V_2levels-T-including special ramps at roof-top height, 
other forms of the "city plan" are being proposed and some may

Various

come into being; how these will affect the economic and social 
structure of the population inliablting the city will in largo 
part depend upon the type of plan employed and the extent to 
vd'.ich it is can’ied out.

*

"Ari exaianle of this kind of planning proposal niay bo 
fo’-uic in Le -Oorbusior, Conceiving Tov/n Planning, translated by 
C’live Sntwistle (Kev; Maven: j!‘ale bnivorsity i^oas, .19/10) , See 
Especially the "Seventh 9,uestion,'' p. 79.

^roid. , p, 81.
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APPEIiDIX A

Reliability of the Data
Hie data for this thesis were collected by the Illinois 

State Division of Placer.ient and Unemployment Compensation, and 
covers 50 different industries. Biese data v^era assembled to

-

permit this state office to determine the optimum location for
nev.’ offices of the division which* were to serve the population of 
the fity of Cnlcapo. 'Ihe city was broken down into nine areas 
for tl;e purposes of their study, and per cent of einploynient by
place ox^-work, and, per cent of workers by place of residence was

On the basis of thesedetermined for each of the nine areas.
»

percentages, decisions were made as to office location.
While this Information covers thirty different Industries, 

not all of them have been analyzed in this thesis, because of the 
nature of the data. It is of iisnortance to ask: i,;ay these data 
be relied upon, or are- they simply a miscellaneous collection of 
discrete and unrelated infortiation? Hay the two sets of data be 
compared, or must they be treated as independent and separate 
from each other? Do the two sources of the data measure the same 
class and kind of phenomena? '.Tnat arc the dJS^ropnncieo? '

Fir-st, we must note tiiat both sots of tho (Jata'havo not 
beer, ecilected by the same agency, 'fho residence data was col-

\

Ifs'czez by tbe V. S. bureau of the Ooneua, v/)illo the ompluyiiiont

may j'iud■t."./ ut from omployei* roi/orta, ' '
• ■ f.
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discrepancies between the two groups of data insofar as a definl-‘ 
Indus tr iJbltion of affiliation is concerned. In the case of the 

place of residence infoimation, It is often the wife of the head 
of the household v/ho is intervievjod bj' the Census Bureau enumer­

ator, and often she is not really sure of the industry with v;hlch 
her husband is affiliated. Also, much of this^nfoniiation.^is 
gained from relatively uninformed neighbors,, when tho respondents 
cannot be found at home. j.

In addition to this difficulty, v/e are confronted with 
Since the place of residence dataanotiier—a time discrepancy.

were gathered in the 16th decenlal census of the United States 
in 1940, and the place of v;ork data were gathered in 1947, v;e 
find that we have a seven year difference, 
course be most desirable to have these data for the same point in 
time (as well as collected by a single agency), they simply never 
have been collected that v;ay.

While it would of

•If this prohloia is to be attacked 
at all, it must be done vdth the available data.

The Community Area, which is used in this paper as the
basic unit of analysis, is recognized to be of a somewhat arbl- ■ 
trary character. They are designed to bo permanent areas for 
which census data are published, and represent serially numliered 
groupings of the smaller census tracts.

; ii;

These areas are based primarily bri local trade areas. But 
some of the older and more eEtabll3}iod communities, o.g.,
Hyde Park, Woodlawn, Rogers Park and Austin, have dovolopod 
an hiistoriSal tradition of considerable importance. It will 
be noted that these communities havo in moat casos boundrlos 
formed by physical bariiors, such as railroad ombanlnnontis, 
the river. Industrial property or parks and boulovardOi-^' 
wv.ich work them off into fixed unit3_^. VVithln thoso boundaj'los

(- ■'
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tend to develop "natural areas" or homojjenoous economic and 
social unl^.l

• Ttipse community areas In 1940 ranged In size from a lov; of 731

persons In Ashburn, community area 70, to a high of 169,924 per­

sons In West Tov;n, community area 24. 
are about the same size as residential areas.

Work areas, for instance. 
Work' areas range 

in'size from 731 to 136,518 persons. . -For mixed areas, the range

is from 5,567 to 132,107, and the residential areas range in size 
from 3,255 to 169,924 persons.^ Despite this wide variability in . 
size, the' community area remains a relatively homogeneous and not"

too distorted unit of meas ire for tills type of analysis.

Selection of Industries for Analysis 
It was first recognized that no more complete tabulation 

of place of residence data is anyw'nere available, since this in­

formation comes to us as a special tabulation of the infomation 
afnered in the 16th decenial census. These data were accepted 

as being the more complete data. On the other hand, it was rec­

ognized also that industrial affiliation as reported by the 
housewife or relatively uninfonned neighbors may vary considera­

bly from the reports as prepared by the employer. Ihat is, the 
qug^tion whic'n we hope to answer 'oy this approach is: Docs the 
housewife or neighbor (as v/ell as the respondent himself) and the 
employer return fne same person as' affiliated with the,'same in­

dustry? This question was answered by an investigation of the

i:

I

■I

“Srr.est iV. bur\;resK an'J ''Jharles Hev/comb, Cenoua DaUu of 
tLe City of Cnicar.o. 1920Chi-:: aj^-o: University of C]iica[.^o Proas, 
1931}',' p.~605.

sn'3 hei-r.or't, ou, c i t. , Table A.
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data. A compilation v;as made of summary statistics, for the in- 

beln^dustries studied, gathered on the,one hand from_the census 
of population data (representing the reply of the respondent or
the parson replying for him), and on the other hand from the em­

ployer reports to the Census of Ifanufacture and the Census of 
Business,

papulation publishes sumaary statistics for the industries being
fhose are reproduced in Table 9, While the census of

investigated by states, counties, and cities, this is not so for 
the other divisions of the census of 1940. Statistics, in addi­

tion to population, were also published for Manufacture, Service . 
tstabilsliments, iietall Trade, Wholesale 'Trade, and Construction.

•i

• ; i'

These all represent the parts of the Census of Manufacture and 
the Census of Business. Each of these gives data for' large 
cities and for states, but county statistics are only published 
for retail trade, w'oolesale trade, and manufactures.

It was felt desirable to compare statistics for 
somewhac larger than the City of Chicago to place on a sounder 
footing the geographic basis of comparability, 
the Kew Standard Metropolitan Area, which consists of Cook, 
DuPage, Bane, Lake and Vi'iH counties in Illinois and Lake County, 
Indianey^'and is geographically synononous to the. Industrial Area 
of Griicago, by which statistics on manufacturo are published.
This larger area was felt to be more roAective of the’true situ­

ation in regard to the separation of place of v/ork from place of 
residence because of the inter—county dally inovomont of workers

an area

: .tThus Y/as chosen

In S'jiiQ Inoustrlcs^ for- cxa- nlo, the Iron and Stool induati’y,

1:: lo-atod in the southern par-t of Chlcar.o, and In Lako
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County, Indiana. Hov/evor, as noted above, these .data were not . .

available forNihe six counties for all industries. 'riviere the
data were not available,- the comparison'was made by use of 
statistics for the City of Chicago, which are available for both 
kinds of data, as (nay be aeon in Table 9. ,

Some industries have no statistics listed in the Census

A
. i

of Business publications, and therefore -were eliminated from con- 
These are indicated by the symbol -"f" in the bodyslderation.

of Table 9. :

Relative reliability in reporting v/as the chief criterion 
established for the selection of industries to be analyzed. 'Jhis 
was taken to mean that an Industry was considered stable vjhere 
the number of persons returned by the Census of Population by in­

dustrial affiliation vras approximately the same number as that
returned by the Census of Business and the Census of Ilanufactures 
as reported by the employers themselves. After the suamary of 
statistics was compiled, the Censuses of Manufactures and Busi­

ness -were expressed as a percentage of the Census of Population 
(see lable 9, column 6), As a standard of measure, a difference 
of ten per cent from the Census of Population (which was used as ; ii!

the base) •was considered to be the maxlravun deviation allowable,

mesa percentages of column 6 wore used to measure the relative 
V . .

stability in reporting and as may be seen in ’-l-'aW e 9, ranged from 
as close a percentage as 100.7 por cent for the Printing and Pub­

lishing industry, to 60.B per cent for the Automobile industry

i ' ■

and 156.5 per cent for Vinolesalo Trade,.' Of the Induatrlos to be ■

analyzeo for- this thor^io, all thoMo having/ a dlacropancy

ii '■
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of ten per. cent or more from the Census of Population base of 
100 per cent wei^rejeoted, with those under tan per cent being 

retained. ?or this group of thirteen industries with-a discrep­

ancy figure of less than ten per cent {an allov/able . range of 90
to 110 per cent), the total employment for 1947 and the total 
residence for 1940 for the City of Chicago was listed in columns. 
7 and 8 and a second criterion of size was established. Indus-

;; f

Jirles viith less than 15,000 persons living or v;orklng in the city 
because of the small number of workers that 

these smaller industries would exhibit in eadi community area.
This then left us vdth nine industries.to be used in the analysis.

were eliminated.

Tiaese nine industries are:
1. Construction

2, Pood
':=i

3. Printing and Publishing
4, Chemicals

5. Iron and 6teel
6, Retail Trade
7. Rating and Drinking Places
8. Laundry and Cleaning and Dyeing
9. Business,, Repairs and Services. ^1.• 1

i;
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l^IGUEES KEPOr'TED IN THE CENSUS OF FOPUI.ATIOM OF 1940 AS COMPARED V/ITH 
’I’iiaSE REPOH'iED BY TilE EI.IPLOYER IN TiiK CENSUS OP I.IANU- 

FAC'L'URES AND TIDO CENSUS OF BUSINESS FOR 1940 i ■;
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APPEilDIX B

Socio-Economic Classification of tho Soventy7five 
Cccunmiity Areas of tho City of Cnicago, 1940

In an Tonpublisliod master^s thesis done at 41ie University 
of ClUcago, Albert J. Mayor.dayeloped a nsethod for determining 
socio-econo.'.'.ic class for census tracts, and applied this method

In tho socio-economic classification of

• i-N

to the City of CTnlcaso.^ 
the 7 5 coinmunity areas of Chicago, tliis method has been employed 

Hiis IK tiioQ and its modification is out-

1

\vlth one modification.

lined here.

Prior to t;d.s v;oii: by hayer, other people had ranlied areas 
of the city for various purposes by different Indices, 
thesis T;as. the first place where an attempt v/as made to combine 
various indices into a more meaningful "composite Inde?:."

• composite index v;as constructed on the basis of four individual 
(1) per-cent native vdiite of the total poi)ulation, (B) 

median school years completed, (o) per cent pi-ofessional workers

Mayer's

Tills

indices:

of all erriilcyed workei'S, anc (4) median cerntra ;t or ostliiiated 
Trie 955 census tracts of the 51 ty of Chicago 

were divided into quintiles in the 'case of eaci; Indo ,

Tiio composite yoclo-

moctr-ly rental.

and a

ran: assigned to each of the quintiles, 
ecu.omic rating for a single tract is ti;c average of the qijnullo

i 1.'>ocio-Mcouoiiti.' 
"'liuisfy, 'Deiiurt-

.. '.kyei-, k hetnod- i'oi-jHfetermlgiWt ..T^--n;;:7u-iTrisn?d- itta .
V.ci voi'S Ity o'" Cr;icago, lOif!).

"Aloort , 
-.ecus l.a Census
■jie.t of SocToTogy. i

V

71
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panics for the four indices aa assigned to that particifLnr tract, 
five' socbo-oconomic

■

ihus, groupings wore devolopod for tho city, 
with' the highest being- class I and the lov/ast being class V.

. 3

Mayor found that one of the difficultiee In using such a 
composite index was that in certain tracts, where a moan for the
four quintile rarilcs was found, there-were means v;hioh fell 
exactly half way between two classes. These tracts v;are then 
spotted on a map v/lth the dotermined socio-economic classifica­

tions of the other ti’acts already indicated there-on, Theso

marginal areas wei’e then placed in the class into which they 
most logically fell by geographic position, considering the ori-
tarla of relative homogeneity of large areas.

Vfliile this method was successfully used in the classifi­

cation of the 935 census tracts, the problem of marginality be­

comes much more serious foip,areal units as large as the oonanunity 
area, which is used in this paper as the unit of analysis. It

would not do to place an area in a riven class simply because its 
surrounding areas were of that particular class. These larger
areas require that a class assignment be made to each area on tho
basis of its ovm composition, on relatively objective criteria.
since each area is considered to be one of the "cities within tho 
city."

i=-'
l7i order to obviate this difficulty, the following raodi- 

flcatioa to the Mayer motsod has been made.
In.developing the five classes for each index, tho

seventy-five coram-unlty areas were ranlced from high to, low with 
reference to each of tho four criteria, 
a rsnx order number for each index as ^t

Each area /Rfas then given 
ormlnod by-lts jjositlon

. iSii
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In the distribution for all areas.. Quintiles of areas were than 
solsoted'to maibs up the five socio-economic classes, and these 
five classes ware then labeled Class I for the highest quintile, 
on dpvm to Class V for the lowest quintile. For each community- 
area, the four quintile ranks (one for each of the four lirdices) 
ivei-o then averaged as done by Mayer to give the composite socio­

economic index, Vftiero the average of these quintile ranks fell 
exactly half way betiToen tv;o ranks, and the area could not be 
directly placed into one class or the other, a further technique 
was employed which is different from the Mayer method of classi­

fication of marginal areas by using the criterion of homogeneity.
After each community area liad been assigned a ranlc order 

for eacli of the four indices, and before the distributSons were 
broken do^vn into quintile groups, the four rani: order numbers 
v:ere averaged, A mean rani: order was thus computed for oach 
area, and the seventy-five coramrmity areas ^70re then again r^nlced 
on the basis of their position in the-distribution of moan rani:

Thus, a relative rani: order (see Table 10) was 
^assigned to each area, and quintiles v;ere dravm up for tills neiv 
ranlcing of the areas, giving us five classes on the basis of the 
relative rank order. Then for each original composite index 
v;hioh had fallen exactly half way betT/een two classes, the class 
v/as assigned on the basis of the nbv/ly computed relative rank 
order class. As we'may see in Table 10, it was found that this

1
3

I
3
1

i,: i

h!.-

4i.
order numbers,

M-
\

It may also be noted frmethod had to be employed in 23 oases.
C-

this same table (see column 5), and from Table 11, that in only
' ■■ " ■#

7 oases did the composite index-vary from the relative hank order

fh'i

Jj:1
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index, and In eacli case'the .variation was only by one class (see - 
Table 11, tho^ items in the Final •Class column indicated by "d" 
following the class) .

■•■V

**•.TABLE 10

EISTRIBUTlOH OP THE SEVEMTY-PIVE COittlUKITf AREAS OP CIIICACO BY 
SOCIO-SCOIiOHIC STATUS USING THE-COMPOSITE INDEX A5tD THE '■ 

RELATOTE RANK ORDER HiDEX, 1940" ' .
Humber Areas
Classified 

by Relative 
Rank Order. 
Index Be­
cause of 

Marglnality 
to Two 
Col. (1) 
Classes

Kvunber of
Areas v/ith 

Disagreement 
'betv;een Col. 
(4) and Rel­
ative- Rank 

Order Inde.x 
After the 

Final Classic 
fication

Class Vof irmnber Aroas 
Classified 

by Composite 
Ind ex

Pinal Clas­
sification 

of tlie Com­
munity Areas

Socio-
3co-
nonic

Status

■>

- (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

I 8 6 14 0

■ II - 12 5 15 1

III 11 6 17 2

4’■ IV 14 4 18
V

V 7 4 11 . 0

Total 52 23 75 7

^Source: Table 11.

r

r.

'■m
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TABLE 11

SOCIO-ECOKOHIC (JMSSIFICATIOH OF THE SEVEMTI-FIVE COI.D.iUljl'W ABEAS OF ’ CHICAGO 
ON 'IHE BASIS OF FOUH SELECIED CilARACTERISTICS, 1940°-

Hadlan
School
Years

Completed

Per Conk 
Kativo 
White

Per Cent 
Profes­
sional

Median
Rental

Relative 
Rajik Order Fi^l 

Clas^ ,

Com-
irAUiity
Areas

Com­
posite
Index Rela­

tive
Rank

Mea‘Ranlc "bClass ClassRanlc Class Ranlc Class Rank ClassRanlc

1 12 I , 2 I I 97 I I 4 ■ I7.5 I
2.', 13 I10 I 5 I 4 I I 8.0 5 I I

0II 145 20 II 6 I 16 I 14.0
17.5 
34.25
24.5 ■ 
33.7 5 
27.0

I11 I
21 12 II 21 II 17 II IIII 15 II II4

III<5IV 44 III55 III 17 III 45 III IV, 35
-J

IIII 2637 I\' 13 II 22 II II 21 ■ II6 cs
5940 •IV 16 III 20 II IV III 33 III IIIkf:;: 0II 12 I 38 III '24 III46 •IV 12 III

I I2 I I 8 6 I 5.5 2 I I6
1''4II 21 II 23 II II 16.5 

26.25
5.75

15.75 
26.25
23.75 
24,25, 
30.25'
28.5
28.5
29.5
33.75 
56.0
37.75 
48.0

II II9 I 15
III^30III 39 III III III 22 II19 II 17

I I 2 I I I II S 6 , 312 7
I I III 9 5 II 13 II58 IV 1115

0 II-’ II27 II 15 I 2214 II14 49 V
c IIIII 21 II 19 II3622 II IS15

' 2023 II II ' II II53 IIIII 1416 22
III III 28' III III42 IV 3917 III

III
III

25 II17
IIIIII III40 III 31 III 2626 1718 fellIII27 II III 2641 IV18.19. 28
IIIIII III . 27 IIIIV .36III 4125 16■I?;:;;; c III ■IV 33 IIIIV 46rv 4624 II

c IVIV 38 IVIII 53IV 37III 1935
IV43 III ■IV 40 IVrvIV 442044 IV

V V69 V V 57IVV 4551 V 2724
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'

ModIan
School
Years

Complofcod

Per Cent 
ProfoQ- 
slonal

Per Cent 
Native 
Wlllto

Median
Rental

Relative. 
Rank OrderOOTil-

raunity
Areas

Com­
posite
Index

'■;

Pinal
Claa#Rela­

tive
Rank

\ Mean
Rank^Ranlc Class Itanlc Class RanJc Class Rank Class Class /

i
13?''25. . II 15.0

23.5 
33.75
44.5 
39,0 
4-4,0
50.5
12.25
34.5
53.25 
43.0 
37 .0
50.5
43.5
12.5 ' 
38,0

12 I12 II 10 II 17 II13 • I

'li:II25 II 24 II II 1830 15 II26. . 
27. .
20. .■

Ill c 33 IIIIII IV18 III 33 4539 IV \ iIV3V53V 23 TI 72 V IVV 2657
IV•44 IVV 37 III 40 III IV2429. . 55

45
V IV351' V47 IV 63 V IVIV 21 . IV50. .

51., V V•59V V VV 51 742747 c I9 II I10 I 11 32552..
IVIVc '362 I 62 VV 18 III56■ 35 ♦ 60 , V73 V VV 53 VV 285954.^.... 

3oi'. . . . 
3 o . • •

Ilf;:;'
47 VV IVV 19 II 66V 2760 '! c IV IV39III IV3P 50 i14 IIV54 V,59 VVV 7024 V 55V55 I\^49 VIII 52 IV IVIV 282262 V c I II9II10 I 19III 417•59 IV IV41IVIV 32 IIIIII 451661 V40 0 I I'I 9.5 78 II 12III2741 II II2024.25I 25 II II15I48 V 942 • 1 I2 II I 5,5I 7I 4I 3S43 II11.25 ' 8I III 10I 17I 71144 I •,I9,0 6II 12 I14I4^ I 75

I ^‘ V
...<= 36 IV34.5

48.5
23.5
31.5 
47.25 
41.75

IVIII. 51IV 3521III5146 58 VV60 V56 VV2652 V47. IIc II18IIIII 3326IIIII 162046 IIIIII29III IIIIII 3531IIIV 1545■49 VV•56V61 VV•'IV 55V 235050 IV' IV45IVV 55 IV• V 5424t III51 34

>
I ■
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TABLE 11—Coritlnuecl

Modlan
School
Years

Completed

iPer Cent 
Native 
Wliite

Per Cent 
Profes­
sional

llocllan
Kontal

Relative 
Ranlc OrderCora-

nAnitJ-
Areas

Com­
posite
Index

Final
Cl^^Meia-

tlve
Rank

MenRani: Class Rank Class Rank Class Hanlc Class ClassRanlc

cR2 . . . . 
R3....

II23 20 IV 46 IV 47 IV 34.0
38.75
41.75
45.5
43.25
43.75
44.75 
39.0
44.25
42.5
38.25
51.75
32.25
26.75
19.5
33.5
28.25
19.5 , 
15.25'
15.5

34 III Mil ■
42 IV 21 -IV 43 IV 48 IV IV 43 IV IV
34 III 22 IV 47 IV V IV64 45 IV IV
39 -IV 26 V 52 V 65 V V 55 V Vc56 36 IV 24 V 56 V 57 IV 48 V V

V c5" .. 45 IV 24 57 V 49 IV 50 V Vc58-. 43 IV­ ES V 53 50 IVV 54 V V
18 II 23 IV V IV4B V 67 44 IV

029 III 2-6 V Ill V 71 V 52 V V -0
■r ■ ■ • —j-'ivill 24 IV IV61.1 32 V 46 68 V - 46 IVm:: 32 IV41 IV 24 V III 56 IV 42 IV IV

■ 19' c IIIIII27 Mil IV IV 34 .30 III47 c III
III-

14 I 29 V 49 V 37 III 31 III•64. . . .
29 II III • 23 III65 16 II 18 III 44 IV
16 II II 16 II MI18 II 15 II 29 III66

III .32 III III50 III III IV 41 III67 18 45
25 IIIHI 42 III III III21 16 III 5465 XX

IIIII 22 II II 16 II13 II 2869 15 I
20 II II 13 II II .II 23 II70', 5 I 13 c 10 I I-24 II 11 I71 I 15 II6

I 1I 1.5 1 II 3 I 172 1 I 1
75' c 12.25 

35.75
22.25

9 I III 13 II 12 II 204
IV IVrv IV 37IV 50 V 54IS II 2174

17 II III 18 II II58 . V 8 I 575 1t-*

®-So-arce:
Cr.lcairo {Cni.:a;o:

Lonls I'.'lrth and Eleanor H. Bernert Local Community Fact Book of 
University of Chicago Press, 1949).
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TABLE 11 —Continued
I

J

/ i

*>0
CO .

i
■: ;

■it ^The Kean Hank is the averaca of the ranto for the four indices-.

°\Vhere the Composite Index fell exactly between two index positions, the Rela­
tive Sani: Order Index vras used. I

‘^Disagreement bet\7oen Composite Index and Relative Rank Order;- Index.
In no case did the Composite Index and the Relative Rank Order Index vary

Composite

In,dex used, 
by more than one class.

®V.hile it may have been possible to use the relative rank order class as 
finaT class," the method outlined in this appendix was employed for two reasons: (1) it 
Is designed to effect maximum comparability with the technique used by Mayer in thq work 
cited and (2) it malces less important small differences between areas for any one of 
the four criteria.

e

v.
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APPEKDIX C
j

TABLE 12

INDEX OP SEPARATION OP PLACE OF WOHC FROM PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
By TOTAL INDUSTRy AND NINE SELECTED INDUSTRIES 

PPR THE CITy OP CHICAGO

j

-I
Employment

By Place of Work
Workers by

Place of ResidenceCom-
muhity
Areas

■

Index of 
.SeparationNumber Per Cent Number Per Cent

Total Industry It '

Total 1,058,235 100.000 1,285,231

26,807 
16,226 
61,502 
19,645 
19,006 
50,031 
40,564 
33,834 
2,121 
5,756 
8,176 

' 3,536
4,544 

22,481 
26,448 
27,084 
8,133. 
£,556 

25,693 
. . 9,059 

19,499 
44,372 
31,193 
63,993 
53,262 
18,851 
24,003 

t..3^|o'91

100.000

1 1,804 .174
.031

1.035
.457

1.041
1.B96
1.845

11.536

2.086
1.262
4.785.
1.529
1.479
3.893
3.156
2.633

.165

.448

.636

.275

.358
1.749
2.058
2.107

.632

8.34 
2.i6 

21 ."63 
29.89
70.39 
48.70
58.46 

430.53
4.24

16.52
4.87

64.00
24.26
10.41

*12.73
23.40 
0.00 
0.00

94.30 
134;33
98.68
54.23
81.46 
42.80 
78.19
53.31 
28.66

327.77

2 326
3 10,749

4,747
10,809
19,689
19,158

117,692

4
5
6
7

’ B
9 78 .007 ii

10. 7 65 .074
11 525

1,824
.031 t-

12 .176
13 855 .082

.182

.262

.493

14 1,889
2,721
5,119

15
16
17

K-18 .277
« ■:19 19,569 

9,.833 
15,558. 
19,435 
20,529 
22,129 
35,641 
8,122 
5,552 

100,860

S.885 1.999
.705

1.517
3.452
2.427
4.979
4.144
1.467
1.867
2.964

20 • 947
21 • 1.497

1.872
1.977
2.131
3.240

.782

.535
9.715

22
23
24
25
26
27 1 •»

28

79

M
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TABLE 12—Continued\
ismpxoyment

By Place of VJork
worlcers By

Place of ReeldenceCom­
munity
Areas

Index of 
SeparationNumber Per CentNuml^er Per Cent

92.57
76.30 

145,08
9,331.60 
1,093.43 

386.48 
52.80 

3.97
60.30 
14.23
0.87 

25.72 
10.86 

6.56 
6.34

41.30 
70.37

103.28 
136.95 
12.69 
13.90 

534.34 
321.92 
126.33 
87.42 

773.52 
123.62 
357.07
78.57 

133.78 
170.97 
112.99 
217.61

0.00 
48.53 

243.32 
12.41 
9.25

20.31 
10.05 
32.49

373.68 
11.25 
2.06 

. 13.67

27,292
17,106
25,428

256,749
29,635
14,843
5,183

2,095
3,527

95
• 3,806 
1,971
1.549 
1,705 
4,951 
2,172

16,001
1,312

255
1,828
9,208
7,316
5,515
6,995
2,732
2.550 
7,084 
2,166
19,900
9,906

15,442
49,002

2.629 
l‘. 648 
2.449 

24.729 
2.854 
1.430

36,506 
27,756 
21,689 
3,406 
3,352 
4,7 61 

12,144 
4,859 
4,301 

30,720 
13,285 
18,338 
22,488 
29,190 
33,220 
14,838 
3,819 

19,175 
1,184 
2,529 

16,271 
2-,131 
2,812 
5,416 
9,905

2.840
2.160
1.688

';265
.261
.370
.945
.378
.335

2.390
1.054
1.427
1.750
2.271
2.585
1.155

29
T ■50

51
•52
55
54

.49955

.015

.202

.340

.009

36 155
57
58 ,
59

.367 ’a: ■'40

.19041

.14942

.16445

.^7744
.297.20945

1.492
.092

1.541
.126
.025
.176

46
47

.19748
1.266

.166

.219

49
.88750 'T
.705
.531
.674
.265
.246
.682

51
.421a 52
.771
.034

53
43154

2,552 
2,450 
3,421 

18,412 
7,177 

16,918 
27,881 
1,103 

11,782 
2,398 

■ -3,425 
19,450 
22,331 
32,820 
22,468

.19955

.191

.256
1.433

.558
1.316
2.169

.086

.917

56
.20957

1.917 
■ .954

1.487 
4.720

58
59 -
60
51
62

.445 

.455 

.033 

.140 

.353 

.461 

.568 

.071 

.189 

.009 

.070

4,617
4,729

63
.18764
.266

1.513
1.738

54565
1,454
5,665
-4,784
5,839

56
67,

2.55463
1.748

.019
1.608

.437

.512

- 65
2507 3370

20,6621,96171
9272

72273

I

■ i
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TABLE 12—Continued

Employment
By Place of Work

Workers by
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

Index of 
Separation

Per CentNumber Number Per Cent
i

74 1,314
4,434

, .102 
.345

0.00
0.0075

Construction

Total 24,534 100.000 52,098 100 .'OOO

1 106 .436
.308
.464

1.155

781 1.499
1.570
4.595
1.921
1.808
4.678
3.257
1.795

.219

.770
1.002

.365

29.09 
19.62, 
10.10 
60.12 
0.00 

37.69 
100.68 
497 .49 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

145.17 
0.00 
0.00

34.99 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

23.38
107.19
148.17 

16.69 
iO.28

142.20 
0.00

351.74 
54.82 
0.00 

122.32 
24,200.68 
1,265.00 

0.00 
107.55 

0.00 
0.00

2 75 818
113 2,394

1,001
3

2814
9425

429 1.763
3.279
8.950

2,437
1,697

6
7987

a 2,173 935
9 114

,10 401
52211
19012

.50713 179 .736 264
14 1,035

1,538
1,571

1.987
2.952
2.632
1.319

.407
2.169
1.088
1.424
3.171
2.848
4.058
5.010
1.436
2.196
3.678
2.729
1.278
1.008

.146

.140

.491

.795

.300

.409

15
.921. 16 224

68717
18 212

1,13019
20 567
21 ,81 .355 742

827 3.399
4.220
3.518

1,652
1,484
2,114
2,610

22
23 1,027

85624
3.02025 735

26 497 2.042 748
1,144
1,916
1,422

27 i;
28 3,148

364
12.937
1.496 1: :29

66630
300 1.233

35.333
1.771

52531
768,59832
7343133

25654
414208 .85.535

36
37
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TABLE 12—Continued
\

Employment
By Place of Work

Workers by
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

Index of 
SeparationNumber Per Cent Humber Par Cent

i

V-58 555 2.281 1.490
.670
.643

77 6 153.09 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

38.31 
46.08 ■
25.25 

126.21 ■ 
0.00 

■0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

- 0.00 
0.00 

232.19 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

34.41 
425.23 

0.00 
0.00 ' 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

34.75 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

■ ;■ j59 349 (
40 ->535
41 457 ._877
42 206 847 1,152

1,022
2.211
1.962
1.319

.332

.910

.042

.179
1.574

.111

.180

7; . -143 220 904
44 81 555 687

-102 41945 173
46 474

2247
'i.48 93
■ ■?49 820\50 58

51 94
52 250 945 212 .407

.678

.004

.052

53 553
254

2755 
. 56 82 .157

6057 .115
.752
.296
.956

1.209

58 392
59 154 !;■

60 80 329 498
■■ 61 1,251 5.141 630

.10762 56
401 .770

.119
65.

62■64
27665 144

/i\459 
2.490 
3.482 
2.720 

.038 
1.879 

.482 

.701 

.219 

.390

76066
1,297
1,814
1,417

67
68
69

2070
159 653 97971 r"

25172 i;36573
11474
20375

Food

100.00087,429 100.000 71,111
‘^'^496

Total

.690 0.001
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TABLE 12—Continued
\

Employment 
By Place of Work

Workers by
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

Index of 
Separation

Per CentPer Cent NumberNumber

0.00 
22.88 
42.63 - 
0.00 

213.98 
90.34 

485.88 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
32.90 
0.00 
0.00 
55.03
22.50 
44.80 
43.26

135.74
11.30

242.90
38.23
72.12

203.07
46.85
15.40

117.58
4,046.25

541.35
0.00

23.76 
0.00

23.77 
30.03
0.00 

190.67 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

17.50

482 .678
1.709

2
.391
.544

1,2155425
57,4 .8073014
709 .9975

2.353
2.412
1.565

.072

.259

.385

.090

.134

.776
1.295
1.316

.491

5.035
2.179
7.604

1,673
1,715
1,115

4,402
1,905
6,648

6
7
8

519
18410
27411

6412
9513

55214
92115
936,45357916
349
214

17
,30118

1,238 1.741 
.453 

1.07 6 
2.485 
2,585 
6.121 
2.662 
1.049 
1.700 
2.931 
1.908 
2.033 
1.894 

.080 

.104 
-.557 

1,170 
.508 
.631 

3.437 
.638 

1.522 
,807 

1.660 
1,734 
1.028 

.193 

.703

S58 .958
.101
.482

1.075
3.509

19 »
3228820
76542121

1,767
1,838
4,353
1,893

94022
5,06825

605 .69224
6.460 

.401 
1.220 
5.952 

.894 

.313 
2,227 
3.237 

.563

5,65525
74635126

1,209
2,084
1,357
1,446
1,347

1,072
5,204

27
28

78229
27430

1,947
2,830

-492

51
5732
7453

39634
832.27824335
21936-
449.15013137

2,4441,03290238.
45459

1,0822.9022,53740
57441

42
1,23343

731>44

P45
. 137 .120-46

i

i
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TABLE 12—Continued

Employinent
By Place of Y/ork

Workers 'by-
Place of ResidenceCom-

niunlty
Areas

Index of 
SeparationNumber Per Cent Per CentNumber

47 22 .031
.150
.721
.060
.252
.339
.419
.031
.082
.391
.622

3.441
1.652
2.523

10.575
.165

2.173

0.00 
0.00 

24 .55 
0.00 

363.10 
36.58 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

83.12 
152.26 
186.02 
ISO-. 66 
347.58 

0.00 
4.79 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
2,94 
6,01 

70,20 
0.00 
4,89 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

48 107
49 155 .177 515
50 43

.915

.124
51 800 179
52 108 241
53 298

2254
55 58
56 278

452 .517 44257
58 3,979

2,687
3,082

52,156

4.551
3.073
3.525

56,757

2,447
1,175
1,795
7,520

59
60
61
62 117

91 ,104 1,54563
190 .26764

.498
2.654
3.742
3.426
1.564

. 65 554
1,887
2,661
2,436
1,112

66

Ji ■9667
180

1,069
68
69

19 .02770
.136 1,978 2.7 82 

.520/ 

. 650 

.169 

.440

71 119
370'72
46273s 12074
31375

Busineas Repairs and Services

100.00018,464 
730 ■

100.000

^.954

21,019Total
i;• .101.88 

0.00 
17 .82 
19.31 
0.00 
0.00 

24,23 
272.06 
157.46 

0.00

839 3.881 
1.869 
7 .841 
2.160 
1.605 
5.509 
3.756 
5.833 

.260 
- .546

■4022
1 •. 397 1,6952583

.417 4674 77
3476

^’oi2

118 r

6
168 i 

2,930 ■
.910 

15.869 
.422 ;

7&
789

10
...X...



-/
85

/
1ABLE 12 Continued

\
Employment

By Place of Work
Wdrkersby

Place of ResidenceCom­
munity
Areas

€ndex of 
SeparationNumber Per Cent Number Per Cent

11 164 .759 
.291 
.579 

2.146. 
2.253 
2.687 

.569 

.251 
1.7 39

0.00. 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

27.03 
276.76 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

6,245 .79 
3,077.27 

0,00 
145.16 

0.00, 
0.00 
0.00 

■ 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

.0.00

12 63...
13 82 j
14 464
15 487
16 581
17 123
18 50
19 37 6
20 150 .694
21 299 1.383 

3,016 
2.253 
3.137 
4.501 
1.392 
1.702 
4.131 
2.613 
1.267 

.846 
,902 
.17 6 
.310 
.578

22 652
23 467
24 689
25 973
26 301
27 85 460 368
28 2,111 11.453 893
29 565
30 274
51 183
32 10,402 

1,000
5 6.337 
5.416

195
35 38
34 . 67

. 35 155 839 125
101 .46756

31 .143
.611

1.310
.315

2.206
2.128
3.330
1.254

.245
..634
.032
.111
.760
.060
.023
.199
.324
.014
.042

37
38 132

28559
6840

41 477
46042
72043
27144

5345
13746

■ ' 747
48 24
49 166

1350
551

,4352
7053

354
9750
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TABLE 12—Continued
\

Workers by
Place of ResidenceEmployment 

By Place of WorkCom­
munity
Areas

Index of 
Separation

Per CentP'er Cent NumberNumber

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

66.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
o;oo

100.15
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

.083

.134
1856
2957

133 .61558 :
.2685859
.902195110 9660

216 .999
.042
.500
.106

61
962

10863
2564

.1713765
1.119
1.193
1.947
1.739

.018
1.277

.578

.453

.032

.333

24265
25867
4211.95036068
37669

470
27 671
12572

9873
774

7275S

Printing and Publishing

49,869, 100.000100.00058,240Total

15.19
0.00
7.37'
0.00

11.68
106.33

0.00
493.40

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
o.ocT'
0.00
0.00/
0.00

242.48

2.238
1.538
5.641
2.190
2.338
4.849
5.078
2.759

.283

.732

.975

1,116.5401981
7672

2,813
1,092
1,166
2,418
1,535
1,376

242 .4163
4

.273
5.156

1595
3,0036

7
13.6137,9288 1

1419
365 i.10
•48611

.22711312

.293
2.017
3.224
3.072

.804

.343
2.954

14613
1,006
1,608
1,532.

14
15
16

401•17
i 7^ 

1,4737-
18

7.1634,17219
N :

iiii
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TABLE 12—Continued
\

Employment 
By Place of Work

Workers Py
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

Index of 
SeparationPer Cent Number Per CentNumber

53.90
61.32
24.49 
61.55 
40.95
32.91 
48.48 
16.66

672.59
13.84
0.00

16.33 
4,677.52 
8,655.23 
2,073.46

92.88
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

152.98
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

36.44
0.00

29.53
41.35
0.00

144.49 
. 0.00

1.039
2.164'
3.952
2.926
3.988
4.947
1.378
1.865
2.112
2.478
2.555
1.819

.441'

.172

.471

.253

.341

.291

.560
1.327

.968
1.801
1.633
1.628

51832620
1,079 
1,971 ' 
1,459 
1,989 
2,467

77321' ^
22 564

1,04923
95124

25 948
687389 .66026
929183 .314

14.205
.343

27
1,053
1,236
1,274

8,27528
20029

30
907,29717331
22020.627

14.887
9,766

12,013
8,670
5,688

32
8633

23534
126137 .23535
17036
14537 .44522238

.792

.319
1.307
1.739
2.202
1.081

.253

.952

.054

.136

.766

.100

.058

.186

.375

.026

.126

.118

.253
1.243

39539
159.48828440
65241
86742

1,09843
53944
126’45 ; i
47546

2747
6848

38249
5050
2951
9352

18753
1354
6355

. 5956
12657 620.45326458

.38719359 1.676
1.476

.050
1.079

.052

836.495
.610

28860
73535561

2562
5381.55990863 26.t

64

iii
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TABLE 12—Contihueii

\
iimployment

By Place of Yfork
Worlcers by-

Place of ResidenceCbih-
aunity
Areas

Index of 
SeparationKumber Per Cent Number Per Cant

; ^ Vi
.1,

65 120 .241
1.522
1.636
2.366
1.530

.010
1.588

.391

.441

.046

.233

0.00
0.00
0.00
7.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

66 759 i67 816
68 102 i175 1,180
69 763
70 5
71 792
72 195
73 220
74 25
75 116

Chemicals

Total 16,276 100.000 17,145 100.000

1 337 1.966
1.627
3.669
1.388
1.353
3.190
2.619
1.744

0.00 
0.00 

17 .91 
0.00 
0.00 
16.77 
20.66 
330.45 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

349.72 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

179.04 
0.00 

140.77 
119,30 
0.00 
O.OO 

92.93

2 279
3 107 .657 629
4 238
5 232
6 87 .535

.541
5.765

547tSt

887 V 449
8 938 299_
9 27 ,157

10 .443 
,554 
.3 81 
.321 

1.330 
1.896 
2.041 

.537 

.239 
2.001 

.612 
1.435 
3.377 
2.047 
4.234 
4.094 
1.225 
1.401 
2.036

76
11 95
12 103 .633 31
13 55
14 228
15 325
16 350
ir 92
18 41
19 343
20 10-5
21 246

6.04622 984 579
23 351

970 5,960
4.684

72624
25
26

795 702) 210
27 254 

349 ^308 1.89226

;
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TABLE 12" Continued

~ Workers by 
Place oT Residence

Employment
By Place 'of WorkCom­

munity
Areas

Index of 
Separation iNumber Per Cent Number Per Cent-

29 888 5.456
1.585
2.402
7.619
1.444
1.671
1.552

342 1.995 
2.222 
1.715- 

.175 

.122 

.612 

.659 

.204 

.531 
1.341 

.770 

.630 
1.37 6 
1.516 
2.730 
1.132 

.375 

.805 

.07 6

273.48
71.33

140.06
-..4,353.71

1,103.61
273.04
205.16

0.00
0.00

108.13 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

50.28 
14780.26 

189.29 
0.00 

127 .03
280.13 

89.30
101.71
854.25

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

30 258U- 381
51 391 294
32 1,240 30
35 235 21

■' 54 272 105
55 220 113
36 35
37 91
38 256 1.450 230
39 132
40 108
41 236
42 260
43 468
44 194

. 45 64
46 138
47 15
48 20 .117
49 631 3.680

.795

.052

.362
2.321

.076

50 156
51 9
52 62
53 190 1.167

14.273
1.149

398
54 2,323 13

.60755 187 104
56 98 .572

.456
1.691
1.149
4.089
2.695

57 94 .578
4.737
1.026
4.159

23.022

78
58 771 290
59 167 197
60 701677
61 3,747 462
62 20 .117
63 226 1.310 

.397 

.449 
2.415 
2.211 
2.426 
1.394 

.035 
1.890

64 68
'7?65

66 414
67 379
68 ■ 416

'23969
670

71 524

l',.
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TABLE 12—Continued
\ • j

:
Employment .

By Place of Viork
Workers by

Place of ResidenceCoin- 
. munity 

Areas
Index of 

SeparationNumber Per Cent Humber Par Cent

72 122 ,712
.583

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

73 100
74 27 .157
75 78 .455

Iron and Steel

Total 88,156 100.000 73,781 100 .000
1 - 450 .607 0.00

0.00
9.08

16.33
161.73
20.24

235.86
379.22 
0.00 
0.00
22.11 
0.00 

301.60 
0.00 
6.70 
0.86 
0.00 
0.00 

97 .23 
222.20 
100,32 
65.52 
153.17 
27 .33 

274.57 
132,56 
76.50

232.87 
166.39
80.4 3 
93.72 

4,24 4.83 
942.02
241.22 
120.. 80

2 411
999

.557
5 108 .123

.104
1.289

.309
5.795
2.810

1.554 
.637 
.797 

1,527 
1,609 

,741 
,103 
.260 
.416 

. ,084 
.125 
.534 

1.522 
1.174 

.476 

.251 
2.201 

.644 
1,269 
2.854 
2.001 
4.629 
3.130 

.820 
1,115 
2,005 

•.1;434 
3.321 
2.438 

.029 

.0691 

.279 

.649

4 92 470
1,156

272
3,545
2,477

5 588
5 1,127 

1,1877
8 547
9 76

10 192
11 SI .092 307

6212
15 352 ,377 92
14 394
15 90 .102 1,123 ,

.10416 92 866
17 351

18518
18 1,866

1,261
1,122
1,648
2,701
1,115
7,574

2.140 
1.431 
1.273 
1.870 
5.065 
1.265 
8.594 
1,087 

.855 
4.669 
2.306 
2.671 
2 .285 
1,231 
. .650 

.673 

.784

1,624
20 475
21 936
22 2,106

1,476
3,415
2,309

23
24 • I

25
26 956 605
27 752 823

4,115
2,103
2,354
2,014
1,085

1,479
1,058
2,450
1,799

28 I
29
30
31
32
33

22
573 5D.i

206
470

54 593
69135

N
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TABLE 12—Continued 0

Employment
By Place of VJork

V/orkers by-
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

Index of 
SeparationPer CentKumberNumber Per Cent

.225 

.306 
2.220 

.457 

.854 

.641 
1.860 
5.528 
1.326 

.721 
10.961 

.405 
1.076 
2.178 

.258 
1.808 
2.999 
2.014 

.226 

.824 

.596 

.690 
, 0.863 

.862 
1.725 
2.312 

.160 
1.443 

.595 

.384 
2.005 
1.725 
2.052 
2.133 

.022 
1.262 

.440 

.651 

.122 

.408

0.00
31.37
0.00
0.00
0.00
o.po
9.-03 
0.00

33.86 
0.00

146.98
146.17

0.00
0.00
0.00

359.35
192,46
178.95 
139.38

0.00
0.00

72.75 
324.92
240.95 
11.78 
39.01
0.00 

37,42 
0,00 
0.00 

. 67.93
12.75 
0.00 
5.49

3,781,82
18.86 
0.00

125.81
0.00
O.DO

16636
226.0968537

1,63858
33739
63040
47341

1,372
2,603.

.16842 148
43

978.44939644
532 545

8,08716.111
.592

14,20046
29952247
79448

1,60749
19050

1,334
2,213
1,486

6.497
5.772
3.604

5,726
5,087
3,176

51
52
53

167278 .31554
60855
44056
509.502

12.552
2.077

.203

.902

44257
2,85011,063

1,831
58

63659
1,271 - 
1,706

17960 i
79561

11862
1,065.54047663

43964
28465

1,479
1,273
1,514
1,574

1.362 
- .220

1,200 
194 :

66
67
68

.117 

.832 
• .238

10359
1673370

93121071
32572
480722 .81973

9074
301 _75

f
{



3

■ 92 i
3

It

^BT.E 12—Continttod
\

Employment
, By Place of VJork

Workers by
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

^Index o'f 
s'eparatlon

Per CentPer Cent HumberNumber

Retail Trade
204,693 100.000141,112 100.000Total

2,485 
1,544 
5.463 
1.637 
1.557 
3.081 
2.822 
2.015 

.152 

.409 

.655 

.133 

.384 
2.730 
2.159 
2.271 

.656 

.256 
1.824

0,00 
6.47 

15.10 
64.87 
0,00 

70.07 
0,00 

856.03 
0.00 
0.00 
8.40 

372.93 
0,00 
0.00 

31.46 
10.52 
0.00 
0.00 
6.30 
0.00 

25.26 
64.05 
12.70 
28.30 
3.11 

94.62 
5.84 

259.59 
187.67 

12.15 
0.00 

20,94 8.68 
596.00 
93,39 
0.00 ■ 
0.00 

166.46 
17.65 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

5,086
2,751

11,183
3,351
3,187
6,307
5,776
4,124

1
.0872 123

1,164
~'1,498

.825
1.062

3
4
5

2.1593,046

24)340

6
7

17.2498
3119
83710

1,34079 .055
.496

11
27370012
78613

5,588
4,378
4,648
1,343

14
;67395015
.23933716

17
52316

3,734
1,410 
2,934 
7,180 ' 
4,963 
9,290 
9,023 
3,955 
4,204 
5,208 

10,159 
4,178 
2,843

162 .11619
.68920

1.433
3.508
2.425
4.539
4.408
1.932
2.054
2,544
4.963
2.041
1.389

,189
,150
.411

.362
2.247

.308
1.304

51121
3,17122

43423
1,84024

.13719425
2,580 1,828 

.120 
6.604 
9.314 

.248

26
16927

9,319
13,143

28
29

35030 4
31 - •

38655,870 39.593
.594
.383

32
50783833
84254034

.7021,43735

.414
,331

1.603
1,215
1.479
2.011

847. 36
677.551

.283
77737

3,281
2,487
3,028
4,116

39938
39
40
41

.!
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TABLE 12—Continued
N

Employment
By Place of*Vfork

Workers by.
Place of ResidenceCom­

munity
Areas

iIndex of 
SeparationPer Cent Per CentNumber Number .-'i

42 75 .053 4,897
6,003
2,472

2.392
2.933
1.208

.253
1.097

.052

2.22 
0.00 

159.77 
136.36 
'33.91 

0.00 
0.00 

32.65 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

13.46 
120.42 
287.35 
68.4? 
0.00 

10.69 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

44.85 
45.71 
99.74 
0.00 
8.64 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

43
44 2,723 1.950

.345

.372
y45 487 518

46 . 525 2,245
47 106
48 281 .137
49 541 .383 ■2,402 1.173

.108

.135

.264

.589

.0.33

.114

.085

.201
1.122

..524
1.336
1.795

.059

.814

.095

.214
1..500
1.748
2.912
1.901

.016
1.620

.289

50 222
51- 277
52 541
55 1,206 

, 6854
55 234
56 175
57 411
58 215 .151

.631
3.839.
1.229

2,296
1,072
2,734
3,675

59 891
60 5,417

1,73461
62 121
65 123 .087 1,666
64 195
65 438 . 

3,070 
3,.579 ' 
5,961 
3,891

55
1,107
1,878
2,675

67 .784-
1..331
1P396

68
69
70 33
71 189 .140 3,316
72 592
75 946 .462
74 223 .109
75 546 2670'

Eating and prlricing Places

100.000Total 16,600 49,089 100.000

763 0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

1 1.554 
.436 

7 .401 
1.289 
1.265

2142
3 3,633 

621 ■
4
5

L
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TABLE 12—Continued
X

EmploymenE
By Place of Work

Workers by
Place of ResidenceCom- 

.dunity 
Areas

Index of 
SeparationNumter Per Cent Number Per Cent -1

6 645 5.S86
.554

22.735

2,804
2,618
3,245

5.712 
5.333 

' 6.610 
.049 
.167 
.330 
.057 
.106 
.856 

1.080 
1.198 

.348 

.171 
1.241 

.448 
1.055 
2.660 
1.984 
6.101 
2.587 
1.554 
2.744 
5.682 
1.626 
1.359 
1.917 

.896 

.682 

.597 
1.277 

.723 

.389 
3.412 
1.259 
2.074 
1.487 
3.889 
1.232 

.687 

.116 
1.110 

.075 

.151

68.03
10.39 
343.95

0.00 
■ 0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

140.07 
0.00 

37.73 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

121.35 
17.22 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

69.37 
91.76 
73.69 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

5,890.29 
414.22 

0.00 
0.(/f0 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

32.55 
0.00

12.39
47.40 
0.00 
0.00

47.40
0.00
O.OU
0.00
0.00

7 92
8 3,774 ^'19 24

10 82
11 162
12 28
13N 52

I 14 199 1.199 420 ■s
15 550
15 .45275 588
17 171
18 84
19 609
20 220
21 229 1.580

.458
518

22 76 1,306
23 974

, 24 2,995
1,27025

26 179 1.078
2.518
4.187

763
27 418 1,347

2,78928 695
29 798

i * ■ •30 667
51 941
52 8,7 61 

469
52.777
2.825

440
33 335
34 293
35 627

’35536
37 191
38 1,675
39 618
40 112 .675 1,018
41 730
42 80 .482

.584
1,909I 97'43 605

44 337
57-

i
45
46 100 .602 545

3747
48 74
49 335 682

:50 69 141

y

Ml
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TABLE 12—Continued

Employment
Bv Place of Work

Workers by-
Place of RealdenceCom- ^ 

manity 
Areas

Index of 
Separation

Per CentNumber Per Cent Number

.102

.297

.511

.026

.222

.092

.124
1.059
.375

1.281
1.923
.041
.493
.185
.120
.941

1.124
2.546
1.249
.018
.945
.102
.218
.059
.149

0.00 
0.00 . 
0.00 
0.00 

-0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

71.67 
0.00 
0.00 

35.10 
0.00 
0.00 

514.59 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

26.28 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

543.14 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

5051
14652
25153

1354
10955

4556
6157

520126 75958
18459
62960
944112 67561

2062
24263

952 9115864
5955

46266
55267

669 1,25011168
61369

970
46471

5092 55472
10475

29
7375

Laundry and Dyeing and Cleaning!
100.00047,179100.00015,207Total

38.41 
0.00 

94.80 
79.43 

190.19 
43.09 
58.57 

30a.05 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

■ 0.00 
00.7 6

9 69 2.054
.994

5.195
1.672
1.549
4.212
3.133
2.304

.108

.316

.528

.117

.7891201
4 692

2,4514,925
1.328
2.946
1.815
1.835
8.503

7493
7892024
7314485

1,987 .
1,478
1,087

27 6 
279 

1,293

6
7
8

519
14910
24911

5512
13 252119

8408.601.48614

i'
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TABLE 12—ContinuedI X
Workers by^

Place of Kaaldenco
Employment 

/By Place Pf WorkCora-'
Enmity
Areas

Index of 
Separation

Per CentPer Cent Number■ Number!
V

0.00 
84.13 
0.00 
0.00 

~ 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

152.95
93.54 
52.76 
66.64

120.40 
175.25 
327.90 

0.00 
0.00 

162.19 
1,322.94 
4,041.21 

372.69 
217.93 

0.00 
221.72 
43.99 
0.00 

35.11
35.55 
60.91 
84.83
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

301.22
415.54

0.00
0.00

72.96
0.00
0.00
0.00
o.'oa-
0.00
0.00

is 805 1.706
2.079

.536

.203
1.687

.498
1.280
3.186
2.446
4.985
2.980
1.240
2.154
3.315
3.228
1.490
1.407

.170

1.749 98126C16
25317

9618
79619

, 23520
60421

, 4.873 
2.288 
2.630 
1.986 
1.493 
3.775 

10.870

1,503
1,154
2,352
1,406

7412
5482
40024
30225

58522726
1,016
1,546
1,523

27 574
1,65528

29
70350

2.282
2.249
8.042
1.651
5.202

66431 347
80542.32

.199941,22355

.443
2.387

20925134
1,12679135

.43720636
90 .267126.592

3.01B
57

6.861 
.950 

. 3.597 
1.460 
2.58G 
1.984 

.878 

.201 
1.505 

.068 

.144 
1.395 

.193 

.144 

.303 

.784 

.017 

.316 

.110 

.180 
1.147 

.356

3,237..45958
44839

1,6971.26319240 ■
689.5197941

1,2201.782 
1.683

.27142
93625643
41444

9545
71046I

3247
; 684S

6584.202
.802

63949
9112250
68 ,51

14352
370. .5728753

854
14955

5256
85I’’

54158
.10859

i

j
...... ill- i
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' '-1TABLE 12—Continued
\

Workers Ly!
Place of Residence

Employment
By Place of VJorkCom- ' 

mvmifiy 
Areas

: Index of 
Separation

Per CentNumber Per Cent Number

1.100
1,539
.059
.60S
.059
.187

1,111
1.414
2.317
1.736
.008

1.200

254.64 
152.57 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0,00 
0.00 

186.99 
48.81 

195.45 
0.00 

44.42 
0,00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00

60 426 2.801
2.348

519
61 357 726 .
62- 28

28765
2864
8865

52466
402 2.644

1.131
3.393

667
1,095

67
17268

81951669
470

56671 81 ,633
79 .16772

.356

.083

.280

16873
3974

13275

...
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO
■

As ADOPTED BT CENSUS BUREAU. I»40.
Construction industry: 

, I Work. Mixed,.and Resi- 
§ 2(1 dential Areas,
I

-V-

n

\

Legend
r--9s3 Work Areas
IMI Sx>150 f

Mixed Areas, 
H 50<S^<150 ;

Residential Areas, 
S„< 50X

i...«a

64
..............-1......... s rater

LEGEND
NAME

/ ROGERS PAM
i WEST RIDGE 40
3 UPTOWN 4!
4 LPKOLN SQUARE
5 NORTH CENTER 43

NAME 
39 KENWOOD 
- WASHINGTON RK 

HYDE PARK 
42 WOOOLAWN 
■* SOUTH SHORE 

CHATHAM 
45 AHtWN MRK

t! sxater

Tt srattrI iLAKEVIEW
46:

•t......... $Tsrattr
7 UNCOLNPARK 
a NEAR NORTH SIDE 46 SOUTH CHICAGO 
- EDtSONPARK 

IKIRWOOOP4RK 
t! JEFEERSON PARK
12 FOREST GLEN
13 NORTH PARK
14 ALBANY FARK
15 PORTAGE TARK
16 mWG PARK 
IT DUNNING 
ra MONTCLARE

BELMONT CRAON 
M HERMQSA S6
2! AVONDALE SB
22 LOGAN SQUARE
23 HUMBOLDT FVRK
-- ----------TOWN
.. AUSTIN
26 WEST GARFIELD r
27 EAST GARFIELD PK 65 
26 NEAR WEST SIDE 66 
— NORTH LAWNDALE '

SOUTH LAtWEIALE 
3f LOWER WEST SIDE 
32 LOOP

SE>£ 7!
ARE 72

47 BURNSICe 
'* CALUMET/C/GHTS 

ROSECANp 
so PULLMAN 
SI. SOUTH DEEPING 
52 EAST SIDE
— WE5TPULLMAN
54 RlVEROALE
55 HEGEWI5CH
56 GARFIELD RIDGE
57 ARCHER HEIGHTS
— BRIGHTON PARK 

M4KINLEY PARK
60 BRIDGEPORT

%
srattr

Slater

srattr

6! NEW CITY

■ g
PK.
PK

CLEARING 
WEST LAWN 
CHICAGO LAWN 
WEST ENGLEWOOD 
ENGLEWOOD 
GREATER GRAND GR. 
ASt^URN 
AMffN GRESHAM 

. BEVERLY
73 WASHINGTON HCTS.
74 MOUNT GREENWOOD
75 MORGAN PARK

nr srattr
M

67

srattr 
IS* srattr•r^AR SOUTH : 

ARMOUR SQUA. 
DOUGLAS

36 OAKLAND .
37 FULLER PARK 

GRAND BLVO
Fig 8i s (

M:J
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COM MUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGOi
ADOPTED BV CENSUS BUREAU, l»40.

.'IBusiness Repairs ard 
Services Industry; Work,. 
Mixed, and Basidential 
Areas.

S

I!
. i1

I rofiffr rrao
I■VS—i-i

.1
i

-A

■J ;/7
}

I /«:.4„ --- - !
........a.... 4.

Legend
V/ork Areas, 
S. >150H -/i'* ■■■■if-

X

Mixed'* Areas, 
50 < S < 150

X

Residential Areas 
S^< 50X

LEGEND
NO. NAUe 

/ ftOGCttS PANi< 
tveST RIDOE 
i/PTOtm 

4 UNCOLN SQUViC 
- NORTH CENTER 

LAKEVeW 
T UNCOLNMRK 

NEAR NORTH S/Ce 
EDISON RAM

NAME . 
RENNOOO ■'

40 NASHINCTON PR. 
4! HyCePARK
41 WOCOLAtyN
42 SOUTH SHORE
44 CHATHAM
45 AitUjONBARR 
40 SOUTH CH/CACO 
4T BURNStOE
40 CAWMET lEICHTS
49 ROSELANO 
so PULLMAN
St SOUTH DEER/N6 
51 EAST SIDE
53 HCSTPUUMAN
54 RAZROALS
55 HEGEWJSCH
56 CAREXID RIDCE 
ST ARCHER HEJCMTS
50 BRIGHTON fURR 

PARK

NO.

1
]

5

> 0

10
JtfTERSONPtRR 

II EORESr GLEN
13 NORTH PARR 

ALBANT PARK
IS PORTAGE PARR 

HnWGPARR 
IT DUNNING 

MONTCLARE 
BELMONT CRAGOT 

CO HERMOSA 
1! AIAONDALE
11 LOGAN SQUARE _ _
12 HUMBOLDT TURK 6! NEW QTr
14 WEST 2WN 62 WEST ELSDON
15 AUSTIN 63 GAGE PARK
10 WEST GARFIELD PR. 64 CLEARING 
IT EAST GARFIELD PR 65 WEST LAWN 
10 TZAR WEST SIDE 66 CHICAGO LAWN 
29 NORTH LAWNDALE 6T WEST ENGLEWOOD
20 SOUTH LAWNDALE 68 ENCLEiyOOO
31 L^R WEST SIDE 69 GREATER GRAND CR.
21 LOOP TO ASHBURN

NEAR SOUTH SEE 7! ‘ AUBURN GRESHAM 
ARMOUR SQUARE T1 • BEYTRLT 

Ji DOUGLAS 73 WASHINGTON HGTS
36 OAKLAND 74 MOUNT- GREENWOOD
37 FULLER PARK 75 MORGAN PARK 
JS GRAND BUD

SO MLKINLCr 
60 BRIDGEPORT

jrwr

Uf STPttT

US snutT
33 STArtr

6
8 %■ IFig. 10 (
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO
<AS ADOPTED ay-CENSUS-BUREAUJD40.

Rotail .Trade' Indus tr>: 
Hork; Mixed, and Resi-■ I ,

I

[

Legend
piiifiWork Areas, 
Ms,>]50

X

A
Mixed Areas^ 
50< S3j.< 150

Residential Areas 
Sx< 50

9

......I..SS 4 ..
: 64 ;

..............■!.............-r—

LEGEND
NAME

/ ftOGEftSMtK
- WEST PlOCE 

UPTOWN
4 UNCOLN SOUAPE 4Z
5 NOHTH CENTEP 43 SOUTH SHOPE
6 LAPEVSW 44 CHATHAM
- UNCOLN PAPH 45 AMILC^T PAPN

NEAP M3PTH SIDE 46 SOUTH CHICAGO
9 ED/SQNMPN 47 - -

to NOPWOOO TMPK 48 CAUMET fCKHTS
/ / JEfTEPSON PAPK 49 ---------- '
lE rOPESTCUN SO

NOPTH PAPK
14 ALBANT/MPK
15 POPTAGEPAPtr S3 WEST PULLMAN
IS IfMINCPAPK 54 - ---

OUNNMC
MONTCLAPE 56 GAPEIELD PIDCE
BELMONT CPACJN 57 APCHEP HEIGHTS 
HEPMOSA 50 BPICHTON PAPK
JMONDALE - -

22 LOGAN SOUAPE 60 BPIDGEPOPT 
13 HP-COLDT PAPK 6! NEW CITY

a g
26 WEST CAPflELD PK 64 CLEANING
27 EAST GAPHELD PK " ----------
20 NEAP WE57 SIDE
29 NOPTH LAWNDALE 67 WEST ENGLEWOOD
30 SOUTH LAWfEULE 
■■ UDWtP WEST.SIDE

LOOP
33 NEAP SOUTH SCE
34 APMOUR SOUAPE
35 DOUGLAS 
Jfl OAKLAND
37 rULLEP PAPK
38 GRAND BOO

NO- NO- NAME -
39 KENWOOD
40 WASHINGTON PK 
4! HYDE PAPK

I
WOOUAWN

•-7

BUPNS/DE

POSEIANO
PULLMAN

51 SOUTH DEEPING
52 EAST SIDE
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55 HEGEWtSCH%

f, SB MLKINLEY PAPK

CAGE PAPK

65 WEST LAWN
66 CHICAGO LAWN

ENGLEWOOD

32
GPCAT&i CPAND CP. itl iTMtr70 ASmjPN
ALDUpN GPCSHAM 
OEycpt.r_

/$ MORGAN PAPK

SIAttl

WASHINGTON MCTS
MOUNT GPECNWOOO
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO
I MO.

Eating and Drinking' 
Industry: Work, ?£Lx0d, 
and Residential Areas.
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Mixed Areas, 
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Residential Areas 
S^C 50
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3 UPTCMN 4! HTtEfWiK
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. NOPTH CENTER 43 SOUTH SHORE
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/-I .... .y rt SToecTI
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a NEAR NORTH SIDE 
9 EDISON PARK 

10 NORWOOD PARK 
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13 NORTH PARK 
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22 LOGAN SQUARE 60
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27 EAST GARFIELD PK 6S WEST LAHH
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35 DOUGLAS
36 OAKLAND
37 FULLER PARK 
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44 CHATHAM
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PLELMAN 

5! SOUTH DEEPING
52 EAST SIDE
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44 \PARK
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II49 m -,k. sTPter

\.72 73
V i
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO .

,, ■ AS ADOPTED BT CENSUS DUREAU.'iMO.

Laufadpy: and^ Cieaning and 
Dyeing Industry: Work, 
Mixed, and Residential

1--,1
Areas

'coifr nee ?
. y

Legend 
Workia s

X

(i
Mixed. Areas 
50< S^< 150

>
X

1 Residential 
50

X'

LEGEND
AC. At4M£

/fOGOiS PAm 
WEST f»DC£

3 UPTOWN 4/
4 UNCOCN SOUVte 42
- NORTH CENTEP 

LAHSVtEW
7 LINCOLN PARK
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52 EAST SIX.

... ..... U-.-53 WESTPULLMAN
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25 AUSTIN
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COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICAGO

...................................... *3 ADOPTED ByIcENSUS BUBMU.IMO.

■Total Industry: Work, 
> 5 Mixed, and Residential

h Areas

‘.........|: ■I I I-a
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