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CmPTER I •

That a deflt^ite relationship exists between place of 

work and place of residence ha's long been assumed by aoclologists. ■ 

Theories about the exact nature of this relationship have .added 

to, the, body Of-knowledge accumulated in the fleids'-.of human 

ecology and urban sociology.- Blanners, houaing experts, real 

estate dealers and students of lahd'values have investigated the 

subject and contributed further information, while the growth of 

suburbs, both industrial and res’idential have complicated the 

problem. The main hypothesis held on the subject is that the 

lower the>QSltlon of an individual employee within the hierarchy ■ 

y'o'f an industry, the closer he will .‘tend to live to his place of 

. work; conversely, the higher his position the better able he will 

be to live in a more desirable nei^borhood (usually further away 

■ from the plant) and the greater n\amber of areas available to him 

for residential choices because of the higher rent or purchase 

price of a home.

- ' /

The daily journey to work is a common phenomenon of our 

For some it means a trip from a "high-class" residential 

suburb into the financial or commercial sections of the central 

city; for others it means a trip from the low rent, workingmen' 

homes areas of the central city to a plant inone of the indus-

society.

s

U-

1
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, trial, siitjurbs; and for, many it consists merely of waiking -the

two or thra6: blocks^ from -home. to a nearby 3tsre> office or fac-.

'tory,. This dal^ly 'moyement is necessary, as Liepmahn points out^ '

' The emergency of lange-scale manufacture as the most .
-■ economic form of production in various branches of industry- 

has led to the development of huge plants employing! many - 
thousands of workers. . . It would berphysically impossible,

. e.g.'to house.the -20.000 employees of an engineering works in;
^ ■ y the vicinity of the factory: the great majority of such w.ork-

, . . , ers being men, they ^nd'their families constitute by;them-. , ; . - • 
selves the population of a.medium-.size.d town. .The;community 

■;w.ould be further increased by the auxiliary services which 
are necessary for such a number of Inhabitants; the area 
covered by hous.es would render illusory the, nearness between 
home and workplace. "Moreover, there would-lse the social and 

. - economic disadvantages^ of a one-Indus try'town. . . . pally.,
travelling by the wbrlcers has thus become necessary to secure 
the.'concentration of labour in plants of the size demanded hy
technical and •eoonomic.-con'slderatidns.l 

- The area in which an employee of a particular firm-will . 

reside is not determined'by one or./two factors alone. If other 

■members of his family are employed he must seek a home>where

.
r.-.

t-

each'of them will be able to reach his own working plabeh within
- V . ' y ■ ■

at: feast a certain.time limit and with a certain amount of con­

venience, He may be a member'of a .group which is forced to livdx.

in particular -areas of the city, po matter where he works, by

restrictive housing practices. There, may be only a certain num­

ber of areas -in which he"can afford to live, and there may be 

. other areas , in which he, wohld'^nev.er choose , to live because he 

- considers the conditions within thWffl unsatisfactory for, his 

family.
-'.-V.'

The trip to work is nat only measured-in, terms of actual

^Kats L. Elepmann-,-i.The . Journey to Work,. 'its TsignlfIcance 
for Industrial and Community Life'(liondom Kegan, Paul.
Trubner and Co., Ltd., i9ij.3). pp,' Iptril.. t- ;;

Trench,

•f

'.V _■ ■ .-’'i
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miles traveled, : but, ;;in tei^s of and cost, as-well.'. If ."th.e

..-person'concerned can afford‘to live further aWay from the factory.

■'thug, escaping from'the Indus trial*'dirt, noise and odors present
• i.

in th'e vicinity, he mi^t perhaps choose to-do so , even at. the 

cost of adding another, hour or ,more to the length of his working

day,.. Special.ists and technicians frequently will live in areas •
K - ■

1

•where they, are close to or equally distant:from other ^obs which.

if available might be advancements oyer their present ones.

Added to these factors -is the current housing shortage in all’ , 

industrial areas. Employees unable to find suitable accorambda- 

tions for themselves and their families will travel great ■ dis­

tances to their jobs in order to retain the satisfactory\housing 

they already have, .Home owiier'shlp als*o acts as a deterrent to a"~~^ ’. 

. worker's changing residence when he changes his joh, Especially 

in the case of a large plant where there may be great.seasonal ■

■ fluctuaitlons in employment, there must be considered the Is-rge

.1

number of part-year employees ..who farm or find other employment 

during times of lay-offs.,

; There are various methods .available to the student who .
■■■1

wishes to investigate the relationship between place of work and 

place of-Tresidence,. He may choose to approach the problem.- as a 

dispersal of residents from a :given area to the different places 

Or'he may choose to study the conf lux of workers■ of employment.

at, a given factory or plant to discover the areas from where they 

A third alternative woiild be to make a traffic studyhave come.

—to discover the different travel routes used daily, -the- Inte'n-

■ ■ X;sity of traffic on the routes- and the” lengths arid directions of -

!.. \-
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thase routes. For the present'study the second method was .chosen; ■

This study is an analysis of the labor force of a large • • •

;• steel plant located in East Chicago,
: ' : - • - -- • '

were gathered dinging August, 1950, 'at a time when the total number

- of employees was 17,4.92. The analysis will ihclude; (1) the'es-

s'-j
Indiana. ,ffhe basic dataI

' tablishment Of the areas in which employees of .the'plant live, ' 

(2) the extent of the ini'luenee of period of service on the dis­

tance of residenceVar.eas from the plant, and (3)' the extent of 
the Influence of the' type of Occupation within the- plant on , .

, the distance of residence.- . In addition, an attempt.'Will be .made 

to determine other characteristics of employees living in. partlc-
- -ular areas.

Hypotheses

■, Two major hypotheses will be tested in this stuijy. The 

firs.t hypothesis is related to the existence of a definite area in 

which employees of the steel firm are concentrated.. Prom a tabu­

lation of employees living in different cities issued by the per­

sonnel office it can be seen that employees live within a radius, 

of forty miles of the plant,, in the northwest coming from as far 

as Evanston, on the south from as far as JoJ.let, and from small 

towns east of Gary and from southern Indiana as far as Valparaisoi^ 

That there is'a dense concentration of employees in the cities of 

East Chicago, Gaf^, Hammond, Chicago and Whiting is obvious from 

this table. It should be noted, also, that approximately one- 

half of the total labor force resides within the city of East

. ■' )

'i

»

^See Table I, i.ssued by the personnel office of the steel 
■ company in July, 19^0, based on personnel flies. ' .
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TABLE 1
)r

RESIDEKTI&t iOCATIOH OP TOTAL LABOR FORCE OP 
. 16,488 EMPLOYEES'AT AN EAST CHICAGO,

' ■■ . INDIANA -STEEL PLANT, JUNE, ig^Ol

.East Chicago,' Ind-, 
Hammond, Ind.,'
Gary^, Ind,.
Chicago,- Ill i ;r 
Caliaraet City, Ill. 
WMtlng, Ind. 
Lansing, Ill. 
Highland, Ind.- 
Munster, Ind.
Cedar Lake,'Ind. 
Chesterton, Ind. 
Griffith, Ind.' 

‘Valparaiso, Ind,
Dyer, Ind.■
Crown Point, Ind. 
Hotiart, ind.
South Holland, Ill. 
Wheatfield, - Ind. 
Chicago Heights, Ill. 
Haz-el Crest, Ill. 
Lowell, Ind. 
Schehevllle, Ind. 
Shelby, ind-.
Thornton, Ill.
Porter, . Ind.

. Btrrnham, Ill.
St,.- John, Ind. 
Renssalaer, Ind-. 
Hebron, Ind.'
Lake Village, Ind.

■ Blue Island, Ill. 
Michigan'City, Ind.

■ Harvey, Ill.
Dolton, Ill.
Wheeler, Ind...
Crete, Ill.
La Porte, Ind. 
Wanatah, Ind, 
Rlverdale, Ill.
JPair Oaks, Ind. 
Morocco, Ind.
De.Motte, Ind. :
Kouts,. Ind,

•7,998 
-^.530 

' 2427 ..
1,^07

Oak Lawn, Ill. 
Evanston, Ill. 
.Steger, Ill. 
E-vergreen Pk., Ill 

. Hinsdale,,111.
■ Oak Glen,’ 111, ■ 
Thayer-, Ind.', .
Knoxj Ind.• '
Cicero, Ill.
Posen, Ill. .. 
Glenwood, Ill.
Mill Creek, Ind.

. Mount Ayre, Ind,. 
Terre Haute, Ind. 
Rochester, Ind. 
•Montlcello, Ind. - 
LeRoy, Ind. 
'iVes.tville, Ind. 
Kingman,' Ind,
Siwiava Resort,' Ind. ■ 

. Beverly Shores, Ind.' 
Mi^er, Ind.
Cr-Sston, Ind., - 
San Pierre, Ind.
Port Wayne, Ind. 
Hamlet, Ind. '
Sumner, III.
Wilmette, Ill. 

'"Robbins, Ill.
Robison, Ill.
Chicago Ridge, Ill. 
Hegewisch, Ihd,
La Grange-, Ill. 
BeJLle.wood, Ill. 
Roberts, Ill. 
Homewood,-.-111.
St. Anne,' Ill. , , 
Peotone, Ill.
Lemont, III.

■ Momence, Ill, 
Midlothian, Ill. 
Crystal -Palla,' Mich.

■ Saginaw., Mich.
Ind. Unclassified

2
k
4
,3335 2

371 4
■ 2

3' I? 2' . ■
1 .

126 1
82 i•74 1

■ 1
1

. 122 
« 21 . 

.23. 
16

1
1
1
1

10 1
1

- 1
8 1 ■
9 ■ 1

■19 , 1
17 ' 1

T- 1i4- ■ 1
8- ' 1
8' 1 ,

11 , ■ i
11 1 .
10. 15 - 1

1
4 1
3 12 12 1
7 112 18 1 '1

^Compiled by the personnel office at the East Chicago 
Steel plant during June, 195o.

5
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’; ■ thi Indiana. Presi^a|bly,: when the, effort of cpmmutli^-‘forty’' : ■
' ■ -i ■ r.-■ , ■ '. ■...' ■

miles daily to work and bafclc; aigain Is too great and too-ooetly of ’ ;
' ^ i- 'N- '■. ■ ■ ■■

" time ancJ money, the Worker^^an .de expected to move closer to his'

place ei empioyijient as soonia's he is; able to' find- accommodations
•: ................................. ' " -i 'V . s - ■ . •

Vv • •, ■•; '

: '• -
.V'

i .

• for himself and, if married,his family. ' Thus the hypothesis-^ls ' 

■that the Ipiys^r an’individual’is employed by a firm, the’ more , .
V ■

likely he is’, to ;iive’close- to, his- place of .work, ,
... •'

. This fact was recognized in the .wartime amendments to the-

National Housing Act.^ .The restric-tions on'-riew housing, construc­

tion during the. war provided; that the’ only residential building 

priorities to be issued were those’’for war wo’rk'ers and, further, 

were to. be ^constructed only in so-called,"war-production" areas 

Houses for war workers were to be located in areas not more than ■. 

one hour's travel-time from the major, war, plants in the area by 

means of public transportation, and at a cost of not more than ' 

fifty cents for,'each trip. ' Such limits being set on workers.' 

housing likewise; suggests that all but the. most ’recently hired . 

"employees of a firm will tend to_live within an hour's distance 

•from the plant,, . Probably, too, th^ relatively long-term employees 

• will live even closer to t'he;^plant than those who Have been work­

ing there, for peridds .'of six' months to five years. This does not 

-preclude the existence of a relatively large group of newly hired . 

employees,' for whom'the spatial distribution pf their place of 

residence may show,- only to a'small degreej„....the locational in-

•

' T

? ■

^The Jihtlpnal'''Souslng Act delegated the power to the Fed- ■ 
eral Housing Adralriistration to determine areas for war workers'- . •’
homes. Tlie Federal Housing Administration Office in Chicago used 
these criteria-to determine areas for home construction. National ,

, Housing Act as Amended’May 26, 1942,-. 77th Cong., End'Se'ss.
(Washington: Government-Printing Office, 194-2). 1 ■ -f’

\
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But to reiteratey the-first workingihjrpo-.,
- ■ : ■■ ■ i ■ ■ ' I : -il .

thpsis Is, the employees. .jWhQ heive. worked at the pla,nt fqr the

•V ■ :
. ; f luenoe^ of ' the plant,.

• •

• longest period'of time •.will' tend to live closest to it, while ’ 

those- who have been hir'ed most-Recently . will" tend to'^ be dispersed

over a wider area surrounding the plan-b. •

The sec-dhi-. hypothesis to be testecl-^s-related, to the. 

fact that selectmen' of a place of residence is influenced by- 

socio-economic position. . In the present .case, the plant under 

-discussion is^ located along the lakefront in East" Ghlcago,- close ' . 

to the Pennsylvania and'New York Central Railroads'. mainlines 

. and to the Cuter Belt .Railroad'. Close'to it there are several 

other heavy Industrial plants and heavily-travelled track'routes. 

There are a number of ro.omlng houses and cheap hotels nearby,

The odors and dirt accompanying heavy .industry are 'muoh...tn' evi­

dence.. Thus the area contiguous to the plant would not be^likely .

■ to be the one chosen by employees of tha't group which could afford 

■to live, elsewhere, but would rather be' the .one in which would , ,

reside those workers who could. oniy.,^afford to pay low rentals. 

Hoyt's classification of land values constructed for use in urban 
areas holds truefor the area vinder-discussion,^ The areas of 

higher rentals occur farther-from the industrial plant than areas

•:

pf■low rentals ! ;■

In the present study the category "t^e of work" was 

chosen as the index of socio-economic position. ’ For convenience

-federal Housing Authority, Homer Hoyt; The' Structure , 
Growth of Residential Neighborhoods in American Cities 'and

(Washington; Government Printing Office, 1939).- -^

.. r-.r-
-s.*/
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in handling the data, the ^yarioiis.. types of , jobs^'>ith4n the plant 

were grouped Into’ eight of .-the .'elevenclaas^lcati'ons defined by 
'the census'.^ The _ o-ther -three ■ciassl'f ications' concerned- those-'ocr- 

• ■ .cupations riot .present In-.an;’industrial'plantV The classifications' 

employed range from "professional wcrkers" to' "laborers, except 

■^arra.;" The second hypothesis to' be- investigated is that workers .

■ Of'- higher socio-reconomic status will terid'to be dispersed over a 

; larger area than workers of . lower socio-economic status Laborers ■' 

and semi-skilled workers■will .tend to be concenirated in areas- 

near the plant.

{- .t

u .

J-

s''
•i

. . Review df Previous Literature •

. -The literature,in the general field of suburbanization is-

' pertinent to the present discussion of the locational'influence 

; of place of work on'place of resid'ence.. Most of th^ literature 

on 'subiorbs is concerned, with "dormitory" or residential rather 

than'industrial-suburbs i The literat\ire is rele'yant, however,' 

since many of the employees'of the: steel plant commute from nearly.'. 

'. residential suburbs. Douglas3,~in The Suburban Trend makes the . 

.distinction between Industrial and residential su.5ur'bs as. well'as 

between sub’orb "and 'the'.sateilite ■,city,.'. He claims that satellite 

cities'are not:truly suburbs unless they exhibit "suburban char­

acteristics of which-roominess in comparison with the congestion 

' of the central city is chief,Suburbs ..are. separated into pro-

' 3.

«•

' 'i'

. Bureau of ,l:he =ileriBus,. Classified index of O'ccupa- 
■tions and Industries (Washington: Government Printing-Office,
1940 P- J

^'Hariian Paul Douglass, The Suburban Trend (New Yorki
1925), p. 23. ^.The Century Co • i

' • -
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duotlon and consumption types. The industrial community (pro- 

.duction suburb) is more independent of the'-central city, and the 

satellite,; city still more so. To use his criteri'bn of roominess, 

np.ne of the, cities-with which we^re’ concerned in ihe . present 

..'study could be called suburbs-^not even industrial suburbs—.inas- 

^ ,much .as, they all show as■much cbhgestlpn as parts of the central; 

city, Chicago. Certainly the whole of the Calumet. Industrial 

Area is so built up and so.closely connected that one can go-from 

Hammond to East Chicago-'to Gary without noticing any undeveloped 

or open areas between tbem. -

Taylor's Satellite Cities throws light on the- historical , 
dOvelopmeuat of the Calumet Area.^ r

Gary where, even in 1915,' housing acooinmodations were inadequate 
and worhers commuted.^ The passage of thirty-five^'years, two '

, a vastly enlarged steel production,, the establishment of 

many hew heavy Industries in tiie South Chicago-district, and the 

c.bmi’ng of age of the automobile for commuting have made this more 

■necessary and more' pre-valent noi^than before. Using data showing 

the location-'df ht^es of employees working in an industrial-sub- 

urb of Cincinnati, he showed that'even an industrial suburb did 

not necessarily draw its labor force from the:, .town in which it 

was located.

'*•

:i

■

s
I

■■t

s

3

He focusses his discussion on

- wars

3 .

The study Leisure, although mainly concern,ed with the 

spare time activities of the commuting population living in,an

^Graham R. Taylor, Satellite Cities (New York: Appletoii.
1915).

^Ibld.

and Co • 9

' 3Ibid., p.' 96;18. '. P.

1
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. upper class residential subiorb la only relevant to this study in- 
, Its-'-discussidn of commuting.^ The. authors'ipoint out that compared'' 

to the commuting facilities within the city, those which connect ■ 

the suburb to the- city tend to be much more comfortable and con­

venient. Furthermore, since comparatively few people in the. city ■

• actually live within walking distance^of their work,

: • commuting does riot add appreciably ‘to their hardships. This is^

- > significant to the discussion for two-reasons: fi^st, the disad-,

.. vantages to a professional worker or specialist,of living in an ; 

industrial district can be obviated by his Hying away, from it " '

-. and commuting; secondly, it■can perhaps explain,why employees 

should come in large, numbers from as far away as Chicago (since 

they would otherwise have the problem of commuting to work within 

that city).

fiI
I

■i ' ■ ;v/
¥

I <•

suburban
g

X •

,/
Several studies.have been published on the subject of 

travel.time to work, most notable among them belrig Journey to

An extensive bibliography is provided within it. Mention 
. is made of a study of a plant In Baden, in 1926.^ Of the firm's 

2,388 workers ^less. than 40 per cent lived in the same town'as the 

factory, about 20 per'cent lived nearby,-but over i^O per cent :

Work.^

came from more distant places, "walking up to “iles and trav­

elling by rail up to 16.7 miles." Other monographs mentioned ■ 

were more concerned with the strains of travelling by-different

means"walklrig, cycling, trains, busses, etc., and the influence

'^eorge'A. Lundberg, Mirra Komarovsky and Mary-Ailce 
Mclnerny, Leisure (New York; Columbia University Prdss, i93,4) •

2
Op. ^Ibld., p. 124.oft.
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of the “various strains'bn absenteeism. ,■-The most recent study ,

. quo'ted was a I937 traffic census taken at the "Eiongbridgey England* 

plant of the'Austin Motor Co. which employed 2O,OO0 people. There 

were only three town each where more than one, thousand employees

‘ K:

li-ved, and these together housed more than one-third of tiqe total 

, number of employees. 1 ' (In this and in the, size of the labor force, 

- this plant is! c.omparable to the steel plant urider discussion.

Both, are located in industrial suburbs within an industrial area

as well.) 49.2 per cent of the'employees lived three to five 

miles away from the plant, 44-8 per cent more lived from six tO' 

ten miles away, and only 6 per cent lived farther than ten miles 

distant. However, some difference can be expected between this , 

distribution of employees and the one to be found in.the present 

study. Inasmuch as car ownership in England is not as -wlc^espread 

as in the United States where many employees use their own cars 

each day to go to work. No mention Was made in the A\istln census 

of either period'of emplo^nent or the occupational levels of the 

various employees. '

In a tEesis written on The. Separation of Place of Work 

from Place of Residence, Breen oons'tru.Ct®'^ "index of separa­

tion" as. a measure of the extent-to which any of the community

areas in. Chicago may be considered "work," /"residential,." or
” 2 ’ '"mixed" areas. This measure Is the rfctio- of percentage of

' fX. "

employment in an area to the percentage of worker residing there.

4. •

^Ibid., p. 147. ' '

^Leonard Z. Breen, "The.Saparation of Place of Work from 
Place of Residence" (Unpublished M. A. Thesis, Department of 

- Sociology, University of Chicago, 1950), . .

..i
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IThe distributions of/workplaces,, and residential areas within the 

c_y;y are discussed for, all ■ industries in CMcago and for nine 

individua'i'industries. The ■ iron and steel industry is one of

.. these. ■ /Breen'finds that ifis the most highly dispersed of those

■ Investigated, by which he-’,means that there, are a greater number

of work areas in,.this industry than iriv.any of the others dis-
■ ” ' ■ ■' ‘ ' '' ' , ' - , 

cussed. Using-Mayer's clas'sif Ic'atiort of/Chicago cdraiminity areas .
’ ■ --- ■ -1 ■

in terms of .socio-^economic status,, he compares these ratings .

for community areas for resl'dential and work areas. The’socio­

economic ratings of the residential areas, he,, finds, tend to be 

- significantly higher-than the ratings for'work areas. Since the - 

residential areas contain only-a- small portion of the city's 

total employment, the persons Hying in these areas must travel

4::',

■ fur.ther to. work thah'persons living in work areas. He concludes 

:. that higher socio-economic'persons tend to travel farther to work

■ than persons of lower socio-,eConomic class.
•i'/

Data and Methodology

The; basic data "in this-study w.Sre taken from the personnel 

filea, p-f the' steel company, . A' 20 per cent sample was taken of' '

the -total number of. employees' over the period of One-month. The 

-files are kept in alphabetical order, and the sampling procedure 

was to p'ick-.o’ne card out of every fivei By this method it was- 

H possible to avoid a bias in the direction of any particular ethnic -• - *

or dccupational group.. Information as to place/'bf residence, ,

^Albert J. Mayer, "A Me-thop for Determining Socio-Econdmic- 
' Areas in Census TrAct Cities"(Unpublished M.A. .Thesis, Department,

, of Soo'iplbgy, University of Chicago, 19i|.8)', i y
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type: of .woi>k, and :date._or,. dates, hired' was giwen. oh each card.

,See ,Table''2' for .the residential'v^locatipn Q-f-'eraployee's in the'

s.ample.' l%bor force., 'It is ..true,- of co'urse, that during the
' ' ' ■ \ ■■£ ■ ■ t ’ , . . ■ . . ■•

ppr.lpd Of ■time'- neo'ess'ary .to-tak'e the sample of employees, ad- .

‘dresses and 7’type. of work" nfight have -06811 changed, and, new

■;

.-r,

■ peoplerhired,."while . others'were.'.dismis's§d. But. the se-yiere factors .-' ■> -•

.b'eyond. the control of the Investigator , . Furthermore, the sample ;

. ..taken vias thought--to he'large eho.ugh so that these errors.■would.

-not be significant,'-A comparison of the..percentage distributions - . 

of the residential locations of'emplp'yees -in the- total and sample 

., labor forces is presented^ in -Table 3. A study of this table re-- . -: 

- -veals that the percentage' differences in,any of. these areas- is'-- 

■ nev-p'r higher than 2 per. cent, ' Both distributions show the.,highest'

.- .concentration-of employees in East Chicago; 86,5^0 per, cent of the 

'..total employees and 86,l6 per- cent of the employees in. the sample 

live;in the four cities of East Chicago, Hammond, Gary, and

'Chicago,.-
■■r

In order -to determine'the Influence of period of employ-: 

meht-at the plant-.on. place of residence of the employees, ' four.' . 

time categories were;.established, a recent-hire period, an.inter­

mediate-period, a long-term period, and a class of employees hired . 

more than once. Employees pired within a period "of si.x months be- 

fore.-the data were gathered were cla'sse.d in the rece,nt-hlre. cate-. 

gory. Those employed- 'for a period of eight months to five years' . 

were classed as- five-year .emp'ldyeas,'Those employed for-more than 
this length of time'Were classed as'long-term employees. The. 

whole group of employees-hired more than once were-classed as

<■ ,

-i
V'

i '

; v'-v' ■
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RESitiENTIAIi LOCATIOH. OF A SAMPLE POPtriAffDN GP 3»46l ESilPLOXEES 
■ : : OP-.AN •EAST ..CHICAGO,- INDIANA STEEL PLANT, ... ■ - "■

'> AUGUST, 1950 .
>■'' ■; ■ y

.A

. - East,Chicago, ind
• Harnmond',. Ind.,

Uaryi.Ind. ■
Ohioago, Illi .:
L T-2 Ind. - 
(Black Oak [68]' and St.John [3]) 
Calumet City, Ill. •

' L I-1,; Ind.: . . ' .
■ .{Griffith,- Munster,-Highland): 

VftLitlng, Ind.
,Lanslng, Illi .
Crown Point, Ind.
Chesterton, ,Ind.

. L I-3, Ind,."- .
(Hobart [21).],New Chicago [0]) 
Cedar Lake, Ind.

- East Gary, Ind.- (EGrD 
Valparaiso, Ind.

• Schererville, Ind.
Hassvlile, Ind.', , '

- .pyerr..Ind. ■
-■ Lowell, Ind.

Michigan City,.'Ind.
Porter, Ind.

... -Shelby, Ind. . .
"" HarVey, Ill.

^ , jjjifheatfield, Ind.
: -r-flehron,-Jnd,..^

:K6utsi Ind. ...
. ,Bbby*- Ihd^' .

Knox, Ind. ,
Steiger, Ill, ■ ■ 
Joliet, 111.- 
Evanston,,
De Motte, Ind. 
Etha^Green,'Ind. . , 
Goodland,. Ind.
.Ldke. Village, Ind.' -■ 
La Porte, Jnd. 
Mishawaka, Ind.

. Moi^f .Alp, Ind. . 1
Moroccoi Ind. '■

, .Schneider, -Ind.
, Wanatah, Ind. 
Wheelfer, Ind. 
Rlpohi-'Wlsc. ..

. HW, Ill. Homewood 
_CC23 Dolton 
;CC22 Hazel Great . 
CClt|. Palos- Park ' 
Blue. Island, Ill., 
fe Chicago Heights 
La Grange, .Ill.

. Crete, Ill.
, Bartlett, Ill, 
•Holland, Ill. . 

'Roberts, Ill,

2-■ 1.70 i: :r^';
-■ .■ ---a -

5?
35

,332. Ill.
71 1

1
. .61^

. 63
1.---

k-i . .1
37.' 1

■ 30 1
27
24

-1

I 1
1.

7, 1
5 :1N

■ .-r
1

•It 1'
1 .

• 1 -

2

!■' ;

. -s.

V. 'v
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15 -tei multiple-hire’einpipyQeg^// •

Employees hired more &an once differ from the'-pther

, stahle employees of-the‘plant in at least one attribute, being •
‘ ^-v ■ ■' ■- .. .

• laid'Off .and. then rehirOd> ' This- might

U:ii • ■/•'

-^.1'iii
M
i ■. :•*

s influence the choice_of . 

... residential .location with respec.t to the. plant, ' Therefore a *
g i-

If
. separate, category, multiple.-hire employees, has been estabiished.

It. is, of. course, ..possible, to..: group mWbers of this multiple-hire - 

category with the other three hire categorie's, using the date of 

most recent hiring as the .criterion, but since more than'one-third g ' 

of the sample:’grdujj ,fall's into this class ■ it .would .appear to be 

sufficiently significant to merit' separate .'discuss ion. Individual .'

■ hypotheses stating the spatial relal?lonship of each'hire group to ' 

the whole distribution w.ere 'evolved in order that' these, relation­

ships raig’hf be examined more, closely,- ' .’ - ,

IiiIi
I
I8
I
t

V

Li

'»5>

. Two types of percentages were used to. describe the rela­

tionship of period of employment to place'of residence,. The first- 

.' shows thei.ratio- of the number of employees, in each hire group 

living .in an individual ci-ty^, census tract. Community 

.zone, -to the' total employees in'~that hire group. The second shows, 

the ratio -of employees -in each hire group in an individual city, 

census tract, Community, area,- or zone, to the total employees liv­

ing in that city, census tract, 'community area.

area, or

or zone. Thus, on .

. the one hand the distribution-of' employees in .each-of the hire '

groups can be analyzed, and, on the other',, the..concentration of 

each hire group within the city or specific area, can be seen. The 

standard errors.of the sample proportions were calculated .for the 

percent oJ total employees in.each hire group,and for. the pero.ent ,

.V
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PER&ENTAGE'DISTRIBUTION 0# RBSiPENTiAL.'&OCATION . OF- TOTAL 
- . LABOR POROE-AND SAMPLE-LABOR FORCE OP AN

. . ' ■ ■ EAST CHICAGO» INDIANA STEEL PLANT -

'•.;r

I

S'" City : -. SampiA - ; 
Labor Force

■ Percentege
SanpioL.F.

; Total- . 
Labor Force. -

Pero.entage
'IbtalE.P..

, .-v v

.1,^03- ,1^.21 
: 17.16

1D.2&
--9,,69.
• ■ 2.03 ■:

l;85
1.82,

: 1.18 ■ 
,1.07 ,

'■ ■ ..87. ■ 
.78 

■ ..69

I4.8.31 
■ .i5.3li-; 

.12.90 , 
9.p;'

-'I- .10.-
2.03 
2.18 . 

"2.25 ■
' .91

7,996 - 
.'2,530 ■;

2,127 • 
1,607 .

17 ' 
J 355 

■ .•360

Ea.st eiilcago-i' Ind. 
Hanimond, Ind. ' . ,

.. Gary, Ind.
Chicago, Ill.

. LI-2

. Calumet City,- Ill. 
LI-1 • . ,
Whiting ,______
Lansing:'
'Crown Point 
Chesterton .

Li-3'
Cedar Lake 
East Gary 
Elsewhere, ind.

■ - Elsewhere,, Ill:.
’ Elsewhere, -Mich.

59k::.
355
332

■ 71 -
64^.
63

' ki ■
■ .3.7

371
■ , i5o

158 .96• 30
126 .7627

.74'24122
86 .52 .3813

.1.35 .
; 2.14 

.61-

123

74'’354^ 
145 '■

'2.lJi
i8821
.01 .2

3,46116,488..Totai 100.00 100.00 -

- a Încludes one einplbyee who lists, his address as Orem, Utah.

^Includes one. employee who lists -his address as Ripon,
Wisconsin.

.16
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■- • ' of total employees: in. each crlty, census tract, community ^ea'i

an& ,zqne;, .where this- percentage--was 1 per oeirt. in this way«it 

‘was possible to note

3

arid describe any deviations from the per- 

... of em^oyebs of each of the total hire groups in a

.specific.area as compared to the percentage of total’employees 

found in that,.area, and-the deviations from the percentages of 

.' employees living in a.given area'which fall into each of the

. four hire groups.as compared to the percentage of total employ­

ees in each of the hire groups. -■ .

Type of work within the plant-is. the second factor in­

vestigated as an influence'on place of residence, Data as to type 

of Work were taken-on. each of the employees in the study. . Ihe 

census classification of occupations was used in^ o^er to group
f

i employees of similar occupations into larger, classes?^ ^ table
• ■ I

-showing the percentage of each of the' eight census 'classes of oc-r

cupations relevant to, the distribution of employee's in this study

can be found in the appendix. Separate tables for each of the .

■ main cities are also shown, T,wO o^upatlonal groups, white-opllar 

and manual'Workers were used in thiS; analysis.- The procedure fol-. 

lo-wed is'-the same ,as ttot described to investigate the influerice ' 

of, period of, emplo^ent at the, plant on place of residence. The 

two types of percentages used in this section were: (1) the emplcy- • 

ees in each hire group living in each city, census tract, communl- ' 

- ty area-, or zone, as a percentage of the total, employees in that 

occupational group, and'(2) the^employees living in a given area 

which are -classed in each of the occupational groups as' a percen-t- 

. age of the total employees. in the area. The s tandard error of --'

^ ■■ ■t >
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*#
the sample proportioiis of employees living in each area*Is cal... , , , ...

-cUlateS in the same-manner as that described'hbove. Thdvstand- . 

• ard error- of the: sample proportion of employees in each bccupa- :

■ tibhai group Was calculated oh the-basis of .the percentage of. 

total employees in the. white-collar and manual, workers oa;tego- 

ries. This was_used to compare the per.cbnfeage. of total employ

f- “

. -f

ees..living In a given area which is classed in each of the two 

, groups with the percentage.of the sample in each.

A system of concentric'zones was employed .in order to • 

show the percentage of employees living within specific distances. 

! of the plant. Maps showing-the'distribution of'industrial and 

residential areas within these zones are presented in the. appen­

dix. Any census tract in which the largest portion of the resi- 

• dential area falls - within a particular zone'has been ■Hjopsidered 

as belonging within that one. The lists of census tracts; and 

cities in eac.h.z'one is also to be found in the, appendix.
-1

i-

/
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CHAPTER II
i'

. ..'■ THE piSTRISUTION' OP EMPLOYEES

■' by PEEI.OD op EMPLOYEiEWT '

i

..V

In the statement of the hypotheses, one of the factors 

■ asSTjmed to have\some bearing on the place, of residence of :an 

employee .was the length of’time during'which he-,had been employed 

■in the plant. The exact nature of this relationship will be In­

vestigated’ in this chapter. For this purpbsej.separate categories 

. have been devised for the total sample of employees, a recent- 

hire group, a long-term group, a group employed ■ for aninter-- 

mediate, period of time and, after Inspection of the data, a 

fourth group, compos'ed of employees hired more than once, -

i'-'.

7'

'

The hypothesis relating period of employment, to plape., of 

■ reaidence. is; Other factors being-equal, members of the labor 

force -tend to locate residehtialiy^ln areas at a minimum distance 

from-their place of work.

•

Two working hypotheses will be stated. ’ 

-■‘-The first is that |the employees who have been working at the .. ■

plant for Sin intermediate period of time are neither .as dispersed

as ■ the' recent-hire .group, npr oohcentrat'ed.. as the' long-term

group in contiguous residential areas. The-sb.cond .working hypo­

thesis is that of al-l|employees those employees hired more than

' .’once tend to locate in greatest^concentration in areas a short •

' distance from- the plant. These employees are.expected to be found. .
■ ■■

ia^^an even greater concentration near the plant than the long—.
, -

•19
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term employees',

-The ttoeetiipe categories, reeent-Iilre, “five-year, and-' 

Ipng-te'rra'•employees/ were established after examining the number 

of employees;in.the sample,'hired each year,- and’ each month, for 

the' eight months preoedlng the.-study. The. data were compiled, 

during the .njpnth of August, 1950, Sixvmonths was. .considered'the 

• most satisfactory point at whiTch to separate-the recent-hire 

employees from-; the intermediate .group. ■■ Comparatlvely.,few .of the 

employees in the sample were' hired in the four'preceding months 

' , of November,;'Dec'ember, J.anuary, and I’ebruary. .' The period of . 

Intermediate length of employment was set at fI've years for two . 

reasons. First, It was thought advisable;to have the two groups 

of intermediate and long-term,"employees approximately equal in 

.number. Se.o.ondly, the year igJfS marked the. temirtatipn of' war 

contracts and the "reconversion" to peacetime production scales 

iri'heavy, industry. All employees hired more'.than once were sep- 

ara-ted into, the multiple-hire category, since intermittent employ­

ment introduces a number of hew' factors. Employees who leave the ' •

. firm to return, to it' at a later date might have certain character-.

Istics which are obscured when examining the group, as. a whole, •

. and which. In turn, 'might capse them to live in particular areas.

Two types of tables have been used to present the data on 

■ period of employment, Both s-how the nimiber of employees in each' 

time class'.-and the number of employees in the city as a whole, • , .

■But in one group of tables the percentages shown in each time 

derived from the total.number of employees’ in that ■ 

category,'while in the other group the percen'tages. shown are

)
\ •/

* .
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; Based on, the total employees' for, each' city.._ _Por the^cl.tles' of 

Sast. Chicago, Hammond,. Sary, 'Aftiitlng:, and C a lime t City, .'separate .

, ‘tables have 'i^en. drawn up showing the re sidential distribution, of 

• employees by census ■ tracts. The .data for Chicago are presented 

by community areas. The cities ofjBlack Oak and St. John, Indiana, 

. are combined, in LI-2;'’’&Piffith,, Munster,, and Highland,. Indiana^,

' comprise LI-1; Hobart' is listed iIr-3. Cities, where the propor­

tion, of employees in.the sample is less than .35 per cent are 

included either iii. the Indiana; or Illinois "Unclassified" totals.-

- Description of tha-'^rea ■. ,■

A description pf the, area in general, and the census 

tracts in'each main city in t'erms of industrial, commercial, and 

residential land use as well as'in terms of distance 'from the 

plant.is necessary for an understanding of, the distribution of 

employees over the area. ‘ '

East Chicago. The plant discussed, in this thesis is 

located in “the northern portions of adjacent census tracts 1 and 

2 in-East Chicago,-' Both of these^tracts are bounded by Lake 

Michigan,-' the Indiana Harbor Canal, and the Grand Calumet Rlvpr;

'' Most pf the heavy, industry of East Chicago—steel mills, metal­

working.plants; oil refineries, railroad yards and repair shops, 

and-similar.factories—.are situated within these two tracts,^

Small'residential apeas are. located in the southwest section of . 

..tract 1, and the central portion of tract '2.' In tract- -3 reside 

10.1^3 per cent of the total employees, the .heaviest'concentration 

of . empl-oyees in'Cne census tract'in the whole distribution.

I

I
S
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- Tract 3 lies-. lEiniedlately to the 'east' of the plant . It inoiudes. ' 

coiriparatiy'aiy amall .area' -wi th ^rathe r more . 5^nd ocVcupied by - 
.■ ,--“:rallroad - airies •'than',.by dwelling units' Tpactsf 4 and y? lie to

■•s

a

•H.

., '. the east of'fhe-V-plant,, and a^e the only census tracts, entirely.5 ■

residential- in',character. There are. both industrial and real-- '

. dential areas in tracts 6-'and 7. , Trac'ta-8 and 10 are separated, 

from'the plant by -the Indiana Harbor. Oanal. A fairly .fextenslve' . 

. residential dls'tr-ict. extends from tract 8’on the north to the

The only residential 

area in. tract 9.is' lobaited in the northwest corner of'the tract;- 

a chemical plant and an oil'ref inery spread'over -the largest part 

■ - of the;traQt.. ' ■ "

southern border of the'city Ip tract 10.

Prom the descriptions of the census tracts In Eas't Chicago, 

' •"ip-.would, seem, that there are only two tracts which are entirely 

free of industry, namely, tracts 1;. and 5. The distribution.of '

■ residential.and Industrial areas o'ver the rest of the city Is 

such tha-t thepe a.ppear to be islands of residential areas sur- 

■roun'ded by industrial areas'. These “islands"-may extend from one 

, census tract .to a contiguous portion' of another (or several 

. others), or may exist in one small section of a'single census 

tract. The clustering of heavy industry along the Calumet River 

and the several arms -of the'Indiana harbor Canal from the south­

ern end of the city north to the lake effectively separates the 

resldentiar.areas on the east and west sides of .the city. The

' steel.plant under study- operates mills on both, sides of the-Canal,
' ' -• • • ■ . ' - ' - .

Since the preseh-t data do not indicate which employees work in
Siihich mills,-It 13 not possible to. Investigate: whether they reside

’ V.
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cipsar to one-plant section .than another,. However', it ha-s been 

. . hoteh tha.t tracts .8 and; ,10 'are -sepa-reted from, the plant by the..

Canal, and-part of tract lO by the, Grand Calumet River, as well.. 

."This might be, a pertinent factor ,if the employees-living in these V 

tracts differ' substantially from .the other employees who raside .

• in East Chicugo.

’ Hammond.

I

a

• '1

'C “

•Hammond extends "from Chicago',. Burnham,-and Cal- ' 

\miet Ci.'ty on the- v/est,- to Gary on the East, and borders Whiting . '

X.

;

■ -1

and East Chicago on the north; Industry occupies most of the 

'land In "tract 1, Tract 2 borders Whiting.and'tract 1, and consti- 

• tutes the chief:re3idential■section;in the northern'area of Ham­

mond.'' Within tracts 5: and 7'is located the 'nain- commercial area 

of the city. Rallfoad yards are to he found within ^tract 7, alsp_^, 

and in the' northern 's.ections of tracts 8 and .9.' Tract 8, is a 

predominantly Industrial area”; several other, metalworking indus­

tries are located within'it. The northern part of tract 9, bor- 

. ' dering East' Chicago and the'Grand Calumet River, is also an in­

dustrial areai containing large ,©1.1 refineries. Tract'9 extends ^ 

east as far; as Gary at the southern limits of Hammond. Tract 3 

lie3'north.:of the Grand Calumet-River, at the western limit of 

the city, ■adja.centttd ...tract 4,'f doth include large residential
■ , -f.-' • - _ . - • •

and only a s.niall amount of industrial plants along" the ' 

Tract 6, south of the Grand Calumet River, is a residen-

N. ■

■ areas.

river.

, tlalarea. Tracts 10, la, 12, and 13 all are located in the

- southwest s.ection of Hammond, south of the Grand Cplumet River.

of these tracts is there an appreciable concentration^of ; 

industry; they are pKlefly residential areas. Tracts 10, 12,’ and
In none

'V ^
'•
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13 border tiie Little Calumbt'River.,

Oary.: ..The Gdry. Industrial area. .ig_locate'd primarily' .. 

' w.ithin, tract', 1 which- extends along the lakefronf from Ea-st ■ '/'
}

Chicago on-.the, we'-Sf to-the-.eastern border . of Lake Gounty',;... .

' . Indiana. 'Tract' S, in the northeastern corner of Gary,.,occupjring

the area from-the 'border of Lake eo’unty, Indiana, westward along'

. the I'akefront, .is. an adjacent'-rresidential area. However., tract 2 

of Gary is separated from the-East Chicago st^l plant by the ’ ■ 

whole of this-industrial area; Located within tract .!-are a 

large; number of steel mills, metalworkirig plants', railroad lines, 

and similar industries. There ' Is a;, ^mall residential area within- 

the tract which lies between East Gary and tract- 2 of Gary .at a 

distance of app'ro.xlmately twelve -miles from the steel plant in 

'question. Tract 6, the'. second largest, is the only other tract"- - 

■ : wherein there, is found-another large metalworking plant.. It -is 

adjacent to.Haimiond, at the western border, of Gary. The commer-; 

'cial district of Gary extends through-tracts 9, 10, l5, and 16, 

Tbere‘*ls. little-industry in-any other census tracts, in Gary. The- 

,rema;inirig tracts are-predominantly're.s'ldentlal, with an-extens-ive 

- undeveloped area'-in tract li).. . ' ' ;

Although most of the railroad lines pass through trao-b,, 1, 

several fun'east and west along the northern parts of tracts l5, -

16, 17,- and ;l8. Another cuts diagonally southeast on. the line

■f

■'![

r-

formed by the diagonal boundaries of tracts 3, 17, and llj.. Two.' 

other railroads form an'Xf.-C'fosslng over tracts 21^,.. 23, 26, and; 27

at the southern'end of- the city.

Thus,'it would.: seem-logical that the highest percentage

o.
- 'T
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,. • of steel i)lant employd^eV who. reside in Ga^ w.ould be found iit.. . ' 

, ■ tract 6, the ytract wherein, the residential area is closest to - ■

„ ■ ,:V I
I3

• the: plant, :In addition to the factor, of prpximity, there is: the
^ ■

. presence of an industrial giant •in which^are performed'similar 

' .operations . ■ Thls.^f actor, . the intra-industry migration of workers- 

. is not inv'estigated in this thesis, but would appear to be worth 

investigating especially-in the case of a particular plant .located 

in an industrial region in which are found many other similar 
plants* Tract l6, lii which Is^foimd the second highest proportion ’ 

of employees’ is not so readily available. Its location at the 

southern end of the commercial district plus the presence.of two 

railroad lines might lead to the conclusion that this would be 

the area of rooming houses and hotels where would reside a high;''- 

proportion of young unmarried males who would be see.king employ­

ment.' '

i-.

:

■ Chicago. In Chicago, both community areas. 46 and 52 are 

mixed residential and Industrial areas. Industry is located in ■ 

the eastern .section of area lj.6 along the lake, and south, alongv ; 

the IllinDis state line. The.'residential areas'are located in 

, the northwestern and central parts-of the area. Wl-Uiiri the. rest-, 
dential area.caiibefbund much vacant land. ^- In community, area 52, a

comparatively.smaller amount ;of land.ts occupied either by Indus- 

As of 1943 there was a much greater proportiontry or residences.

.'Metalled lapd use maps for community areas 46 and.52 are 
found in Land Use in Chicago which was published in 1943. Since 
then the amount of v.aoant land in the area has dimlhiahad. Chicago 
Land Use 'Survey, land Use in Chicago (Chicago: Chicago’Plan Com- 

^ mission, 19il-3). . ' ■ '

y
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of vacant land in area\52 '%a. In .area 1^,6. However, several-dx-
;. <

tensive p.arks are to be. fdurid-.within'the area. The residehyal' ’

portion of: the area is concentrated in the' central sectloni 

■ dvistry. is located mainly in the northerh portion of the.’areytnd 

. on .the western perimeter-i along'the Grand Calvunet River .. Stedl.

. mills and similar metalworking industries, are located in both 

areas. ' Area .46; lies north of ar'ea. 52.

^In- V
-i-V.' .

ii

■ t
Both are separated from 

the East ehicago steel plant by the large industrial area extend-

ing along hake .'Michigan ...in Ha'mmond and Whiting;'but are coxmected 

with the Galumet. Indus trial Area-by .hi^ways. and rail;

■ . Calumet City. Census*'tract 1 of Calumet City includes..

within it the city of. Burnham, and is bordered by .Chicago on the 
‘ - . ■■'* . ■ .

north and Hammond on the East. ' Approximately one-fourth of the

. . area within trac.t 1 is occupied.by heavy industry, a^ the northern

end- of the tract. Approximately one-third'^of the tract' is occu-

..'pied by forest preserves and parks. In the northeast and the

■ sou-fch, the residential area is located in the central^portion of

the tract, divided into two part3....by a narrow belt of land zoned

■ for light '.industry which extends south'from hurnham. Tract 2

contains some heavy industry—chemical plants and steel mills in

the north, .but,is chiefly residential in the south. Tract 3 lles .l

' south of-tract,2 along the. eastern edge of -the: city. It contains

no industry, and is occupied dy parks and residences, Caitrnet

City is separated from the steel plant by the city of Hammond;

the residential districts lie at a distance" of from four' to six

miles of the plant..

Whltingv Whiting is adjacent both to East Chicago on the

It’
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.: . east :and Hammpnd; on the .west .and pouth. Tract L is mainly in- 

.. .dustria'l--oheinica.l manufacturing companies and oil refineries ' , 

• " bccupy-dflost of the area--witl:i' a small residential septibn. in • i

V the south-ern tip of the tract. .. Tract 2.is entirely re^identiai, '

. . but is separated from the s teel plant by the large Industrial

area in tract ;r. The' residential ,areas of^toth tracts in Whiting 

• Ife -between one and three miies'froni the East Chicago steel 
plant.

l

- -

i

' Distribution, of a^loyaes ; . ' , ' ' '

The following discussion is devoted to an analysis, of the_

' distribution of employees by period of Employment within the 

..pities where at least two per. cent ,of the total .employees of the., 

•steel plant reside, as shown in Table 3. In East Chicago^- Ham­

mond, Gary, and Chicago, 86.22 per cent of the total employees, 

85.7.5 per .cent of the recent-hire employees, 83.02-per cent of 

the five-year employees^, 86.28 .per cent of the long-term emplqyees, ’ 

and 89.19 p’er pent- of the multiple-hire employees reside. The 

data -for"the .three cltlea-in Indiana.are presented by census ■ - '

tracts, and for, Chicago, by community areas. ' '

- - The first table for'each City shows 'the percent of each

employee group in each city, census tract, or community.area.

It can be seen from Table 4 that for a gi-ven city,- the percentage ’ 

distribution of employees in each of the four hire categorie's is 

roughly proportionate to the percentage of total employees resid­

ing in that city. For example, it-9«21 per- cent of the total em- 

ployeesVreside in East Chicago, whereas 38.25 per cent of the'-?

i.

■ Jf
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, TABLE Ij. ■

PERCENT OP EACH EMPLOYEE GROUP IN MAIN CITIES WHERE 
; EMPLOYEES ARE LOCATED

^ •
;

Cities Employee Group
Recent ■
Hire

5-yF7
Emp.

..Lg^Tem
- Emp.-

Multlple
: Hire ■

Total '■ Pet.
R.H.

Pet^
5-yr.E:®

2.0.77

L jT.Bnp S: Pot.
■Total ,
49.2r

'iilf-r
■My

■ i>

iiast, Chi .
Hammbnd 
Gary •
Chicago
LI-2a

Cal. City 
■ Li^lb- 

Whiting. 
Lansing 

c» Crown Pt.,
. ..Chesterton 

,, .LI-3°' ■
' Cedar Lake 
East .Gary
Indi, tfnol'kss.b 
Ill. Unolj^ss.

95 .. Eoo 49b .712 .
• 193

1,703 : kl8

t’i
2.42 
-.42 
i.6o

II¥■ '8,43,
. '1.99

li67

¥9

59 195 59435 122 111 355 12j-M■18 G iq6■ 71 137 ■. 332 13.61
1.95 .

■I
,86.

5 2.1 2520 71 2.24;

. lit
1.06 

• .96

6 23 1520 64'6 15 21 • .6321 ■2
•4 4111 7 19
3 ' - 15■. 9 10 37rvi 3 ■ 610 3011

f./1 8. 9 %t'

61 7 ■M8 41 13. iil, : I4 53
, ■ 20 .

. .43 
2.56 
1.06

12 426 I
6 24 24’ 74 -3*242 1.95 .2.142 10 5 4 21 .,78p"' .50 I .61

Total . 1,004 .'i,:274 ' . :3,46i939 100.00 100.00 100,.00 100.00 100.00 .'

4lI-2 indicates census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana: Black -Oaky St.'John.
b.
LI-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana: Griffith, Munster,Highland,,' 

'^LI-3 indica^s .census tract 3 of Lake.County, Iiidlana: Hobart ’i'

■d

Includes one employee listing address as Ripon, Wisconsin.i.

4"
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recent-hire empldyeesi lj.2.55 per cent of the^five-year employees,..

'it-9.95'.per cent, of the: long-term employees, and ^6.96 , per Cent of: 

the multiple-hire employees afe-residents of that city..- ■ .

' ' The:second table for each city shows the cbncentratidn of

that proportion of ' ^ ;

i
■ /

y '

each ;Qnployee'group^g»ithin the city, - e.g 

employees who reside in. a given city which falls in ea-oh-of the 

Thus,/Table $ shows that of the total iii the'

f

four hire gropps. 

sample, 7.05 per cent are recent-hir/,' 27.13 per cent are five

year, 27.13 per cent, are long-term, and.36.8l per cent are mul-

One would therefore(expect that all citiestiple-hire employees, 

would-have this proportionate distribution of employees In each^

empioyment class unless other factors influence the selecti.on of 

■ a particular employment group-to reside there. But,.^for example 

in East Chicago, as shown in Table 5, 5.58 pef cent of.the em­

ployees are in the recent-hire group, 23.I4.9 per .cent in the five- 

year, '29.13 in the, long-term, and l4;li8l per cent in the multiple-
---1'

r-
hire group.

The problem then was tor determine which differences in 

■ proportionate employment and residence were important*.For 

this purpose-, the standard error ;of the sample proportion was

In the first series of tables; this, was calculatedcalculated.

for the-percentage of total employees living in .each city and

for census traces which had a large proportion of the total,em- 

empldyees of the steel plant. Any deviation greater than the 

proportion'for each city (or census tract, where this.was calcu­

lated) plus or minus twice this, figvire was considered Mpphtain-feiit. „ 

For the second series of tables, the standard error of i^e sample
-V...

- t.
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■

■ was calBulated for th6'‘pe.rc6ht of .total employees in each.employr 

pent clas.s. ' If-the percent of epployees of a'given, city or census' , 

tract differWd from the sample proportion by more 

twice-this flgiire;, the delation was considered noteworthy*

, <

■toor less than'

Thus -it would appear that for''East:,;s^lcag phe percentages of' '

. .recent-hire' and-f ive.-ye'ar employees are lower, and the percentage

of multiple-hire employees is mpch greater than the percentage 

of total employees Would indicate. Furthermore, the concentra- ' 

. tions of both the recent-hire a-pd-the fi-ve-year employees within 

East Chicago are lesser than, and that of:the multiple-hire, em­

ployees greater than the concentrations of these groups in the 

total distribution. ■
•1

■ Recent-Hire Hnployees 

Prom' Table 1^. it ,1s apparent that the percent of recent- 

hire employees living in East Chicago and Chicago, as compared 

- ■with the percent of total employees residing in these cities, is 

lower than might be expected. The'phoportions of recent-hire 

,'employees'in other cities, although'somewhat higher than .the pro­

portions of. total employees for those cities, are still within 

.the l^its of a, chance distribution.

Examination of; Table 5 shows that in only two cities.

East Chicago and Chicago, is the concentration of recent-hire

. ’ •

.‘-I-*

■\

X

■ ^Cf. Margaret.J. Hagood, Statistics for Sociologists 
(Hew York:''Henry Holt and Co., 19^1), pp. The formula .
used for the standard error of the sample proportion is^
About 95 per cent of the samples can be expected to have'pr^or- 
tions between ±3.of^ from the proportion present in the universe. 
Thus any deviations greater than this can. not be considered as 
being caused by chance factors, ' ' .

1
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• ■ ' -- , . TABLE 5 ■ ■ .

PERCENT OP EMPiOYEES "iN EACH CITY BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT
:■ .i

. Cities Reoept
Hire

.-L^Tm;
Eftipl.

Multiple
Hire .

Total Pet.
City

9.93

Pot. 
City ;
23.W-

S
11
33.33

il-:
33.33

■ Pet.

S'
11

Pet,
Citylil
'11
1:1
■27.03

.36.67

.25.00

Pet. 
Total 
100.00 - 
100.00 - 
100.00,-'
Snn'n?. ' ' 
100.0 0

710000 • f 
1(J00Q,7

100.00 .

100J33 . 
TOO.OO i

100.00
.100.06 
100.00

East Chicago 
'. Hammofid 

Gary 
gloago

'Calvmiet City 
LI-lb 

■ Whiting 
Lansing . 
Crown Point
Chesterton'

^ LI-3°
Cedar' Lake ■ 
East Gary
Ind. Unclass. 
Ill. Unclass.

712 '■95 400 ■;. •4?^

. 20 '

1,703
• 59459 195 193 '!35 355 9.86122 iii'^

: ■

5.4216
■21'

332
7..OI4;5 71

. 15 §46 9.38'2023
.536 15. 9.52■ 21 21

4 41 9.96
8.11' .i : ■11 19/

37• 3 9 10 •
■ 6 ' 30' 10.00- 

27 5.70
■ 3. . 10 11

■8'9 % 

25.0^

1. 9
6. 7 101
li8 ■I m4 13 ; 5 12

i..-'

24^ 74' .'6
9v52- '19*05

'20
4 62.5 212 10 .

. t

Tota'l 244 3,461 36^811,004 1,274 7.05 ■ 29.01 100.00■27.13,-939

^EI-2 indicates census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana;; Black Oak, Sain-t johri.
bLI-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, IndianaGriffith', MimsteV,Highland.

°LI-3 indicates census tract 3| of 'Lahe'Oountyy Indiana; Hobart, 

employee listing his address as Rippn, Wisconsin.dIncludes one
\

!■/

■ ■ ■ ■ ''’r
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employees (5.58 per cent and/5.42 per cenli respectively) lower' 

than the •concentration of employees of this class in the total 

distrlhution (7.05 per cent). .The concentra-bioh 6f recent-hire
i . . • .. ^ ./ - ■'•'•_ . ■ , ‘

employees within fiammond and Gary is higher than might 'be ex-r
■' ' ■■■■ - ~ ...

■ pected .93 per, cent and 9.86 per cent, respectively).

-■;s

■ Ea'st Ghtcago.- The percentage of recent-hire employee^ 

who live in East'Chicago,'38.93 per-’cent, is ..lower than the per- 

centage of total employees living there, 4.9.21 per cent. The

concentration of recentrhire employees within East'Chicago (the '

percentage bf_ employees, living in East., Chicago who fall in the 

.recent-hire, category) is, furthermore, lower than the .concentra­

tion of recent-hire employees in the total distribution (the per­

centage of, total employees who’ are classified, in the^^repent-hire 

group). There are noticeably lower percentages of receHt-.hlre 

^ ' employees, living in census tracts I4., 5, 6, and 7 than the perf

■ centages of total employees, as.shown in Table 6. ' .
• . . ....

'.Tracts 4,^ 5, and ^3 lie Within .one mile's dls tance from • 

the plant. In'these four tracts, an^ tracts 2 and 10 as well, 

the concentration of recent-hire, egijjloyees is also less than 

ttot of the total distribution, as shown in Table 7, The resi­

dential area' of'tract 2 lies between one and two miles away, and 

• in tract 10 between two and' three miles from the plant.; Tract 8, 

within which both the concentration of recent-hire employees and 

the .percentage of recent-hire employees is muchI'greateS than 

might be expected, deviates from the other tracts in the

■'i-'
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: . • . , - TABLE 6 . • <

PERCENT OE EAC-H EMPLOYEE ,G-ROUP IN CENSUS TRACTS OP EAST • CHICAGO

Census'
TEact

Rec.eht
- Hire

5-yr. .Lg.-Term
■ EmpT, ■

Multlp,
: Hire

Total
. In C.T

Pet.
R.H.

Pct.-‘H 
■- Toltal. .
' i.*56 \ 

it-:j97; ■ • 

10.
'$. oi<. :

5^72

5.69

'iW6 '! ,

Pet*
5-yr.

Pet.
L.T.

■ Pet.
. M.H,Emp.

It- 241 52 1.6013 . .11 1.38 1.10

3.78
; , i-
. 8.37 

8.86

1-91
/I

58 66.2 . 38 4-.06 

10.62 

6.93

6.18- 

11'. 71

10 ■ 172 ■'5.2^ 

li.h 

10.65 

• 7.00 

.:7.63

26 ■'..84: 14.1 361■ 3 110
i

4- : ‘ 89 134-"17 73 . 313 7,7.77
y.(>75 49 ■ ■ 226 4-.8812- 88 ' 5.22 /77

6 6 26 98 • 198. 2.4:2 6..97. 

7.07 

1.89, 

"2,49

1.2p

70 42.77
\jJ

:7i 89 2.83u> 7 30.7 197 3.19 .7.. 07
i6 - 168 61 . 2.4.219 20 1^591.70, : 

1.81 ■/ ■2,78| 2.37 

'1.51

5 17 25- 35 829' . 2.01

\:.:78418.2 12 .85. 10: 19 1.18 ' ’I

400 49695 38.93 42.60 49.40 56.60, - ' Total 4^.2r:"712 1.703 .
V
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TABLE 7

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN EACH CENSUS TRACT OP EAST CHICAGO 
BY PERIOD OP EMPLO-OIENT

4,

J
Lg-.Tm;
Empl, '

Mulfc.
Hire

Tot.Empl.
In Tract

Po¥.
C.T.

Pet.
'C..^i.

Pot.
C.T.

Pet.
C.T.

Census
Tract

Keoont
Hire Em^* • A !-, •• ’ ,

2k 7.69 46.154 • 52 25.00 21.15 lop.cio ,13,1 11

' 66- 22.09 38.37

23.27 39ip6

26.43 42.as 

34.07 38.94

35.35 48.48 
36.04 45.18 

31.15 32.79

;30.4o 4^68
29.27 1^6.34

io 5.8158 38 172 33.72

30.47

23.32

21,68

13.13

15.23
26.67

2P.73

19^51

i IG0,00. / 

100.. 00 .

. poo,00 ■ 

100.00 .

100ioo : ' 

''IPD.OO

ioo.oo , 

loo.00 

100.00

2

141 361 ■26 % 7.20

5.43
110^ 3

1344 89, ■, 3137317
88 - , 22649 5.315 12 77

.96:6 • 6 26 198 3.0370,VjJ
■ -F-

33.5589 197 ,.7 .30 71 '7
/ j

9.8461.6 168 2019
6.10

,4.88
35 825 25 ..9 17

41•8 'v192 1210
I

23.49496 5.59 31.81400 712 29.1295 100,00
• .-'.A'

1.703,■Total a'.4

P
•' I'-;'

•!
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...city, '.Tract 8 is also between two: and; .tfaree miles from the 
•plant ■

I

-i' ■Hammond.- Table Ij. •-indicates that the peroen-b of recent- 
^ hire employees llvihg in Hammond'is greater than might be ex- 

. pected, while Table 5 show § that the concenthatl'on of this hire

« .

group of employees,.within the city is also greater. Prom Table 8

■ it can be-seen that tracts 1, !(., 6, 6V 11, 12, and IJ show higher': 
proportions of recent-hire employees. Within these seven tracts, 
and, in addition, in tract 3> the concentration of r'ecent-hlre

employees is greater than that of the total'.distribution, as 

shown in Table 9. The - residential areas of tracts 2 and are 

located at a distance of between two and three miles from the 

plant, those of .tracts 1, 3j 5, and 6, between three, and four 

miles away;- that of. -tract 8, between four and five miles,'**and: 

those of tracts 11, 12, and i3, between five and six miles away 

from the plant. Both tracts 5 and 9, on the other ;:hand, -show ^ 

rngtlcdably';' lower percentages of.recent-hire employees, and less 

dense concentrations of recent-hir;e em^oyees are found within 

them .and tracts 7 arid lO, 'The residential area of tract 5 is 

located at. a distance of between three and four miles from the '

Hr

• 1

•plant, t;-at of tracts 7 and 9, between four and five miles 

and that of tract' 10, between five and six miles'
away.

distance.

•Gary. Both the percentage of recent-hire employees and 

the cohc'entratlon of recent-hire employees within Gary are oon-

However, it can be seen 
from Table 10 that in only two census tracts, 6 and 16, are the

siderably higher than might be expected,'

i

percentages of- total employees high enough to' make separate inen-
(■

r
■i
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TABLE 6'4. A
’■ , 5'

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OP EMPLOI?ES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP HAMMOND 
■ ■ •• BY- PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT -

'V'

. \. Census 
Tract

Recent
Hire

Lg.-Tm.
.'Empli

Mult.
•Hire

Total(
in-C.T.'

•Pet.
R.H.

Pet.
g-yr.

Pet./
L.T.

• Pot.
M.H.

Pot. of 
I- Total .. .

5 31^ .9B.561 13 . 1.38• .9 7 , 2.01 .90,

6- 26.2 2 .78 .61^'9 9 . *75.: :

■1.07 : - 
' lv2i|-
;i.63 

■'l.l<-7 

•98, 
.98 ^ /; 

3.03 ; :

; ,;.95." ■

1.11 

1.99

1.11

.•90
• r

% ' ■18 1.19 .14.0 .3 3 12 37 1.92

144 4315 ■- 1.493.83i

,1.60

.757 ,7 •
j v

-45 . 53 25 , 8.64 
1.81

I '■9, 91 ■ .90

Vj> ■ 6 51 2.837 17 13 1.29

1.29, :34 .782 13, 12 .757 7 .95
/' 8 . If 08 

2.88 

1.60 

• .75

, 4 . B 34 1.6010 12 .80 . .95.
445 105 3150.27 29 2.89

1.09

9 2.01

6 34152 .78 .48 :, . 10 . 11 .98

l.fo7
.95 -

8 . ■3.74
1.60

11 13 377 9 . .90 1.03.

•9&4 8-12 ■ 12 ,.959 33 • .79
6' 6 35 2.i|2 .6413 1310 1.03•99 1.01 .t ••• •

.' ■ Total 147^ 15.34 '59 •495 ■594' 24.18 1464 17.16 .193 20.77;

j

f-'
• i •V,r •



jJioxnxDUXXUtt ur ii.MrXiUXJ;iiJ2«a XW UiiXjbUiS TKACTS Ob' ilAMMOKD 
• . ' • BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT .

•' i
■i ^

5-yr.
Empl.

Cenaua
Tract

Recent
Hire

Lg.-Tm.
.'Empl.

Mult.
Hire

Total I
in C.tJ

Pet.
R.Hf

Pet.
B-jr.

pot. of - 
, I. Total

Pet./
L.T.

, Pet.
.M.H. ■

5 3k1 .5613 9 1.38 •907 2.01 . .98
, 'JiBr-:

. 1*07

2.63 ■

.6 262 V ,642 .789 9 '.90 .72 :: .

. -9^ '
'l.ll ,

418 .40 .3 3 12 ■i37 1.19 
■ 3.83i 

a.6o 

2.83

1.92

4 14"15 43 1.49-7 .75.7

'45 . 53 25 5.64
1.81

■ 9, .• . 
■. 13' /

i.9991 .90

6 14 517 17 • f 1.471.29 : 

1.29 : 
.80 ’ 

2.89 

1.09 
:90

u> 1.11 

.95 " 

-95
3150.

O'

342 .78 .757 7 12 . •9® ' / ^ i

^ 8 i.o6

2.88

1.6o

•. 4 3410 1.6o12 .-98.*•

'44 ■5 27 1059 29 2.01 ■-3.03 :

15 6 342 ■ 11 .48. 10 . .78

3.74
i.6o

.98

^'l.03 ^8 , .7511 7 9 . 13 37: •1.07 

•95 •412 8’ .96 ' 7*95 

1.03

• 129 33 .79
. i ■

6 6 .64:35 2.42.13 .10 , 13 .99 1.01 i ■■

Total 59 "3,95 347 '594 . 24.18 15.341464 17.16193 20,77/

X ■

i-

/'

/
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■ ■ TABLE 9

PERCENT OF EMPLbiEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP HAMMOND BY PERIODS OP. BMPLOMMENT '

Census
Tract

Recent
Hire

5-yr,
Empl,

Lg..Tm,
Empl;

Mult.
Hire

Total Pet.
C.T.

Pot,
C.T.

P^
C.T.

"Pet.
C.T-.

Pet. Of , .
Total'- •

1 5 34 •14.70
7.69

8.11

16.28

38.24 
23.08 
48.65 
16.28
58.24 
33.33 
20.59 
29.41 
25.71 
44.12 
18 .‘9^ 
27.27 
.17.14

26,47
34.42
i6.8i'
34.88
98.90
25.4?
3.8.i24
23.53
27.62
32.35
24.32
24.24
28.57

13 9 7 20.59
34^62
32.43
32^54
27.47
27.45
35.29
35.29
,41.90
17.65
35.13
36.3^

iilik.

100.00;, , 
lop.oo 
iooi,oo__ • 
100.00: 
100.00;: i 
100.00 ; 1;- 
100.06 
100,66 
100.00 • 
100.00 
100,00. 
100.00 
100.00

6 9’2 2 269
. 18 .4,/3 3 12 37

■/.

■'15^'4 14 437 7
• 5 ■53 259 4.4091

6 14■, 7 17 5113 13.72
■5.88

•11.76
2 • 347 12•7 13 •; •U> 8 4 34810 12->1

5 44 4.76. 9 .27 29 105
6-,■ 15 .34r IQ 2 . 5.88 

21.62
11 /

811 7 13'9 37
. t

4 r■12 8 ;12 33 12.12
17.14-6 613 - 3510. 13

I. 59 147195 594 32,.83 24.75 32.49Total 193 9.93 100,00
V \ •

i •'
■“l. •-

■ A

i- ■ ^
7 A

7 . 1'
• O'
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TABLE 10 , .

BERCENT lilSTRrBtJTION OP BatPLOyEES. IN CENSUS TRACTS OP GARY 
BY PEEIOB OP EMPLOYMENT ^

t

Census
Tract

Recent
Hire Em^r Empl.

•Mult.
Hire

Total
InC.T.

Jfct,
R.C.

ret. Pet.
L.T.

pot.
■M.H,

Bct. or . 
Total •‘ B-jr.

1 4- 2^ 11 f ft4§
>32 >

I 6 .2 783 .29r ■2 .it9 169
:32' ■

"•S' 
^2 ■

5 .. 4-. 1 .269 .37 .39
6 6 2.4221 82.23 32 , 2.25 2.29

.20.k ■yj 3 7 .29• • « •4-
1 - 2 12 .20

■9. 2 11 22 ' :l§ :• ■S. 610 . 2 2 10 ;29
2 1 7811 ' 2 2 . M67 .22 .10 .20

8 15 .8612 3 .24-1 ■ 3 .4.3■ .37 .2903
1 •1 .12 vP3

•pf ' ■8 4 .86 M...
.14-

1 3 2 .37 ,29
15 51 1 ■ 3.. .37 .12

/: 16 ■ 8 8 1.82 
. .4417 37 .79 .32 1 ■ 

.20

41 2 1 7 .10
;i6518 3 2 .33

5
• ■

5 4 ' 11 .54 it19 .37 .32 ,/
5 ‘20 - .542; )

■]
' 2 6-21 2 781 .221 .10 •IZr5-22 2 2

■

1

.12 :

.20
6 6 6 20 ■■V.2zl ■ 2 78 .59 .48' 61 1 37 ■M ,1425 161 . .37 .39

26 8 .08 :3 1 .29I ■ i
4- .1627 2 371 1 .12

,19.2635 122 8.6687 355 14.30Total 111 8.82 .13*00:

•r -f)
/
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TABLE, 11

PERCENT OP EMPLOY^'IN CENSUS TRACTS OP GARY BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT

•;I

-MSI^
■^Hlr©

Total Pot.
C.T.

Pot;
C.T.

Pot, (
C.T.

Pot.
C.T. lisaiaS. ■

■

100.00 
:• 100.00

■100*00

100,00 
•1Q0.0P,:-- 
100.00 ■

• '

100,00
■

100.00 
'loo.fto

■ 100,00

Census,'
Tract

Reo.ent
Hire

5-yr,
Em^

^.Jm.
Em|l.,

45.45
40.00
22.22

\kh-hk 
•39.02' 
-57.14- 
-33.33 
50.00 
20.00 
28.57 
20.00

5 11
26.67
22.22

r Iti.lb
20.00.

1 .•
6 15 13.332 3

I ,2 2 9
■45 9 11.11

7.32

8 [33 
• 9.09

1 25! 61

14.1*67
22.73
60.00
28.57'
53.33 

100.00 
57.lit- 
20.00

45.94 
57.14.

. 60.00
33.33 

‘71.43

6 826 . 23 ,3221
l^^.86■
16.67

'18.18
20.00
14.28
20.00

21*43

21I62 
14.28'.'
33^33
28.57
16.67
40.00
30.00
25100 
37.50

4.3 .... r.77
5 4 128 ; 21

4 45 22. 1129 . .-V--

6 2 10 '210 28I572, 2. 2 1 711
6.67158 3 .12 3. 1

11

10.81.
4o!oo
26.67

Mil
11

7.14
20.00
21,62
28.57
6‘.67

18', 231
15 I'1 1- . -0

16- 8 8 371 72 1, . 17 , 'I'/ i' 5 -18
5

• . 4'. i55119
• 5 2 1:20 0

'21 . 33.33 
lo’po . 

. 1:1?
. 25100,

.332, 2 11
52,' .002 122 o

6

i-oo25.00 ^

6 6 20 J2
X ■ * 61 1■ ;

4 1625 I1
826 13 ,!

■ 4227 1 1

31.27■9.86 34.37 24.51355 ■ '100.00 r;35 • 87122 111' Total

.r. 'j

■ )

,-1V=
■ .1l±.
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tion o^^i-ac.t data .worthwhile at this point in the discussiono 

Only in trdct l6 is the percentage of recent-hire employees and 

' ■ therfconcentration of recent-hire.employees within the tract no- .

, - tloeably hl^er, as s^own in 'Table 11. The residential area of 

tra.ct 6 lies between four and five miles' from.the plant; that of _ 

tract l6 lie's betwb'en' seven and eight miles away. _

3

I

s

1a

■ Chicago. In the city of Chicago, only two community areas,

ii-6 and 52, contain more than one per cent of the total employees, 

the only two with percentages of total recent-hire employees^ 

greater than one per cent. Table 12 shows that even these per­

centages.are not disproportionately high. Rather, the percentages 

of total recnt-hire employees are lower than might be expected. •

In these two community areas, the concentration of recent-hire 

employees within each is greater than for the total distribution. 

The niunber of employees in the remaining community areas is; too 

conclusions about concentration of recent-small ^ enable any 

hire (or'any.other time-category employees) to be drawn at this

time.

Calumet City and Whiting. None of the individual census 

tracts in either Calxoraet City or Whiting contains one or more per 

cent of the total employees of the stieel plant. However, both 

tract 2 in Calumet City and tract 2 in Whiting contain markedly 

higher proportions of' recent-hire, employees. Tract 2 of Whiting 

is between two and three miles away from the plant. Tract 2 in 

Calumet City is between four and five miles' distance of it.

, Considering the recent-hire group as'a whole, then, it is 

possible to describe which areas show the highest percentages of
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■ . . TABLE 12

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES.. IN- COMMUNITY .ARE4S OP'^CHICAGO BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT '

Comm •
Area

Recent
Hire

5-yr.
Bmpl.

Mult.
Hire

Total
In e.A.

,Eg7Tm.
: Empl..

Pet.
R.H.

Pet.
$-yr.

Pct„
L.y.

• Fct.,
M.H. '■

of
Total ;

1 1 1 T >ij:o ■1
•:Si

• •
6 k2' 2 .21

.10

©•

7 1 I
8 08i- : .1 2

. 15 .o6 V '•1 .10

>03

•SI_ i03

19 1 1- .10 • ■

-20 1 1 08
*■ •

t 22 ’v;08

i. - .
.08

1 1 .
1 2 3 .11 ,20 I . ^21 1 ill !■ •

ll-O'4 , .lt-9-^ i. 5 .43 ■ i).0 \1 7 17 . .70f
1 . 1 .11 .03

.08 :

. 1 1 ' -SI1 • •
42 ' 211 1 .10;•\

3 -V36 k1 .30 .12.11
08 t0637 , 2 .10■1 1

6 .1638
-

2 - 2 2 .20 >.17
2 ' 4 40 i6il 1 1, .12

.202- 31 .11 .09,.1
\6o4i ■ 6 08 ■M1 7

442 45 15 81 •43 .50 3.2' -2
.56 .553 9 7 19 ■ .32 .. • 91

.12. c
45 .201 7 .11 0

2.081.6l46 4 , 4 26 67 1.49 

.21

1s94
.06

23 14? 4o '••i
2 .. ■1 . I

48 4. 24 .262 I : ‘ >1

■'i

>
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TABLE 12—Continued
»

Comm.
Area

Recent
Hire

5-yr.
Empl»

Lg.Tm
Empl.

Mult.
Hire

Total
in C.A R.H.

Pet. Pet.
L.T.

Pot.
M.H.

Pot.of . 
Total32 ¥ 11 .19 W , i.fei ■ 2.b2 TTU1.52;5 1 1 08 03• , «5 1 1 1 3 11 08ao 09e -o5, it- k2 ■ 4310 20 3.2 . ■'.29o • •, ;6o i. 1 .10 .03o

T
6i i'4,2 401 1 21.' 10 \ •
66i.. 4o1 21. o610 %' ;6u 2 1 4 20 .08 P9.-o . «

424
' o8 3 853 40 ..............-“r-30

&9 15 401 5 i4o9 4391
14i71 1 . 2 1 .11 .20 .08 12

4- 72 1 1 .10 i '■.0 »473 1 2 ..401 .21 10 ■'i

75 1 1 062 11 10 o

18 106 0,3.61 \7.34- 7.56TPtal 71 137 332 8.43 9.59,

• I

4
i V

/
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c
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TABLE 13
'i.

•PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP CALUMET CITY AND WHITING 
: ' BY PERIODS OP EMPLOYMENT r ••

Uensus
Tract

Aocenu
Hire Empl.

1.3.1™.
Empl.'

TO/Uai
In C.T.

rci;,
E.H.

rcp . roc..
L.T.

roc.
' M.H. Total,S-yr.

'CC-1^ ' :'.296 .24.59.3 101 .37••

6 1.185 - : 1.89ce-2 2.0111 ■ .9 31 ■ .90
!

.66■ 65 .>12 23 1.29c,c-3
. .1

1^196 61^- . 2.l).615 2.k0 1.8523 20 ‘Total 1.99

b 14 .6ii:8 .14.0 

• • .,78

2 .221 3 .37 .29■F- ■ Wh-1 ■;

V>>

k .8727Wh-2 3 11 1.19 •97 .399 ■!

41 1.60 .66 .k 1.51 1.181.17 ■Total 11 7 19 .I ]
(.

/■ •

(\ aCC indicates Calvimet City^oensus tracts.X-
:(h . p. t

Wh indicates Whiting census tracts*
i

i

•4 /

\

\

f
!
{

I
i

-t
I ;



i

TABLE l4

PERCENT OP EMPLOlfEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP CALUMET CITY AND-WHITING 
BY PERIODS OP EMPLOYMENT

;
!

Census
Tract

Rec'ent
Hire

p-yr7
Bnnl.

Lg.Tm.
Enipl»

Mult.
Hire ‘

Total ■ Pet.
C.T.

Pet.
C.T.

Pet. .
C.T.

Pet. ■
c;t.

i Pot, -of ;
Total

a 6.CC-1 1 - 60ibo

29.03

21.74

3 10 10.00

16.13

,100.00 

aoo.ob . !
160.00 " ■

30.00 . 
1^.35

■■

CC-2 . 5 611 9 31 35.43
52.17cc-3 .6 ■12 5 23

? •

6 15 64Total 
Cal.City

23 20 35.94 23.149.38 = -3'1.25 100.00'

,1.'

Wh-l^ 141 2 7.14 14.29
33.33

21,43 . 
14.81

3 57.14 ' 
40.74

i6o;oo.
li4: Wll-2 ■ 3 9 27 11.11 100.00

41 9.76Total
Whiting

11 26.837 ■ 19 46.344-' 17.07 100.00
1.)-

\a
CC Indicates Calumet City census tracts. 

'^Wh Indicates Whiting census tracts.
\

t

1
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145 s
sathis class, and secondly, to show in which areas this class.of 

employees coniprise;s a large portioh of the total~ employees. '

. Specifically, .the highest percentages of recent-hire employees .

^ llve'in East Chicago, especially;in-tracts 3 and 4, Hammond,Gary, - . 

•.and Chicago, although both the, percentages for Chicago and East 

Chicago were foiand, to'.be" somewhat lower thaiijbhe percentages of 

total employees for each would indicate. The areas in which the 

percentage of, recent-hire employees, as opposed to the other

i
f;
fl

I

sS
Igroups of employees living within these areas, comprises ah ap­

preciable portion, are census tracts 8 in East Chicago, tracts 1, 

1^., 6, 8, 11, 12, and 13 In Hammond, Gary considered as a single 

rather than any of the individual census tracts within it. 

Calumet City as a whole, LI-1, Ittiitlng, and Crown Point.

individual Census tracts mentioned abovS*, ob-

I

Iarea-V J

When the
• served to • be areas .wherein reside noticeably, lovyer percentages

I -
of recent-hire employees are placed within the framework of dis­

tance from the. plant, it becomes^apparent that these tracts all 

lie-within three miles' distance of tl^ plant, and include 21.90 

per cent Of the, reoentfhlre group. Those tfacts in which the per­

centages of recent-hire employees are considerably higher lie at 

a distance of up 'to. eight miles from the plant, and include Ei^-.Sd

,v

cent of the recent-hire group.. The census tracts with low per­

centages of .-recent-hire, employees Include 38.79-per cent of the 

total employees, and only 11.6o per cent of the recent-hire em­

ployees. Both groups Of census tracts are mainly residential areas, 

• with- the exception of tract 2 in East Ghicago and tracts 1 and 8 

in Hammond, which are largely Industrial areas.

per
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1^6,

S'in'East Chicago'is the only census tract in that, 
city wherein both the percent and the concentration of recent- . 

hire employees is ndtidSably i, •/ high* In 'the previous section o.f •

■I ■“

-■<

this chapter, tract 8 was described as separated from the plant 

by both branches of'the Indiana Harbor Canal, Only a relatiyely 

small part of the area within the tract is occupied by industry 
or railroad \^fne3; the "rest is residential except for a pah^ a

■ ' School and the University of Indiana intension. Most of the
tracts in Hammond with a, notably hl^h percent of i>ecent-hire 

ployees, tracts 6, 11, 12, and 13, are residential are'as, although 

other tracts with high percents of recent-hire' employees are 

industrial areas (tracts 1 and 8) and mixed 'areas (tracts 3 and 

) 1|.). Tract l6 of Gary is also mainly a residential area, althoiigh

part of the Gary commercial district extends into the tract.

em- ..

Calumet City and LI-1 are almost completely residential/conmunl- 
tles. Within Whiting the industrial and residential areas of the 

city are distinctly separated, tract 2 containing the latter area.

Five-Year Employees

The percentage distribution of five-year employees indi­

cates, that the percentages of this group found in Chicago and 

East Chicago, as shown in Table 4, are very much lower than would

be expected in terms of the percentages of total employees found 

in these, cities, 

other hand, higher.
Percentages in Hammond and Gary are, on the

Table $ shows that the concentration of five- 

year employees in the separate cities varies considerably. East
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i
8a
Se

li-7i
Cliicago, Chicago,-arid Lfeglng appear to have lesser 

centratlona of five-year emploppa .than those derived, for the -

. total-dlatribution^, .But HarnBidnd, Gary, LI-2^ and Calumet City 

show.higher cpnoentrations of five-year employees.

. .East Chicago. The data for census tracts in East Chicago 

show that only two tracts.^^ and 3) in the.city, have higher per-

i con-I
ii
Is
ii
i
i i -

ia
i
It

i
centages^ five-year employees, while the percentages for tracts

4' 5,' 6, apa 7
I
1 7 confirm the lower percentage_lof five-year employees 

living in the city as a whole, "^proxlmately one-third of theI
I
G employees living in tracts 2 and 3 are in the five-year groUp, a

But tracts 4-> 

Tracts i|., 5, 6, and ^

I
K greater concentration than would be expected. 

6,- 7, and 10 show lesser concentrations.I
=
I also contain fewer recent-hire employees, 

Hammond. I-n Hammond
I
I

, tracts 3, $, and 7 have higher per- 

oentages' of five-year employees, while only tract Ij.’ shows a lower 

. percentagei Within tracts 1, 3, $, 6, 8, and 10 appear higher 

concentrations of five-year employees than the percentage of the 

total group Would indicate. Tracts 2, 7, 11, and 13 have lower

concentrations of employees in this’ clads. —

, Gary. Of the two census tracts in Gary with more than 

- one per cent of the total population, only in tract l6 is there a 

-markedly higher percentage of total five-year employees, 

concentration of five-year employees within tract l6 is also 

higher, 'xAlthough many of the census tracts in Gary show what

a

I:

i '

The

^LI-1 refers to census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana,in 
which are located the cities of Griffith, Munsteri and Highland.

2
. LI-2 Includes census tract 2 of Lake Coxinty, Indiana 

which are situated the cities, of Bla&k ;_0ak and Saint John, , In

Ti.
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. appe'ar; to be great concentrations of employees in the five-year 

category,^still the imiaber of employees who,reside in ther, 

tracts is rather too smalla base for percent comparisons^

- this reason.
Tract 6 shows a lesser concentration of five-year employees, but

,s ■
1I
?
1

For-

only tracts 6 and i& are discussed in this section.^

almost half of■the employees living in tract^l6 belong in this 

class, 'Tract l6 also contains a high percentage of reoent-hlre 

employees. '
Similarly, there are only two community areas 

in Chicago where more than one per cent of the to.tal employees 

. live. These are areas l(.6 and 52j they are the only commimity 

areas to be discussed in the remainder of this chapter.

Chicago.

The

■ latter area shows a slightly lower percentage of total five-year

Both areas show Ipwer'^coficen-employees than might be expected, 

trations of five-year employees than would be expected.
9

The percentage of total recent-hire em- 

" ployeea residing in both tracts 2 and >3 of Calumet City is greater . 

than one per'cent,.but only in tract 3 was this percentage con- 

siddrabiy. greater than.the percentage of total employees in the 

The concentration of five-year employees within tract 3 

and the city as a whole was also greater.
Thus, of the total five-year class of employees, relatlve- 

tend to live in tracts 2 and 3 of East Chicago, 1, 3. 5j

Calumet City.

tract.

ly more
10 in Hammond, tract 3 in Calumet City, and tract l6 in Gary than

would be the case were place of residence determined purely by

Conversely, relatively lower percentages of em-chance factors.

%he remaining tracts in Gary, will be .included in the 
■following chapter. .
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ployees 'Ini this group, are found to live in tract 4- in Hammond,

• -and .tracts 4-» and 7 of East Chicago, Of the;tptal distri-■

It shouldbution,' 27.13 per .cent-falls, in the five-year gpeup. 

be remembered that e-y^en. areas which do not contain an r^pjJPQ'hi-abrt:-

ly larger percenta'ge._of total five-year employees might show a 

higher concentration of this .group internally,
possible' IrT^a city or census tract where there was an extremely 

small number of employees in one or two of the other time catego-^ 

Although the concentration of fi-ve-year employees living 

in East Chicago is lower than that of the distribution as a whole., 

tracts 2 and 3 show higher concentrations of five-year employees. 

In Hammond, where the percentage of the city in this group is 

. higher, tracts 2, 4-* 7* 11> ^nd 13 are exceptions, and show fewer

This would be

ries.

five-year employees, while tracts 3, 5, 1), 8, and 10 show Mgh

Gary, as a whole.proportions of the tract totals in' this group, 

shows a higher concentration of employees in this category, as

Chicago shows relatively fewer employees in this 
class, which is also true of LI-1^ and.Lanslng. The other c.lties 

all show-greater concentrations of f'ive^ear employees.

• Of the separate census tracts mentioned, in this summary, 

those'in which the percentage of five-year employees is higher 

than might be expected outnumber those in which this percentage 

is lower. The tracts with the higher percentage^ are scattered 

a wider area, while those in which this percentage is lower 

located within three.miles of, and between four and six miles.

does trAct I6.

over

are

K
^LI-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana; 

■ Griffith, Munster, Highland.
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■from'the piaht. The tracts in the farmer group contain 31*74 

per oeiitJof the five-year employees, and 23.60 per cent of the 

to'tal employees. Those in the ..latter group contain 11,30 per 

cent of the five-year employees and 14.09 per cent of the total 

employees. Both groups are composed of tracts with similar in-

■i

a

ternal cpmposltion;' in terms of industrial,Nresldential, and 

mixed areas,. ‘ .

y

Tract 2 of East Chicago is predominantly industrial, with 

a small residential area within two'mlles of the plant. Tract 3, 

a mixed area, is within a mile's distance. Tracts i)., 5, and 6 

are mainly residential areas within the s^e distance as tract-3. 

Tract 7 is a mixed residential and industrial area. All of these 

tracts lie southeast of the plant. Thus it appears that the . . 

tracts in East Chicago with high proportions of five-year em­

ployees contain less industry than those with low proportions of 

five-year employees. In Hammond this is less clear. Tract 10 is 

the only-re.sidential tract with a high proportion of five-year , 

employeestract 3 is a mixed residential and industrial'area, 

while tract 5 Is industrial, commercial and residential. Tract 

. 4» with a low proportion of, five-year employees, is also a mixed 

residential and industrial area, and la the closest' of all the 

above-mentioned tracts to the plant. Tracts 3 and 5 lie between

three and fpur miles of the plant. Tract 10 is at a distance of 

between five and six miles of the plant. Tract I6 in Gary is 

completely residential and lies between seven and eight miles 

southeast of the plant. Community area 52 of Chicago, with a low 

proportion of recent-hire 'employee's',' is a mixed residential and
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industrial area between five and six miles northwest of the 

plant. Calumet CiJjy la, a residential area'between four and six 

miles southwest of the plant. ■ ■

■, Prom this .brief summary'-it is difficult to conclude ■

whether the-type of-■area--residential, industrial, or mixed-- 

exerts any noticeable ^influence over the proportion of five-year 
employee^within a .specific area, ^he factor of distance’ appears 

to be more pertinent to the discussion Inasmuch as those areas 

with a low proportion of five-year employees are located at 

shorter distances from the plant, mainly coneeritrated within ah 

area^of three miles' distance. Tracts with high proportions of 

five-year employees are more widely dispersed. In general, it 

appears that in maty of the cities and areas where there are high 

proportions offive-year employees there are also to be ^pund 

high proportions of recent-hire employees as well.

I

Long-Term Employees

-Since one of the hypotheses under Investigation is that 

long-term employees, of the firm will tepd to be found concentrated 

in-areas proximate to it, the percentage distributions of workers 

in this group must be examined with this fact in mind. Propor­

tionately more long-term employees live in Chicago and Lansing 

than would be expected solely on the basis of the percentages of

total employees living in'each city. On the contrary, fewer long­

term employees live in Hammond, Gary, and VVhlting than is propor­

tionate to the percentages of total employees found in each. It 

is only within, this distribution tha-t a rank order of the percent­

ages for the respective cities would-differ from a rank'order of ■ •
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the percentages of total employees, the two exceptions being ' _ 

Chicago ranked above Gary, and Lapsing above Whitii^,

East Chicago. The percentage' of total long-term employees 

located in East Chicago is twenty per cent lower than the percent­

age of total employees living there, as shown in Table 1).. ' At 

first glance this agpearb'to disprove the hypothesis being tested, 

but it must be remembered that some of-the census tracts in the 

city are as far 43 three to four miles away from the plant.

Tracts 5, 6, and 7 contain relatively higher percentages bf total 

long-term employees, while tracts 2 and 3 show relatively lower

Of the long-teiTn employees living

c>-

percentages for this class, 
within the tracts, there are comparatively greater concentrations-

of this group in tracts 5, 6, 7, .8, and 9 than in the distrlbuticn 

as a whole, and lesser concentrations in tracts 1, .2, and 3. 

Despite the fact that tract 3 is within a mile's distance of the 

plant, a comparatively low percentage of long-term employees -live

there. ' However, such close proximity might act as a deterrent 

rather than an incentive for permanent workers to reside there if 

they can possibly find 'other convenient residential areas,

the. presence of industrial noise and dirt is 

Furthermore, the actual residential area is small

At

such close range 

Inescapable.

and obviously crowded, since three hundred sixty-one employees

live there. The presence of two railroad lines over which heavy 

traffic passes Increases the noise and dirt. Tracts 1 and 2 both 

contain small residential areas separated from the plant by large, 

industrial area's, and, so,-for the same reasons, would not be 

selected as areas of permanent residences. A second factor might
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, also be involved in this situation. The plant operates its pro­

motion system on a straight seniority basis. Long-term employees, 

then, ar« the .one who have risen within the occupational 

= archy.of. the plant to higher paid positions. They would not be^ 

forced for economic reasons to live in the immediate vicinity of 

the plant..

The residential areas of tracts 5 and 6 are also located 

v;ithin a mile's distance of the plant, but are'further removed 

from it than tract 3. There is no 'industry within'tract 5, and 

only a small portion of^^tract 6 is so occupied. Tracts 7» ^-nd 

9 lie within two miles' distance of the pslant. Tract 8 is almost 

entirely residential; tracts 7 and 9 contain both residential and 

Industrial areas. ' But in both of. these tracts, the residential 

areas are distinct and separate from the Industrial areaS*.^ Tracts

5, 8, and 7 contain markedly fewer recent-hire and five-year em- ' 

ployees. Noticeably higher percentages of five-year employees

live in tracts 2 and 3. Tracts 5» 6, and 7 show relatively 

lower percentages of recent-hire and\y^ve-year employees, and 

lesser bonoentrations of recent-hire employees.

' Hammond. Hammond, considered as a whole, shows a lower 

percentage of total long-teri^employees than is Indicated by the 

percentage of ^ot.al employees living in that city. Tracts 3 and 

5 in particular contain fewer employees in this group. See Table

6. No tracts had appreciably higher percentages in this class, 

although there are greater concentrations .of long-term employees 

within tracts 2, i;., 7, and 10, than in ^ner~%<?tal distribution.

Table 7 shows that tracts 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, and 12_, show lower con-

a
I
3

hier- 5

b- -

r
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centratlons of long-tenn^mployees. Tract 2 Is a residential.- 

area,, while tract 1). is a mixed residential and i^ustrial area, 

both between two and three miles, from the plant. Tract 7 is an 

; industrial area between fo.ur and five miles frbm the plant, and 

^ tract 10 is a residential area between five and aix miles away.

All three tracts''are located in-the southwestern part of Hammond; 

tracts 7 and 10^lie south of the Grand Calumet River. Within 

tracts 2, [|., and 7» the conc©ntration_of five-year employees is . 

lower than that of the total distribution, but within tract 10

this concentration is greater, 

employees is only noticeably greater in tract !(.,

Tracts 3 and $ are between three and four miles southwest
residential

The residential section of tract 3 ia in the northern' section.

The largest part of Hammond's commercial area is situated within 

tract 5.’

The concentration-of recent-hire

' of the plant. Both are mixed and industrial areas.

Gary. Although the city of Gary as a unit shows a con­

siderably lower percentage of total l&ng-term employees than of 

total employees. Table lu shows that neither of the two tracts 

under discussion in this section exhibits any such large differ­

ence. However, -according to "Table 11, a lower percentage of em­

ployees living in tract 16 falls into this category than is pro­

portionate to the percentage" of the whole distribution. In this 

tract both the percentages and the concentrations of recent-hire 

and five-year employees are appreciably higher. The Gary com­

mercial district occupies the northeastern corner of tract 16,

■ which is, moreover, cut through by two railroad lines. The tract
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3/s between seven and eight miles southeast of the plant, ■

Chicago. Chicago, as was mentioned earlier, contains a 

larger percentage of.total long-tern employees, especially in 

community area 52. Of the employee's living in the city,'ten per 

cent more are to be found in the long-term category than in the 

total dlstributioni-both- areas Ijp and 52 exhibit this phenomenon, 

■ The percentage of five-year employees in tract 52 is nbticeably '

low. See Table 12,

Calumet City and Whiting. Since noiE of the-'census tracts 

in Calumet City or Whiting contains one per cent of the total em- 

plpyees or one per cent of the total long-term employees, the per­

centage distribution of the latter will not be discussed in this 

section. However, Tables 13 and ll^. show the proportion and 

centration of long-term employees in each census tract,

Thus, the percentage of total long-term.employees appears 

at first to be lower than expected in the three cities closest to 

the-plant,'and higher in the city farther away. This,would dis­

prove the hypothesis were it not for the fact that in each'of the

con-

c’ities there are particular census tracts wherein are found higher 

percentage's of lohg-tenn employees, 

in which reside markedly ■

Actmlly, those census tracts 

high percentages of long-term employ­

ees are located within two miles of. the plant, while those census

tracts in which reside lower percentages than might be.expected 

extend to a distance of four miles. Within the former reside 

21.71 per cent of the long-term employees and 17.94 Pei* cent of

Within the latter reside 13*45 per cent of 

the long-term and 19.IO per cent of the total employees,

the total employees.

The i
I

IS

1
I
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tracts with high percentages of long-tera employees contain low.-, . ' 

percent.agesJ of both the recent-hire and flve-year'^roups. In 

•tjhe.rfollowing-

are combined jTor tracts within specific distances of the planb> 

the distribution of long-term employees will be discussed at 

greater length. An attempt wiiyi then be made to clarify further

■■ j. «

■ chapter when the c ensus tract percentages
■ ■ ■ ■ X ' ■ . • ■ ■ '

this apparent contradiction.

Multiple-Hire !^ployees

That multiple-hire employees tend to be concentrated in 

areas contiguous to the plant is borne out by the location of 

more than one-half of this group in the same city as the plant 

itself. Table 4. shows that of the multiple-hire group, 5^>.96 P®^ 

cent are residents’of East Chicago, and approximately one-third 

(31.41 P®!’ cent) live in Hammond. Thus, 88.37 per cent of the 

class is located in these two closest areas. These percentages 

are considerably higher than would appear'to be caused by chance. 

In Chicago, on the other hand, the percentage of multiple-hire . 

employees is somewhat lower than indicated by.the percentage of 

total employees in that city. ,

East Chicago^ The percentages of multiple-hire employees 

in census tracts 4 6 are higher than’the percentages*^ of total

• employees in these tracts would indicate, as seen in Table 6, 

Among the other tracts in the city, there are no other variations 

from the percentages of total employees as large. -However, it 

^ppears from Table 7 that all but tracts 2 and 8 show greater 

centrations of multiple-hire employees than is present in the
con- .
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In traot S .ls less than,-that of' the total distribution. . The res- 

'‘■Identlal' areas of tracts Ij. arid '6 are close to the plant, as in 

■ tract 3, but are not crossed by any extensive >ailr;ead lines.. 

Tract 8, with’a lower concentration of multiple-hire employees

iss

i
5!'
■3V'

and-higher concentrations rif recent-hire'and long-term employees
In most^ of the tracts with

!, .-
U

is further removed from the plant. P
high concentrations of multiple-hire employees, the concentration

■ app'dremtly lower than that of the-of the recent-hire group is 

total distribution.
None of the census triacts in Hammond Indlvld-Hammond.

ually has a higher percentage of multiple-hire employees than

Tracts 1, 5, and 10, surprisingly enough, ^might be expected, 
show slightly lower percentages than might be Indicated by the

See ‘corresponding percentages of total employees in the tracts.

Census tract 9 is the only tract wherein the concentra­

tion of multiple-hire employees (li.l.9d per cent) greatly exceeds 

that percentage -of the total distrihution in this category. In 

tracts 1, 3, 4, $> 6, and 10,.this concentration is noticeably

Table 8.

less. -Tract 1 Is separated from the northern section of East

The industries in Whiting would possibly

Tract 1
s. Chicago by VAiitlng.

attract some of the workers in the multiple-hire group, 

is also adjacent to Chicago which might also attract workers who

had ceased' to work at the steel plant in East Chicago. Of all 

the census tracts inHammond, tract-10 is farthest from the 

plant. Tract 9 is the only tract to have a ooricentratiori'of 

multiple-hire employees greater' than that ofHJhe total distribu-
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.■•tion. Tract 9 Is between, four and five miles directly south of 

the plant. The residential,.areas of the other tracts are all „ , 

southwest of'the plant, with the exception of tract 2,. Table 9 

' shows that within tract 9 the concentrations of” long-term and 

recent-hire employees are less than that of the total distribu­

tion, wHlle Table„8. shov/s it ^o contain a high percentage of 

five-year employees. '

Gary. The concentration of multiple-hire employees being 

so pronounced in the cities of East Chicago and Hammond, it is 

not surprising to find that the remaining cities manifest a sharp 

drop in the percentages of employees in this category. Gary is. 

no exception, although the percentage of multiple-hire employees 

in tract 6 comprises a larger portion of the total for the tract

7
r--'

V,

than does the multiple-hire class of the total distribution; The 

percentage and the concentration of.multiple-hire employees in 

tract l6 are lower than might be expected. The concentrations of 

. recent-hire arid five-year employees in. tract l6 are noticeably 

higher than the proportion in the totals distribution, and the 

concentration of long-term employees lower. The percentages of 

recent-hire and five-year employees in tract 16 are considerably 

higher than the percentage of total employees there.

Chicago. Neither of the two community areas under dis­

cussion in this section shows a percentage of total multiple-hire

employees markedly larger than the proportions of total employ-^

But the concentrations of mul-ees in the respective areas, 

tiple-hlre employees in community area 4.8 is higher tifui, and, in 

community area 52, is lower than', that proportion of the total
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iemployees in the multiple-hire group in general.

•' Calumet City and-TOiltlng. None offhe census tracts in: ■ ' 

either of these 'two cities contains one per cent of the to'tal 

raultipie-hire employees. Sin'oe neither of them has one per cent 

of the total employees^ besides, they are not discussed in this 

section.'

5

:•

To summarize, considering-the cities as units. East Chica­

go. shows higher percentages of multiple-hire employees, but lower 

percentages of both recent-hire and fi-ve-yeah^employees, -Hammond

aid. Gary e:^ibit higher percentages of both receht-hire and five-
?

year employees, but lower percentages of long-term and multiple- 

hire employees. Chicago contains lower percentages of recent-hire 

and five-year employees, higher percentage of long-term employee.^, 

aid a lower percentage of multiple-hire employees. In LI-2 the 

percentage of each class of employees falls within the limits of‘ 

a chance distribution. Calumet‘City shows a high percentage of 

■■ bo'th recent-hire and five-year-employees, and a low percentage of

LI-1 shows- only a higher percentage of, 

Lansing shows only a high percentage

. * • ?

multiple-hire employees, 

total recent-hire employees, 

of total long-term employees. Whiting shows a higher percen-tage 

of recent-hire, and a low percentage of long-term employees.

A summary of the percentage distribution of the four cate­

gories of periods of employment within the city reveals a similar 

situation. Within East.Chicago is the highest concentration of 

multiple-hire, employees, while the concentration of recent-hire 

employees is furthest below that of the total distribution, that 

of the long-term groupTS greater. Hammond-and Gary both show, re la- -
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.tively higher percentages of employees in'the recent-hire and 

five-year categories, and lower percentages in^£he multiple-hire. 

anji long-term,groufis. Chicago shows a noticeably lower concen- 

“ tration of five-ypar employees; a'nd, a higher concentration in the 

long-term group. Calumet C.ity has higher concentrations in all 

groups but the multlple^Taire class, LI-2',a higher concentration-

of recept-hlre employees, and a lower percentage of five-year em- 

Lansing-and LI-1 show hl'^er concentrations in the re-ployees.

cant-hire and long-term groups, but lower in the five-year and‘
N.

Whiting shows hl^er percentages in themultiple-hire groups, 
recent-hire and multiple-hire groups, but comparatively fewer 

long-term employees. The percentages of employees in the recent-

hire and five-year groups were,low in East Chicago as.a whole,

which has the highest percentage of total employees,,of J-ong-term""
■ -

employees, and multiple-hire employees.

^Refers to the census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana, 
which includes the cities of Black Oak and Saint John.

. .*
-•*

/
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..CHAPTER III

THE SPATIAL LOCATION OP, EMPLOYEES BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT AND 

.  By'DISTA^CE PROM PLANTv...

In Chapter III the data, for all cities and areas are

combined and analyzed withifi the framework of a zonal distribu­

tion over the area surrounding the plant A system of one-mile 

concentric zones using the steel plant as a center has been em--

■ployed for this purpose. Each census tract has been placed-in a 

particular zone after examination of the location of the main

residential area within the tract has shown it lies within a 

specific distance from the plant. Table if2 in the Appendix lists 

all census tracts within mile distances of the plant, up to ten 

miles. BY-om then on,"^he categories ar'e broadened to ten to 

fifteen miles, fifteen to twenty miles, twenty to twenty-five 

miles-,, and twenty-f3,ve miles and beyond. Thus the data for the 

areas not discussed in the previous chapter are analyzed in this 

chapter, and, particularly for the more remote areas, the problem 

of locational influence can be more clearly traced.

The pattern of concentration .of employees in nearby 

is viewed in this spatial presentation somewhat differently from 

the percentage distribution of employees by census tracts and 

cities employed in the previous section. In,the spatial distribu­

tion, areas in each city which lie at different distances from

areas

6l /-■

>
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, ■ the- plant were separated and combined with areas from other cities 

which lie at the same distance from the steel plant. Thus, if 

‘any pattern'of distribution does exist, this method should show 

' • it quite clearly. Another advantage to this method of presenta-•

tion is that the distribution of each class of employees over the

a
8
P
s

\
whole area can.-be viewed inj terms of gradients which are readily . 

compared. '

Ail of the employees living within a mile's distance from 

the plant live in the eastern half of the zone. .Those who live 

between one and two miles from the plant live in the eastern and 

western parts of the zone, but not in i'ts central area.

a

In the

two to three mile Zone, the employees live in the area extending
Those employeesfrom the central part to the lake on the west, 

who live in the three to four mile zone live north'and south of

In the four 'Wolf Lake and west to the central part of the zone, 

to five mile zone, the residents are found in the southwest in 

tract 6. of Gary, in the adjoinliig central area which lies directly 

south of the plant, in the two eastern tracts of Calumet City, 

and in the two tracts in Chicago north of Wolf Lake. The resi­

dences of employees in the five to six mile zone are southeast in 

Gary tracts Ij. and 5, southwest in Hajnmond tracts 10, 11, 12, and 

13,^and Calumet City tract 3, and northwest in the Chicago census 

The. residences of employees in the six to seven mile 

are located in the southeast in Gary and the northwest in

In the seven to eight mile zone, the homes of employees 

situated in the northwest in the tracts to the north and south 

of Lake Calumet, centering on the southern border of Chicago, and

tracts.

zone

■ Chicago.

are
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- southeast in■tract,2-of Lake Coimty, Indiana, and tracts in Gary. . 

■For any Ihrther distances from■the, plant, employees tend to live 

southeast ih Indiana and northwest in Chicago. Very few employees 

' who live in Chicago live further west than State Street, with the 

exception of a group of employees residing in commimity areas 28^nd 

67. Some.few li,ye, northweat^ of the plant a direct line across 

Lake Calumet and Wolf Lake, but this- number is quite small.

Recent-Hire Employees

The hypothesis concerning recent-hire employees is that 

this group tends to be more widely dispersed than any of the
S

other time classes in the distribution. However, as in all time

classes of employees, the highest percentage appears in the zone

within a mile's distance of the plant. See Table l5. Neverthe-

less, the percentage of the recent-hire class is■smaller than

that of any of the other categories in this zone (25 per cent of ■
• • /

the recent-hire, 31.87 psr cent of the-:long-term, 27.1+8 per cent 

of the fl-ve-year, and 38.03 per cent of the multiple-hire employ­

ees).,, , Between ten' and fifteen per c5ent of the recent-hire em­

ployees are found in the zone one to two, five to six, and seven 

to eight miles' away'from the plant, as shown on’Map 1. A com­

paratively greater proportion of both'"the long-term and multiple- 

hire groups is found in the one to two mile zone, ten to fifteen 

per cent. The percentage of recent-hire employees living in the 

area five to six miles away is higher than that of any of the 

other groups (five to ten per cent of the five-year, long-term, ’ 

and multiple-hire classes). Likewise is the percentage of total



TABLE l5 .

PERCENT GP EACH EMPLOYEE GROUP BY MILE ZONES PROM EAST CHICAGO STEEL PLANT

Pot.
5-yr.

Pot.
H.H. .

Lg.Tm,
Bmpl.-.-

Mult.
Hire

Pot.
R.H.

Bistanoe Reoent
Hire

3-yr.
Empl.

Total
In Zone

Pot.
L.T. ■,

Pot, of
Total

6i 258 27o1^8

13.10
1)..58

10.76

36.03
17.11

1,098 25.00

11.89

1 mile
1- 2 mi- .
2- 3 ml.
3- lf ml. 
l}.-5 ml,
5,-6 ml.
6- 7 mi.
7- 8 mi.
8- 9 ml.
9- 10 ml.
10- 15 mi, 
15-20 ml. 
20-25 mi, 
over 25 ‘

320 31.87
15.514-

31.72
. 15.20 

• ■5.14.6 .
6.15 '
’8.87 
6.88 - '

.2.I4.3 
8.21
3.87: ■ '

.8I4. .
5:03 • .
1.85
•1.68 , ' 
1.82

29 .156 526218123
I4-3 6.oil-18 51 189 7.38 5.0877I

!• 35 . . 58 349 i 1^.55 
8-. 79

21319 101 7.79
9.11.3

10.25
8.63 9.068123 11291 307

61 6.5o25 75 238 7.6? 1.8977 .
6 8I4. 2.46 2.34

10.33
19 ■ 1.89 

7.67 
4.98 
1.10 
7.07 •

22 37 2.90 
6.28 
3.14 

.86 ' 
3.85. .
l;8l

28480 \30 97 77 12.30
■3.694g 1345035 3.739•p-

5 .82 . .532 , 2911 11
46 49 1748 3.28

2.05
4.90/

23 •16 64 1.595 2.1320
2.5624 1.4915' 58 .022 17 •1.33

1.441.4963 2.45■13: ■ 18 2.87.23-7

244. 1,004 1,274 3,461 100.00 .100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00939 ,Total r

i
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TABLE l6

PERCENT OP EMPLOXEES OP EAST CHICAGO STEEL PLANT IN EACH MILE ZONE BY •
PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT

i^Ct. of all
Time classea. 
in' Zone

Distance Recent
Hire

5-yr.
Etapl.

Lg.Tm.
Empl.-

Mult. 
• Hire

Total
in Zone

Pet,
Zone

Pet.
Zone •

Pet.
Zone

Pot.
Zone

6l • 258 ..A59
218

1 mile
1- 2 ml,
2- 3 ml.
3- k ml.

' l|.-5 ml.
5-6 mi.

7- 8 ml.
8- 9 mi,

. 9-10 mi. 
10-l5mi; 
l5-20mi;

. 20-25ml.^ 
over 25

1,098 3.56,.320 23,30
23.38
22.75
kZM
26.38
25.63
26.19
3i<..l3
26.12
i7i2i|.

' 26.44 
31.25 
41.37
36.30:

29.14
29.65
26.98
16,43
29.64
32.33 '
22.61
27.11
37.31
37.93
40.80 
23.00 
23.86
23.80

■ 41.80:
■ 41.44-
' 40.74

27.23
36.48
31.31
44.04
28.17
29.85
37.93

,28.16
33.93.
29.31
28.57

100.00 ; 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 , 
100,00 

•100.00 
100,003 
i0G;00 
100.00 
100.00 1 
100.00, 
100.00 
loej-.oo'. 
100.00

136 - 32629 123 3.31
18 43 31 189 9.3277

33 3819 101 8.92213 !
8123 . 7.49 

10.30
112, ,91 307 \

23 61 . 73 23877
6 84 7.14■■ 22 19 37,

80 284 10.3630 97 77
33 30 / 40 134 6.72

6.90
9- ; •32 11 ' 2911

46 49. 8 174 4.6071 •
. 3 16 6420 23 7.81

24 3.44. 2 13 ■3817
l3 631823- I 11.11

Total ' 244 1,004: 1,274 •3,481' . 7.03 ' 36i8l939 27.13 29.01 - lop.OO ■

4
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MAP I
Spatial Loqation

Of All Recent Hire Employees
By Mile Zones

From
East. Chicago Steel Plant

Per 'Cent. of
Recent Hire Employees

over 25 %

10% to 15%
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under 1%
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MAP 2
Per Cent

Of Recent Hire Employees
In Each Mile Zone

\From
East. Chicago Steel Plant

Per Cent of All Employees
in Each Zone
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/
// Spatial Location ■

Of All Five Year Employees
By Mile Zones
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\East Chicago Steel Plant
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MAP 4
Per Cent

Of Five Year Employees 
In Each Mile Zone 

From
East Chicago Steel Plant

i

Per Cent of All Employees
in Each Zone
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recent-hire employees living seven to eight miles from the plant 

greater than t*hat of either the- long-term or multiple-hire oate- 

gories (five to ten-per, cent). The ozones in which are found ' 

proportionatay higher concentrations of recent-hire employees, 

are those five to six, seven,t,o eight, and beyond twenty-five 

'^iles away from the pTant. See Table l6

Pive-year Employees 

The hypothesis formulated as regards the distribution of 

five-year employees’holds that this group is neither so concen­

trated as the long-term group, nor as dispersed as the recent- 

hire group. Again, the highest percentage appears in the zone 

adjacent to the plant, but the percentage of total five-year 

employees, 27.14.7 per cent, is intermediate between that of the 

recent-hire group, 2^ per cent, and that of the long-term group, 

31,87 per cent. In the one to two mile, and seven to eight

mile in-^er-vals reside ten to fifteen per cent of the total five- 

year grbup. The percentages of the total recent-hire class for 

the one to two mile and teven to eight mile areas are the same, 

but a higher percentagej. fifteen to twenty per cent, of the total 

long-term employees is found in the former, while only five to 

ten per cent of the long-term group lives in the latter zone.

Thus it would appear that the hypothesis governing this distribu­

tion is substantially borne out.

The zones wherein are found the proportionately greatest 

concentrations of employees in the five-year class are the three 

to four mile sector, the twenty to twenty-five mile sector, and
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MAP r
Spatial Location

Of All Long Term Employees
By Mile Zones

From\
East Chicago^'Steel Plant
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MAP 6^
Per Cent

Of Long Term Employees
in Each Mile Zone

From
East Chicago Steel Pl(^.

Per Cent of All Employees
in Each Zone
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the area beyond twenty-Tive miles away. 'Although the latt.er two 

.. areas are those wherein the concentratlo'h of employee'? in the

five'-yea'r class are' proportionately highest, the first mentioned 

is hearer the: plant than is the five to six mile area, the third 

highest area of the recent-hire class. This is a further indica­

tion that the hypothesis is substantiated.

. \ •

Long-Term Eknployees

That the percentage of long-term employees in areas nearest- 

the plant is the highest of the three categories is evi'dent.

More than thirty per cent of the total long-term employees live 

within one mile of the plant, while l$.5k Per cent live in the 

one to two mile interval. In neither of the classes discussed 

above did such high percentages occur in the same areas. The^next 

highest percentage of total long-term employees, a drop to five 

to ten per cent, occurs in four zones': two to three miles, four 

to five miles, five to six miles, and seven to eight miles. In 

these areas are found five to ten per cent of the total recent- 

hire class>.;and one - to fivp per cent of ', the total five-year, class 

in the'first mentioned. The second, four to five miles, contains

five to ten per cent of the total recent-hire group and one to

On the other hand.five per cent of the total five-year group.

'in the fi've to six mile zone live ten to fifteen per cent of the

total recent-hire, and five to ten per cent of the total five- 

The zonal distribution of both of these latteryear employees.
shows that tea to fifteen per'cent of each lives seven togroups

eight miles,from the plant, as compared to the above mentioned' V,
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MAP 7 ^
Spatial Location
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By Mile Zone
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MAP 8
Per Cent

Of Multiple Hire Employees
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five to ten per cent of the long-t^m employees residing there,

, Thusj since both the concentration of long-term employees within 

,, the one.nnd one t6 two mile areas is higher than that of either 

of ^the other groups aijeady discussed/ and since the concentra­

tions of long-term employees in areas fm-ther away from-the plant
ft. _

are lower than those of the other groups, it mayVbe said that 

long-term employees tbnd to live closer to'the plant.

However, inspection of the table showing thb concentration 

of long-term employees in each zone reveals that within the eight 

to nine mile, the nine to ten mile, and the ten to fifteen mile 

zones the concentration of the long-term group;is the greatest.of 

all,employee groups.

Multiple-Hire Employees 

The hypothesis relating to employees, hired more than once 

by the firm was developed while the data were being accumulated, ' 

and therefore can be expected to have been Influenced by the data 

rather^than the’more usual circumstance where the hypothesis is-, 

formulated in advance. In this case, when Tt -was found that such 

a practice was a relatively common one, a hypothesis was developed 

to descri.be the spatial relationship of.the multiple-hire category 

to the other groups. Once this category was established it was 

expected that employees hired more than once would tend to live 

nearer to the plant than employees in any other class,, A multi­

plicity of reasons exist to suggest this hypothesis, Einployees 

living relatively far from the plant who are either laid off or 

who leave the firm for a different joti are less likely to return
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to it Inasmuch as the further away they live, the more numerous, 

are the alternative Jobs available to them.Conversely, those 

; employees'living close to the plant, if-laid off, might take 

another job as a temporary one, with^the en^in mind of returning 

to work at the plant in the future. For them, employment at the 

plant would mean shorter distances to travel to work, an Important 

consideration. Furthermore, the area northwest for seven miles, 

and southeast for a longer distance is a hieJily industrial one, 

with a great diversification of heavy industry. An employee of 

the plant under consideration might work in a large number of 

other industries in the area over a period of years, choosing 

jobs which offer advantages at the time of job changes,. . The, 

steel plant in this study is located in the center of the Calumet 

Industrial region, so it ml^t attract any number of transient 

workers who enter the area and work at a number of plants until 

they fina.lly remain in one of them.

The hypothesis, then, is that employees hired more than 

once tend to be found in greatest concentration in areas closest 

to the plant; within these areas the group~will be more concen­

trated' than any of the others already discussed. The distribu­

tion of “this group within the zonal system shows the expected 

pattern. Of the total class, 36.03 per cent lives within one 

mile of the plant, and I7.II per cent lives between one and two

^This is an adaption and modification of Stouffer's 
’’Theory of Intervening Opportunities." Stouffer, Samuel A 
"A Theory Relating Mpbility and Distance," American Sociological 
Review, V {19i).0), pp. 8l;.5-o7.

• f
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These percentages are higher than the comparable '

• ■ -ones for any of the other categories.

..pent of the total niultiple-hlre group lives in each of the fol-

•miles away.

Between five and ten per

lowing zones; two to three miles, fonr^tp five miles, five to elx 
miles, and seven to eight miles. The percentages of long-term 

employees in these zones is- wTthln the same range, five to ten

per cent. The: percentages of five-year employees in the same

zones are;one to five per cent, five to ten per cent, five to ten 

per cent, and ten to fifteen per cent. The percentages of recent- 

hire employees in the same zones are; five to ten per cent, five

to ten per cent, one to five per cent, and ten to fifteen per 

cent. Thus both the recent-hire and five-year groups show higher 

percentages further away from the plant, and the five-year group, 

a lower percentage nearer to it. Since the percentage distribu­

tion of the long-term class is practically the same as that of 

the multiple-hire group in areas further away from the plant, the ■ 

conclusion that there is the greatest concentration near the plant

■ in the niultiple-hli'e group is based upon the higher percentages

The sums of the percentagesof this group in. the first ,two zii^es, 

in these zones are 65,Olj. per cent of the long-term class, and 

72.52 per'cent of• the mnltlple-hire class. • V.

Prom the table showing the percentage of employees living 

in each zone found in the multiple-hire category, it can be 

that the zones with the highest percentages in this group are ■ 

zones, one, one to two, and six to seven miles away from the 

plant.

seen
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iSummary ",

' .‘'’in this chapter an attempt has been made to investigate

the nature of the relationship, if any exists, between place of 

residence and period of employment at a given plant. That a
But the'-nature of the

iI .

i
I
3?

I
S

relationship does exist has been shown, 
relationship as stated in the hypotheses'should be further qual- I

S
ified to take oognizahoe of the factor most important in all four 

distributions, namely, that the location of the plant, itself, 

appears to be more significant to place of residence than does 

period of employment. ^In all' of the four time" classes of period 

of employment it is apparent that more than one-third of the 

total employees in each time group lived within one mile of the

i

■«&

plant.

Period of employment, however, definitely appears to be

a factor in the relationship between place of work and place of 

By.tracing the distribution of the four classes of■ residence,

period of employment, it has been recognize4.that the longer.an

employee .works at this East Chicago steel plant, the closer he

This is especially true fortends to live to his .place of work, 

the multiple-hire employees.

■J

/ '
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CHAPTER IV ,

THE LOCATIONAL- INFLUENCE OP TYPE OP WORK

ON PLAGE" DP--RESIDENCE

. One of the principles of human ecology is that people of

similar race, culture, and economic status tend to gravitate to 

similar areas. The designation of various areas as zones'of 

"workingmen's homes" and "restricted residential areas," as well 

as the concept of,natural areas is based on thii axiom. Monthly 

rentals and pxu-chase prices paid for homes are dependent, in the 

main, on the earnings of an individual, which, in turn is based 

on the type of job he holds. However, although a skilled workel* - 

may earn as much or more than a clerical or minor professional 

worker, their aspirations and values may be such as to lead' them 

to live, in completely different areas and \mder' different physical 

conditions.. - ^ ^,

Type of work or job has been used in this study as an 

additional factor to determine the influence of place of woi;k on 

place of residence. An analysis of the data in these terms will 

help to distinguish the two groups with which the present study 

is concerned, the white-collar and manual workers. By. such a 

separation, a rough approximation of socio-economic status is 

derived. The professional, executive, and managerial workers, 

better paid and more certain of continuous employment at the same

80 r
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level 'than the .skilled, semi-skilled, and service workers, and 

-.-those in the general labor group, can be expected to live further 

away from the'plant. ‘The clerical workers, with expectation^of. 

rising to the same economic levels as the professlonal,'executive, 

and manageriiil groups, are more likely to live in these same 

areas than in areas where the homes of manual workbrf are found,

■= .fhey are able to pay the costs of commuting, either o-wning a car 

or paying railroad fares, and ar^lclso financially able to pay 

higher rentals for homes or desirous of residence in more-desire- 

able residential areas, IWith reference to the^particular area 

under consideration, the.more desirable residential areas are 

quite removed from the plant and from the iakefront. The area 

adjacent to the plant is highly industrial in terms of land use 

though there are several hotels and rooming houses scattered 

nearby. The iakefront from the southern portion of Chicago east • 

through Gary is mainly occupied by heavy industry.

.. Since'the different Jobs wlthlH the steel plant are so 

nxmerous, .the census classification of-occupations was used in 

order to group the individual employees into the various cate­

gories large enough to be studied. The broad census categories 

used for this classification are;

1. Professional and semi-professional workers
2. Proprietors, managers and officials
3. Clerical, sales, and kindred workers
4. Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers
5. Operatives and kindred workers
6. Protective service workers -
7. Service workers .
8. Laborers

A table showing the distribution of each, of these classes of

S
6
IirIS'

5

!,
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employees may be found in the appendix, as well as tables showing 

.each of these classes of employees within 'the census tracts of 

‘the main cities. ' ■

.!_ _ 1.

' ^ For statistically'meaningful conclusions to be drawn' from 

these data, it was decided to sacrifice the precise detail gained 

by employing a large nuniher of. categories with a sin^l number of 

.residents in each category for more inclusive categories based on 

larger numbers,. In the present study, to have based the percent­

age distributions on each of the elglt categories would, in-many 

have little meaning, since a percentage based on such 

small numbers is statistically unreliable. Consequently, the
cases,

large' array of eight classes of employees was reduced to twoj

The first three categories inwhite-collar and manual workers.r
the above grouping logically belong in the white-collar class;

Inspection of thethe' remaining are classed as manual workers.

■ complete array shows that the only distortion resulting from this

. abbreviation'is .the disguising of the high percentage of managers

See Map 9 for the areal dlstrlb-■ and officials living in Chicago.

ution of this group.
The same method of analysis is used in this chapter as in.

Two series of'tables show the number of white-the preceding one. 
collar and manual workers in each city, and census tracts. Per­

centages in the first series show the proportion of the total 

white-collar class and the proportion of total manual workers in

The second series shows the propor-each city or census tract, 

tion of the employees living in an individual city or census

tract that are white-collar and manual workers.
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, In this chapter we wish to ascertain whether type of 

work in a given plant has any influence on^place of residence. 

Specifically, we wish to know whether white-collar workers are^ 

located in larger nxanbers and at further distances from-the plant 

than manual workers who tend to live' close to their place of 

Liepmannstates this fact succinctly when sheymentions 
that in the case of a firm needing a particularly'skilled person,^ 

"It would not be possible to find the necessary number, special­

ized [in a particular skill] within walking distance of the. 

plant." In the present-case, people with highly siseclalized 

skills are likely to live in the larger tirban area where their 

skills are more in demand, and they are able to live with others 

Since the number of white-collar workers in any

3

work.

of their class.
given plant is generaJLly smaller proportionately than the blue- „ 

collar, they are more apt to reside in areas where members of

In Chicago, these areas are located at some

Manual workers, how-
. their class reside.

.distance from the- heavy industrial areas, 

ever, are ekpected to live close to the plant, since theresi- 

dential -areas adjacent to heavy industry are generally the "less

desirable" workingmen's residential areas.

The' same method was used-'to analyze the data in Chapter IV 

The- standard error of the sample proportionas in Chapter II.
used to determine which percentage differences were ; impdf-was

The distribution of total em-tant •, or .beyond the ±a<lj.^limit,
the area is, naturally, the same as in the previousployees over

^Liepmann, op; clt P. 13.« 9
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chapter, in this chapter the distribution of white-collar and 

- manual workers'are compared to the distribution of total employ- 

ees in the. various cities and census rtrapts, 5;or example,; from 

Table 17 of' the first series it is seen that 4.9,21 per cent of 

the total employees reside In^ast Chicago; 36.68 per cent of 

the white-collar class'," and 50.35 per cent of the manual workers 

.. . are found, there, also. Table 18 indicates that the concentra­

tion- of white-collar employees within the city of East Chicago 

is less than that of the total distribution; 6.22 per cent of 

the employees living in East Chicago are in the white-collar 

category as against 8.35 per cent of the total distribution.- 

Conversely, the concentration of manual workers within the city 

of East Chicago, 93.59 per cent, is greater than the percentage 

of the total dlstrihutlon, 91.65 per cent, in that class.

I
3
a
5!

j
1I
s

Description of Housing and Population in the Area 

East Chicago steel plant. The plant in point is located 

in tracts 1 and 2, 'in both of which are found much heavy industry 

and drily 'small residential areas. In tracts 3, i)-, and 5 are 

located the residential areas closest to the plant. Proportion­

ately more land within tract 3 Is occupied by railroad lines

Tracts 6, and 7 are closerthan any other tract in East Chicago, 

to the plant than any of the other tracts with high percentages

of white-collar employees. Tract 6 contains relatively little
►

heavy Industry, and this only on the southern and southeastern 

borders, separated from the main residential area by an athletic 

field on one side and a hospital on the other. In tract 7.,-^the
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residential ar&a is also distinct from the industrial area; an 

^ undeveloped section lies between the two. There is also a park- 

' like;, housing development in this tract. Tracts 8 and 10 lie 

southwest of the';plant, tract.'8 separated from it by the Indiana 

Harbor Canal, and tract 10 by the Canal and the Grand Calumet 

River. Only a very small area in'tfact 8 is occupied by industry.
... ' ‘ ''v—

The main residential area of tract 10 is also separated from the

. industrial area by the Grand Caliunet River.' There is, however,

a small residential area in tract 8 which lies on the same side

of the river as the Shell-Refinerles.

Unfortunately, at the time of the 194^ census, the city

of East Chicago was not yet divided into census tracts. There- .

fore,'data ate only available for the city as a whole. From the

Census of Housing, it is seen that there were 13,169 occupied
. dwelling units in 1940» 33.5 per cent of them owner-occupied.^

2
The percentage of white occupancy was 88,3 pei* cent.

’a

There were

7,248 residential structures, slightly less than half of which, 

3,'307, were 1-family detached homes. More structures were, built 
of wood than brick—3,509 wood, and 3,l52 brickT^ The highest

percentage of residential structures were built during the years 

1910-1919 (39.8 per cent); 20.5 per cent were built between I920- 
1924; 17.8 per cent during 1900-1909.*^

the total structures were twenty-five years old or more.

Thus, 80.4 per cent of

In 1940,

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing; Volume II, 
General Characteristics, Part 2, Data ror Bmaii Areas (Wasnington: 
Government printing Ufrice, Vjh^X), Table 22.

^Ibld., Table 22. ^Ibid., Table 3. •^Ibid.,- Table 5.
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25.0 per.cent of the' total dwelling units were in need_bf major 

repairs.-^ ' The average contract monthly rental for tenant-occupied 

' units was |23.91.^.. Another indication of the qualify of housing 

in l^li-O is derived from the figures on home value: the average 
value of all owner-occupied dw&lllng units was '#3^^19.00.^

11.0 per cent of the tenant-^occupled units were rented at less 

‘ 'than $15.00.

I

a

4
From the 19i(.0 Census of Population it can be seen,,that

more than one-third of the total population, 5l4-,fo.3:7» was foreign- 

, 20,621, but only 11.2 per cent were Kegrops.

slight decrease in population since 1930 when the popula- 

The largest age group in 19^0 was the group

There hadborn

been a

tion was 5l4-,784-. 
between twenty and twenty-four years old. Males outnumbered -o

In all but three age groupsfemales in jthe total population, 

there were more males than females; the three groups in which
fifteen tothe females were more numerous were; ten to fotn^teen, 

nineteen,.and twenty to twenty-four.^

Chicago was- smaller in i940 than in 1930. 

school years completed was 7.6 for the male and 7.8 for the fe­

male population twenty-five years of age or over.7 

than 8.0 per cent of all persons twenty-five or more years old

The population of East 

The median nimiber of•i>

Slightly more

^Ibld., Table 24. 
^Ibld., Table 18.

^Ibld., Table 6. 

^Ibid.,- Table 24.
■5, .S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population; Volume 

TT. Characteristics of the Population, Fart 2, Data for Small 
'Aj-eaa (Washington; Government Printing Office, 194-1)> Table 31,

7Ibid., Table 33.^Ibid., Table 32.
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had no f.ormal education. The occupational distribution of the 

^ - population, according to Table 33. reveals that almost one-third 

ofjthe totah employed'males worked as laborers} more than one- 

fifth were classified as operatives, and'pother.fifth as crafts- 

men. More than one-half of' the total employed males worked in 

the. iron and steel industries. 'Of" the employed fema^s. approx­

imately one-third, were classified as clerical, sales, and kindred 

workers. ' •

Hammond. The commercial district of Hammond is located
■ -ft ■

within tracts 5 and 6. both of which lie at the eastern border of

the city. The New York Central and the Nickel Plate Hailroads

run diagonally southeast through tract 5. Both of these tracts

border Calumet City on the west, and lie southwest of the plant.
2.In 191^0, the total population of Hammond was 70,181]..

The largest single age group was the twenty-five to twenty-nine 

year category. Of the total population, 87.1 per cent were native ■ 

.white, and 11.9 per cent, foreign-born white. Males outnumbered 

females in the total' population, but female^s^predominated in the 

twenty to twenty-four and the twenty-five to twenty-nine year age 

groups. The largest number of foreign-born residents came from 

Poland; the nianber frcsn Germany was slightly le.ss.'

The median number of school years completed by the popula­

tion twenty-five years of age and-older was 8.7 for the males and

•

^Ibld., Table 33. 
^Ibld Table 31.• $
^Ibld Table 31.• 9
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8.8 for the females.^ The largest nimiber of employed males, more '
p

than one-fourth, were craftsmen, foremen, and kindred w'orkers’;.
I

.The second- largest group, also greater than one-fourth, was the 

operatives and kihdred woi’kers. 'Slightly more than one-fifth of 

the total were laborer's. The largest number of employed females 

was in the clerical group, with more than one-fourt]h of the total. 

As in East Chicago, the iron and steel industry employed the 

largest single group of workers.

There were 18,^32 occupied dwelling units in 19i(4),-'l|.7.2 
per cent of which were owner-occupied.^ The percentage of white

occupancy was 99.1. Most of the structures were of the 1-family
built of wood.^ Of the total structures, 8,2 perdetached type,

cent were built prior to I90O, 25.)-|. per cent between 1923 and

1929, 24..7 per cent between I9IO and 1919> ®rid 18.O per cent be-"® , 
tween I92O and 1924.,^ In 194-Oi 20.3 per cent of the total dwell- ' 

ing units were in need of major repairs,^ While the average' 

contract monthly rental was $28.67,^ 6.2 per cent of the occupied

units rented for less than $15.00 per rapnthr,"^ 
of all owner-occupied units was |4-> 103.00.'^

7

The average value

^Ibld., Table 33.^Ibld., Table 31.

^0.S, Bureau of Census, Census of Housing, op.cit 
^bid

Table 1.• >
5Ibid., Table 5. 
^Ibld., Table 14.. 

^Ibid., Table 24..

Table 3.• i
6

Table 6.Ibid • f
8 Table 18.Ibid • >
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Gary. ' The total population of Gary was. In 19l).0,lll,719» 

of which l5.5 pel* cent was constituted .by the foreign-bbrn white 

population, and 18,3 per cent by the .Negro population. The.

. largest age. group for the total residents’was the twenty to 

twenty-four year class. Malea outnumber females in the city as a 

whole and in the age groups above.: the thirty to thirty-four year 

class. The median number of school years completed by the popula­

tion' twenty-five or more years old was 8.4 among the males,' and 
' 2.8,6 among the females. The largest number of foreign-born resi-

....
'dents came from Poland, 12.7 per cent, Yugoslavia, 12.1 per cent, 

Czechoslovakia, 10.0 per cent, Italy, 7.2.per cent", and Greece, 

7.07 per cent.-^ Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers const!- ,

tuted the largest occupational group,* somewhat more than one-fifth

Almost asof the total employed workers fell in this category.

•large a group was classified as operatives and kindred workers.4
More than one-third of the total male employees were craftsmen, 

between one-fourth and one-fifth operatives, and slightly more 

than one-fifth laborers. Of the group of femalb workers, ap­

proximately one-third were cierical, sales, andTtindred workers, ' 

and one-sixth were operatives and service workers, each. More 

than one-half-of the total workers are employed in the iron and 

steel Industry. In the case of the male employees this' ratio was 

almost two-thirds of the entire group, but among the female em­

ployees it dropped to less than one-tenth.

^Census of Population, op. clt.. Table B-35. 
^Ibld., Table B-39. ^Ibid., Table B-4-0.

^Ibld., Table B-42.
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I
in 19^0» Gary contained 30,005 occupied dwelling units.l 

, Tli® rate of hpnie ownership (35.if per- cent) was lower in Gary than 

iri'East Chicago or Hammond. Of the 30»005 units, 17.6, per cent 

were occupied by--honwhite residents, a higher percentage than in 
either of the other cities,-^ Most^of the residential structures 

were 1-^amily detached unlTs, more built of wood than of brick. 

The,percentage of residential structures built before I9OO was 

' very low, .1 per cent. Of the other struct-ures, 34.6 per cent 

built during I9IO to 1919j 30.9 per cent between 1925 and 
1929, and 21.3 per cent between 1920 to 1924.^ The percentage 

of dwelling units in need of major repairs was l6.i per cent at ^ 
that time.^ The average contract monthly rent of all tenant- 

occupied units was $28.03.^, The average value of all owner- 

occupied units was #3,?03.^

•1
i
>1

I
I
I
1

i

1were
■

The percentage of dwelling imlts

rented at less than $l5.00 per month, 8.9 per cent, was lower
7

in Gary than, either of the other cities.'

-■^Chicagb crommunlty areas-46 and 5'2. Both community areas

The popu-"'46 arid ^S-are mixed industrial and residential areas, 

lation of area 46 was-, in I940, much greater than that of area 52 

—55,690 in the former, as’compared with l6,5l3 In the latter.

The proportion of foreign-born white residents was approximately

8

^Census of Housing, op. clt 

^Ibld., Table 22.
^Ibld

Table 22. 

Table 5. 

Table 24. 

Table 18.

• $
3
Ibid • >

Table 22. ^Ibld

Ibid., Table 24. '^Ibid

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Population and Housing for 
Chicago, Table A-1.

• f• 9

6..
• f

8
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one-fifth in both of these areas, 20.79 P.er cent in area 1^6 and 
•, " , 1,9.50 per- cent ^in area 52.^ However.,- of all the cities hcreto-

. fore described, only In'area i|.6 did the Mexican population 

prise a large part of the total foreign-born white po-pUla-fcion, 
almost one-half of the total,^

oOmr

In neither area was the per-
....••aV'

centage of Negroes in the-population high—only 1.7 per cent in 
area i).6 and less than .01 per cent in area 52'.^ The largest
number of employed males in area [(.6 were craftsmen and foremen 

. (24.83 per cent), operatives (22.74 per cent), and laborer^ ' -

(21,83 per cent), while the greatest number of employed females 

were clerical workers and saleswomen (35.42 per ceht) and opera­

tives (26.65 per cent).4 In area 52, a greater proportion of the 

employed males were craftsmen and foremen (33.38 per cent) and 

operatives (26.01 per cent), and a lesser number were laborers

(15.58 per cent).

There were, in 1940, 13,581 occupied dwelling units iri 
area 4.8, and 4»H7' in area 52.^ The percentage of owner-occupan- 

■ cy was considerably higher in area 52—47 .l^per^cent, a,3 compared 
with 33.8 per- cent in area 46.^

units of both areas v/ere -in one or two family structures.”^

More than half of the dwelling

The

percentage of units needing major repairs was almost the same in 

both areas, 12.01 per cent in area 46 and 12.5l per cent in

The average contract monthly rent for all tenant-occupied

area
852.

^Ibid

^Ibid

^Ibid., Table A-3. ^Ibld.,Table A-h 

Table A-4.

Table A-1.• ^
■ 5 6

Table A-3. 

Table A-6.

Ibid Table A-1. Ibid« f • > • J
8,Ibid Table A-6.Ibid• >
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52 ($2^70).!units was higher in area 1^.6 ($26.23) than in area

" .•' This was also'true of>the average value^of owner-occupied units.

$4,l58-in the first area and $3>571 in the latter. The percent-

of dwelling units renting for less than fifteen dollars a
2c^and in area 52 7.82 per cent .

ages

month was in area 1^.6 13.84-

White-Collar Workers

The percentage of total white-collar workers is propor- 

the percentage of total employees in'^the 

andf Crown Poiiit, See

tlonately lower than
following cities; East Chicago, LI-2,^

cities in which live proportionstel'y higher per-Table 17. The

centages of white-collar workers than of total employees are; 

Hammond, Chicago (with one-third of the total managerial group). 

Calumet City and LI-l."^ The concentrations of white-collar em-

within the cities show that in East Chicago, LI-2,
this category constitutes a noticeably

ployees

Whiting, and CroWn Point, 
lower.proportion of the employees living in these cities than does

the percentage of white-ctfllar employees in the. total, dlstrlbu- 

Hammond, Chicago, Calumet City, LI-1, Chesterton, Cedartlon.

Lake, and Illinois unclassified cities show higher concentrations

of white-collar employees than the percentage of total employees ..

in this class.

^Ibld., Table A-5.^Ibld Table A-5.
^LI-2 Is the census tract designation of that area-, in 

Lake County, Indiana, which Includes the cities of BlatkOak and 
St, John.

. 9

^I-l is the census tract designation of that area in 
Lake County, Indiana, which Includes the cities of Griffith, 
Munster, and Highland.
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5 East Chicago. Although the percentage of total wh^e- 

. collar workers'living-In East -Chicago is lower than might he ex- 

peclied, pensus tracts 6, T, h^-^nd 10 show higher percentages of 

total white-collar workers than the percentages of total employees 

living in these tracth-, as shown in Table I9. With the exception 

of tract 9, which has a proportionate percentage of -white-collar 

employees, all of the other tracts in East Chicago show lower 

percentages of white-collar employees. In East Chicago as a 

'.whole, the concentration of white-collar employees, is consider­

ably lower than the proportion of employees in the total distrib­

ution found in that category, as seen in Table 20. 

it can be seen that the white-collar group constitutes 8.35 per 

cent of the total employees. The concentration of white-collar, ^ 

' employees within tracts 1, 2, 3» and 5 in East Chicago is 

lower than this figure. These tracts also contain lower per­

centages of white-collar employees than are commensurate with 

the percentages of total employees who resi^e^there. The four 
tracts in which the percentages of employees in'this group are 

higher, tracts fa, 7, 8, and 10, are the ones wherein the con- 

centration of white-collar employees is also greater than in the 

total distribution. In tract 9, both percentages are within the 

limits of a chance distribution,

Hammond,

•I

r

Prom Table I8

Hammond, as a whole, contains a percentage of 

white-collar workers higher than is proportionate to the percent- 

of total employees living there. Table 21 shows that inage

tracts 3, !(., 6, 10, 11, and 13, this same relationship between 

the two proportions holds. But the percentages of white-collar
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TABLE 17

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBCTION OP. EMPLOYEES IN MAIN CITIES BY TYPE OP WORK
J •

Percentage
Manual

City White
Collar

Manual- Total Percentage '
White Collar

Percentage-
of Total

17.-16 
. 10.26 

. 9.59
2.05
1.85 
1.82 

. 1.18 
■ 1.07 "

V

East Chic.
Hammond -
Gary
Chlcago„
L I - 2^
Calumet City
L I - r°
Whiting 
Lansing 
Crown Point
Chesterton 

^ L I - 3®- 
Cedar Lake 
East Gary
Ind.axajassia.<3
Ill,TM.as3fd.

10b 1.597
532

1.703
59.4

3b.fatS 50T35
16.77
10.31
9.17
2.18

62 21
35528 327

40 14.19292 , 332
..692 '9 ' 71

54 3.46
3.11
1.04
i.o4

- 6410 1.70 
1.70 
1.20 
1.07 
.9i

a 639
413

34 373
.35' .87291 30

I
,66 8 .6 2.08

1.38
21 27 ■ :l.63 '4 2420

.692 11 13 .3
..35 .1212

2.146 . 68 74 2.08
2.08

2
6 15 .4721

100.00 100.00 100,00Total 288 3.173 3.461

aL I - 2 Indicates (Census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana;' Black Oak, Saint

'^L I - 1 Indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana; Griffith, Munster,

°L I - 3 Indicates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana; Hobart.

’^Includes one manual worker who lists his address as Ripon, Wisconsin.

John.
i

Highland,

f ■
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TABLE 18

i PERCEHT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH CITY BY TYPE OF WORK '

White .
Collar.

Manual Total Pet,
City

Pet,
City

Pet, of
Total

City

100,00 
. 100.00

100., 00
100.00
100,00

100,00 

.-100,00

id6 6.22
10.44
7.90
12.35
2.82

15.63
^.29
7.32 
8.11
3.33 

22.22 
17.50 
15.33

1.597
88.64-
92.11
87.65
97.18 ■
84.37 
85.73 
92.68 
91'.89 
96.67 .
77.78
82.50
64-.6'2

100.00

91.89
71.4-3

1,70East Chicago 
Hammond 
Gary 
Chicago 
L I - 2^
Calumet City
L I - lt>
Whiting 
Lansing 
Crown Point
Chesterton 
L I - 3°
Cedar Lake 
East Gary
Ind. Unclassified^ 
Ill. Unclassified

62 532 59-
3528 1327

40 332%
2 71

61^’ 51^10 ;

§ 639
413

3k 373
29 301.

i

6 2721
24-' 1+ 20
132 11
1212

' 68 74- 8.11
28.57

6
6 15 21-

91.65 Ido. 0,03,4-61 8.35288Total 3,173
/

^L I - 2 indicates census, tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana; Black Odk, Saint Jotm. 

^L I - 1 Indicates census tract 1 of Lake Co\mty, Indiana; Griffith, Munster,
/

Highland.

°L I - 3 Indicates census tract 3 of Lake Co\inty, Indiana; Hobart.
, I '

‘^Includes one manual worker who lists his address as'Ripon, Wisconsin,
■ I

0

■
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TABLE 19 ,

PERCENT OP EMPLOIEES IN EACH .WORK GROUP FOR, CENSUS TRACTS OP k.ST CHICAGO

City
Census Tract

White
Collah

Manual Total Pet.
W.C.

Pet.
Man^

^ Pot. of-
Total

.1 2 ■ 50 T75e 1.50

.69 •5.36

11.25
4.972 1722 170

361It 357 10.4.3 

9.04 ■

.' 6.53 - 

" 5.72

1.383
•2964 5.88313 9.33 '17

226 6.975' 221 1.73
I

6 9.34 5.39 '
5.49

1.48
2.36

1.13

19827 171 . 

. 174
vO

7.96 5.69-J 23 1977
1.7647 61 4.8414■8

2.42■ 75 82 2.379 7 \
4136 1.185 , 1.7310

/1.597 36.68 ■ 49.21’50.35-106 1,703Total

[

\ ■ i

r:
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TABLE 20

PERCENT OP EMPLO'XEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP EAST CHICAGO BY.TiPE OP-WORK

Census Tract White
Collar

Manual Total Pot.
C.T.

Pot.
C.T.

, Fct. of 
' Total

■50 52 .96.152 3.85 ^^100.001

1.162 98. nk- 
9,8.89 

9l|-.57 

9,7.79 
' 86.36 ' 

88.32 

70.05 

91.46 
87.80

2 172^70 100.00

4 357 3613 100.00 

- 100.00

1.11

5.43
2.21

13.64
11.68

.22.95

8.54
12.20

!r4 ’29617 i3l3 i

2265 5 221 100.00

6 /■.19827. 171 100.00
vO

■ 174CD 237 197 100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 ■ •

14 47 618

■ 75 829 7 \

36 41, 510

106 6.221>597 97.82,Total 1.703 100.00

J

I

i
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TABLE 21 fO^

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP.FOR CENSUS TRACTS OF HAMMOND

Census Tract White Collar Manual Total Pot.
W..C.

Pet.
Man.

Pot.
Tot.

3l^3. 1 ■ l.Olj. 
■ l.Oli- 

• 1.38
2.08 
•l.olj. 
,2.77

.9831 . .98
■. .75 
^1.07 

1.214-

2 263 23 .731
k3 1.0i4. 

1.17 .
33 37

-k 6 k-337
5 883 2.6391 2.77.
6 8 1^3 51 1.36

liOlt-
1.14-7

3I4- .357 1 ' .98■33
8 31^ 314-vO .981.07

3.06
vO

8 • 1059 97 2.:77 3.03 ■ 
;; .98 

1.07
3k10 . '3.8111 23 .73 .

2.42 .9511 7 30 37
I

.6912 2 v>98 .9531- 33
6 35 .91■13 29 2.08 1.01

62/ 532 59I4- 21.k3 16.78 17.16Total

/

I

&

i
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'TABLE 22

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN. CENSUS TRACTS OF HAIMOND BY TYPE 'OP WORK

Census Tract White
Collar

, Manual Total Pet.
C.T.

Pet.
C.T.

Pet. of
Total

31^ 8.82
11.54
10.81
13.95

. 91.18
' 88.4.6 

89.19 - 
86.05 
.96.70 
84.31 
97.06 

100.00' 
92.38 
■67.65
81.08
93.94
82.86

3 31 MOD.00
160.00 ■' 
100.00. 
106".00 
loo.00 

■ 100.00 
■. 100.00 

■ ioo.oo 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00

100.00•
100.00

26232 3
1

43 33 37-

4 > ' 6 4337
5- 88 ■3 •9a 3.30

43 15.696 8 51

34 ’ 2.94337 1

34 348!-■

O
•' O 105 7.628 979

34 32.352310 11

18.9230,. 3711 7
6.0812 2 31 33

6 35 17.142913

5^262 594 10.44 • 89.56 ■ 100.00Total

f
I

y

4

Y-
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TABLE 23

PERCENT OP EMPLOXEES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR CENSUS TRACTS OF GARY

Census
Tract

Manual Total Pet, of 
Total

White
Collar

Pet.
W.C.

Pot.
Man,1

IT1 T TCF .,3J .32 T3^
2 ;,*

4315 15 ' 476 i.ok
i.oli;

.263 9 .19
6 .263 9 496 5 82 243.77 ■M 2.371
5 .16 .202 7 *.0^

•35.28123 9
.69 .63 .4202 229

•.29.35 .2810 1 10
.35»-■ ■ 11 1 7 .19 .20o .14 .1^34 15 .3512 1M

1 1 1 .03
4 4 .4.0
5 5 .415

16 37 37 1.17 1.07
.22 .20..7 71I .16 .45 51
.1+7 ■■

■ .17

15 1519 t .

.22ir l20

.1'21
5 5 .122

.6320 2023i

1+ 6 .6'21 2 .13 .17
1+64 16 .3612 . 1.3i25 ‘.2326 8 8 .25 I'44 .12.1327 I

3^5 9.67 10.2628 327 10.31Total -

i\

I
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TABLE all.

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP GARY BY TYPE OP WORK

MAhu&'icensus
tract

vmite
Collar

Tora.L PctT
• C,T,

TczT
C,T>

roz^oT
Total- 1

1 1 Tio '■ 11 90.91 100.op .
2

1515 ! 100.00
66.67
66.67 
93.90 
71.4-3 
75.00

■ 90.91 
90.00 
85.71 
93.33 
100,00 
100.00 * 
100.00 

''100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 ' 
100.00 
100.00 
66.67

: 75.00
100,00 
100.QO

100.00 -
100.00
loo.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00
100.00.

, 160.00 
100;00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 • 
loO.ob .. 
100.00 
100.00, 
106.00 
160.00 
100.00. '■ 
100.00 

■ 100.00 
lOOiOO- 
100.00 
106.00. 
100.00

6 ' 93 33.33
33.33
6.10

28.97
25.00
9.09

10.00

!
65 3 9

6 5 8277
527 7

8 3 129
2 209 22

10 1 10
11 1 7

14 1512 1

1 1 1o
14 14ro
5 5

16 • 37 37 I

17 7 7
18 5 5

15 1519
20 I 1I21

5 522 /
2I 20 20

• 6 ■42 2 33.33
25.004 1625 12

26 8 8 (
4 4 J27

/355 7.8928 327 . 92.11Total 100.00

,]f
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TABLE 25

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR COMMUNITY AREAS OP CHIpl,GO

Community
Area

White
Collar

tot.
W.C.

Manual Total Pot. Pot. of
TotalMo.n.

1 ■ 1 1 .036- 41 3 ■■
I '.12 'I 11 1

2 2
1 1

19 V1 1 ;
20 1 1
22 1 1 -i

23 3 3
21). 2 2

28 17 .5k17
o 29 1 1 i32 1 1

3k j1 1
35 1). k
36 1^ k
37 2 2
38 6 6

1 3
y3 3

ki 1^ 7 l.Ol . .20lt-2 1511 •1):31.3i
i4 19 1.7341

1.0k3 7 .20 f
f

9

4
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TABLE 25—Continued

Community
Area

White
Collar

Manual Total Pet.
W.C.

Pet.
Man.

Pot', of
Total

v6 61 11 2.08 1.92
2
6 .3 ;l.o4 .26

49 8
' 851 8

52 53 60 2.427 1.67 .1.73
5 1 1
5 3 3
5 91 10
60 ■ 1 1 !
61 4 4
62 1 1■t-*

65o 1 1-F- 66 2 2
67 3 3 /
68 1 13
69 2.
71
72 1 1

I73 4
75 2/

,40 ■ ?,59 ■Total 292 332

(
•V
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TABIi: 26

PERCENT OP EMPLOlfflES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR CENSUS TRACTS' IN 
CALUMET CITY AND WHITING

Census
Tract

White
Collar

Manual , Total Pot.
W.C.

Pet.
Man.

, Pot. of
. Total

a .28 ' -2? 
.66 .

,• 10 •3,CC-1
CC-2
CC-3

1
.8821 313 1. ..90
.5i^.6 . 23 . 2.0117

Total 
Cal. City lj6534 . 64 3.43 1.2010

^ Wh-1^ 
,, Wh-2

.41 .4014 .33131
.6923 .782 27 / *79

.1Total
Whiting 41 1.04 1.1838 1.20. 3

^CC indicates Calumet ^ity census tracts, 
'’Wh indicates Whiting census tracts. \

if

rI

/

!

I

r
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■■■ ■ ■ TABLE 27

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OP CALUMET CITY AND "WRITING
BY TYPE OP WORK

'r

i

IPet. of
. Total

Total Pot.
C.T.

Pet.
• C.T.

ManualWhite CollarCensus
Traot

j
I I

sa ' lOO.OO10.00 

9.68 

■ 15.62

.'90.00

91.32

73.91

10.91CC-l
100.00

lOO.OO

. 28 31CC-2 3 I
J

6 11CC-3 i
I

Total
Calumet City Sit-.38 'ilv.2961<- 100.0010

s
H .1o so

I92.86
92.59''

b ■ 7.114-

7.I4-I

11^ 100i00■■ 131Wh-1 /

100.0025 272Wh-2

Total 
Whiting .

106.00'' 92.14.37.3238 313
/

^CC indicates Calumet City census tracts. 

'^Wh indicates Whiting census tracts.

A

[)

II

i
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employees living in tracts 5» 7.and 8 are lower than might be 

sxpected, , The concentration of white-collar employees within 

Hammond is'hi^er than that of the total distribjition* also* 

Tracts2, 3, Ij., 6, 10, 11, and 13 all demonstrate this. See '

Table 22. On the other hand, the concentration of white-collar 

employees within tracts St. 7* 8» and 12 is lower than the propor<» 

tion of white-collar workers for the total distribution,

Qary. The percentage of white-collar workers I'ivlng in 

Gary is proportionate to the percentage of total employees'living 

there. As in the.preceding chapter, only those, census tracts of 

the city wherein are found at least one per cent 'of either thh- 

total empldyees or the total class under discussion will be dis­

cussed in this section. Table 23 shows that tracts 5* 8, and 25, 

although containing less than one per cent of the total employee’s,, 

contain over one per cent of the total while-collar' workers, per­

centages greater than are commensurate with the percentages 'of 

total employees found there,
the total employees, has no white-collar workers at all. Tract

I

Tract l6, with 1,07 per cent of

6, with -2,37 per cent of the total employees shows a prpportlon-

The concentratiorisate percentage of total, white-collar workers, 

of white-collar workers within tracts 5, 8, and 25 are greater

than, and in tracts 6 and l6 are lesser than, the proportion of 

white-collar workers in the total distribution, as seen in Table

2li.

Chicago as a unit, shows a proportionately 

higher percentage of total white-collar workers than the per­

centage of total employees in Chicago would-indicate, Althou^

Chicago.
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the only community areas with more than one per cent of the total 

■ ■- employees are ^6 and 52, It can be seen from Table.25 tha-^areas, 

- and 48 contain more than one per cent of the

total white<-coirar_^mployees. In areas If.!, 4.5> il-S* and

52, these percentages are markedly higher than the percentages of 

total employees residing in-the separate areas.' In area 4.^>, the 

percentage of total white-collar employees is neither higher nor 

' lower than the percentage of total employees. Although ^:hese 

areas show a high percentage of total white-collar employees,' it 

is not possible to discuss the percentages of employees living

I

in each of the areas in the white-collar category, bxcept in the 

oases of areas 4^ and 52, These are the only areas where the 

total employees living within the area is sufficiently large that

Only in area ^a percentage based on this figure has some meaning,

52 is the percentage of employees“living in the tract in the

white -collar category higher than the percentage of the total'

- distribution in this class.

Calumet City and Whiting. The percentage of total white-.

collar workers found in Calumet City is appreciably higher than 

the percentage of total employees living there, as seen in Table

Tract 3 is the only census tract in which this is illustrated. 

In all three tracts, as in the city as a whole. Table 27 shows 

that the concentration of white-collar workers is higher than 

the proportion Of the total distribution in this class, 

for Whiting show no deviations large enou^ to be disproportion­

ate in either of the percentage distributions.

Thus the percentage distribution of white-collar workers

26.

The data
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shows thait iji East Chicago there are relatively fewer white-
. I IsI

1

collar workers, except in tracts 6, 7-i 8* 10 than would be

expected on the basis of the percentage of total eifiployees living 

there. Tract
I

9 8.0^ not show any noticeable deviation, but the

above enumerated tracts contain higher proportions in this class
■ ' -

than would be expeete'd, ’ HeOfimond contains a higher proportion of 

white-collar workers, in the city-and in all tracts except 5* 7»

- and 8 where there are lower percentages of total white-collar
I ■ ■ ■ ,..

employees. The concentratlop of employees living in Hammond in 

the white-collar group is also higher than for the” total distrib­

ution, in the city as a whole, and in all tracts but 5, 7» 8, 

and 12, The percentage distributlorafor Gary fall within the 

limits of a chance distribution. Chicago shows higher percent­

ages of white-collar workers, even in some census tracts where 

the percentage of total employees is low. The percentage of 

total white-collar employees in Calimet City, and in tract 3 of 

Calimiet City,- is.higher than might be expected, as is the con-
' , _ _ _ _ ■ *r

centratlon of white-collar employees within the 5ity. 

tlon from the percentage of total employees in Whiting is only 

slight, as is the deviation from the concentration of white-col­

lar employees in the total distribution,

A comparison of the distribution of employees by period 

of employment with the distribution of employees by type of work 

reveals that there is a tendency for white-collar workers to live 

in the same areas as long-term workers. This is true of tracts 

6 and 7 in East Chicago, Hammond as a whole, and tracts Ij. and 10, 

and community area 52 in Chicago. With the exception,of tract 5

I
5
i!

i

The deyia-
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in East Chicago, those tracts and cities in,which are found low 

percentages of whlte-pollar'workers-are the'.same as those in 

which reside low; percentages of long-tem employees. This is • 

not surprising in'View of the fact that white-collar workers are 

less likely to be laid off than i&anual workers, Sec^^dly, al­

though the industry is expanding, such expansion usually affects 

the- number of production workers to a greater extent than super­

visory, managerial, professional, or clerical workers. In a.d'^i-

V

tion, the white-collar grou^) is a salaried rather than a wage*-

For theseearning group and thus can expect a continued income, 

reasons this ■ white-collar group can afford to live in the more

desirable residential areas which coincide with the areas where 

are found high percentages of long-term employees.

Manua1'Wbrker s

The hypothesis regarding the distribution of manual 

workers holds tl^t-.thls category of engsloyees is more concentrated . 

in areas closer to. the plant-. This is lllustra-tad by the per­

centage distribution of manual workers; 75 per cent of the total

class is located In the three cities of East Chicago, Hammond,

There is no marked deviation in any of the individualand Gary.

cities between the percentage of total manual workers and the 

percentage of total employees in each, 
workers living in-LI-2,^ Whiting, and East. Gary constitute a 

greater proporuloa of the total employees in each than does the

However, the manual

^1-2 includes the cities of Black Oak, Ross, and St, 
John in Lake County, Indiana,
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manual worker category of the total distribution. In Hammond,
^ ' J . *1 P

iChicago, Calumet City, LI-l, -Chesterton, LI-3, Cedar Lake and 

Indiana and Illinois unclassified cities,', the percentage of emr 

ployees living in ^ch of the. cities classified as manual workers 

is markedly lower than the percentage of the total distribution ' 

in the manual worker category,

*■ LI-1 is separated from Hammond on the north by the Little 

Calumet River, and extends east to LI-2. The cities of Munster, 

Highland, and Qriffith are located within LI-1, which extends 

west to the state line. Ll-2 borders LI-1 and Hammond on the 

west, tracts 25, 26, and 2? of Gary to the east, and tract 6 of 

Gary to the north. The cities of Black Oak, Ross, and St. John 

are located within this tract. Black Oak is nearest to the 

plant, since it lies in the northwest portion of the tract. Most 

of the anployees who live in LI-2 are residents of Black Oak.

It separates the city of Gary to the west from East Gary and 

Ll-i). to 'the.'eastr Hobart lies directly east of tract 2l^. in 

Gary, and is the only city in LI-3 in which reslSe employees of 

the steel plant.

East Chicago. A higher proportion of employees living 

in East Chicago falls in the manual worker category than is ex­

pected on the basis of the percentage of total employees in the 

manual worker class. However, while tracts 1, 2, 3, &nd 5 

follow this pattern, the percentages of employees living in

\

ts

^LI-1 includes the cities of Griffith, Munster, "and 
Highland in Lake County, Indiana.

^LI-3 Hobart, in Lake County, Indiana.



112 •

tracts 6V 7, 8, and 10 in this category are lower than that of

the total distribution.
Hammond. Within'the city there is a'less dense concentra­

tion of manual workers than is present in the total distribution. 

This is shown in tracts 2, 3» but the per­

centages of employees living in tracts 7* 8, and i2j!hioh are

in. the manual worker group are higher than might be expected.

Although the percentage of employees livlhg inGary.

Gary which falls in the manual worker class lies within the lim­

its of a normal distribution, the percentages of employees .living 

in tracts b and 16 found in this class are considerably higher 

than the percentage of manual workers in the total distribution.

Both the percentage of employees living in 

Chicago classified as manual workers, and the percentages of . 

employees living in community area and 5.2 in that class, 

lower than the percentage of employees in the total distribution

Chicago.

are

in the manual worker category.
Calumet City and Whiting. The percentage of employees 

living in Calumet City classed as manual workers is considerably 

lower, than the percentage, of manual workers in the whole distrib­

ution. Only the data for tract 3 within the city show the same 

On the other hand, the concentration of manual work-deviation.

is somewhat greater than that for the total distribution, 

for the entire city, and for the two census tracts separately.
era

Thus, in general, the percentage distribution of manual
J-

workers differs only slightly from the percentage distribution

This.deviation is markedly less than theof total employees.
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deviation of the' percentage distribution of the^ white-collar 

Hanmond is^the only city for which the deviation'is ' ^ 

Furthermore, in,none of the subdivisions of the cities

5
a

group.

' . ' ’la,?ge.

is any deviation of the percentage of total manual workers from
9

i
Ithe percentage of total employees.in the same area great enough 

to be mentionedo Within certain'cities the ratio of .^nual 

workers to all employees living in the city isgreater than the
r ■

ratio of manual workers, to total employees, as in East Chicago 

as a unit, and East Chicago tracts 1, 2, 3> 4* Hammond, ,

tracts 5, 7, 8, and 12, Gary tracts 6 and l6, LI-2, Whiting as a

unit and both census tracts separately. Crown Poin^ and East

In "tracts b, 7, 8, and 10 of East Chicago, Hammond, as aGary.

whole-, and tracts 2, 3. 10» 11» and 13. Chicago as a whole.

and community area 52, Calvunet City as a whole and census tract 's 

3, LI-1, Chesterton, LI-3, Cedar .Lake, and the Indiana and 

Illinois iinclassified cities, the ratio of manual workers to all

employees living in the area is lower than the ratio of total

From what ismanual workers to total employees in the sample, 

known about the distance of these areas from East Chicago, it

already- begins to be evident that the further the distance of a 

city from the plant the lower the ratio of manual workers to -to­

tal employees living in'a particular city.
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Ij■ CHAPTER V
I
I' THE spatial location OP EMPLO'IiEES BY TYPE OP WORK 

AND. BY-DISTANCE-PROM PLANT I
I
1In order to analyze the distribution of employees In the 

two types of work categories by distance from the plant, the .same 

system of concentric circle's as was 'employed in Chapter III is 

used. ■ ,

I
*

White-Collar Employees

The hypothesis concerning white-collar employees is that 

this class of workers is more,widely dispersed than manual work-

However, as in the zonal dtstribution of total employees,em­

ployees in the four time classes (described in Chapter III), and
. ers.

manual workers, J:he greatest concentration-of white-collar work- 

in the zone within a mile distance-£>,f the plant. The.ers appears

percentage of 'white-collar workers in this zone (18.4-0 per cent)

is only slightly higher than the percentages of this class in the 

1 to 2 mile zone (lfa.32 per cent) and the 5 to 6 mile zone (15.82 

See Table 28. In fact, these three zones are shown asper cent).

having percentages of total white-collar workers within the same

The■percentages of man-15 to 20 per cent, on Map.10.range,

ual workers in these three zones are;32.93 per cent within the

cent in the 1 to 2 mile zone, and fa.08

It is apparerit that the per-
flrst mile, 15.10 per 

per cent in the 5 to 6 mile zone.

114-
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■ centage of total manual workers is almost twice that of the 

white-collar workers in the first zone, while the percent^e of 

white-collar workers in the 5 to 6 inile zone 'is more than twice 

that of the manual workers. ' In addition. It. should be noted 

that the percentage of white-collar workers in the first zone is 

far lower than, and in. the 5 to, 6 mile- zone considerably higher

than, the corresponding percentages of manual workers and total 

' This can be interpreted as an indication that white-_ employees,
collar workers are not found in as great concentrations as manual

It ,6an also meanworkers or as total employees near the plant, 

that a fair concentration of white-collar workers is located

further from ttie plant than any similar concentration of manual 

worker's or total.employees.

The zone.jJlthin which the concentration of white-collar 

workers is greatest is that which -lies between 9 and 10 miles 

from the plant, in which this group comprises 20.69 per cant of 

Only 8.32 per cent of the total employees fall 

. in the white-collar class.' See Table 29. ^'oweyer. Table 28 

shows that -only ,84. per cent of the total employees reside in 

this zone. Other zones within which the concentration of white- 

collar workers is higher than the proportion of white-collar em­

ployees in the sample are those 5.'-to 6 miles from the plant 

(18.91 per cent), 20 to 25 miles from the plant (I7.24. per cent), 

and 8 to 9 miles from the plant (15.6? per cent).

The next highest proportion 6f white-collar employees is

; the employees.

distributed over six zones, 7*29 per cent of the white-collar

the 8 to 9 mile zone, and the 10 to l5 mile zone, 6.60class in
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per cent. In the 4. to 5 mile zone, fa.25 per cent in the 2^o 3
I
I

mile zone,, aiid the 3,.to .4. mile zone, and 5:56 per cent in the. 7 

In the '8 to <9 mile zone' are found 3.56 ppr cent =
to 8 mile zone,

of the total manual workers,' and 3.87 per cent of the total em- 

In the 10 to''l5 mile zone are 4-«82 per cent of the to-ployees.

tal manual workers, and 5.03 per cent of the total'employees.

The 4. to 5 mile zone Includes 9.O8 per cent of the totaj. manual
The percent-workers, and 8.87 per cent of the total employees.

of white-collar workers in this''zone is lower than would beage

expected.

zone is 5^39 per cent; that of the total employees is 5.4-6 per

The percentage of manual workers in the 2 to 3 mile

Thus the percentage of white-collar workers here is higher 

The percentages of the white-collar and manual
cent.

than expected. ta

' workers in the 3 to 4- mile zone are proportionate to the percent-

However, in the '7 to 8 mile .zone.age of total employees therein, 
the percentages of manual workers and total employees are higher

that of the white-collar group (8.45 per- cent of the manual 

workers; .8.21 per cent of the total employees).

Those zones within which white-collar workers constitute 

between 10 and l5 per cent of the employees who reside therein 

are at a distance of from 10 to 15 miles away from the plant 

(12,07 per cent) and beyond 25 miles away (11,11 per cent),

wherein are found from 1 to 5 per cent of the

than

The zones
white-collar workers are fa to 7 miles, 9 'I'® 10 miles, 20 to 25

The percentages of white-collar em-miles, and beyond 25 miles,

in the first-mentioned is lower than would be expected onployees

the basis.of the percentage of total employees in that zone. Ths
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TABLE 28

PERCENT OP EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP BY DISTANCE PROM' PLANT

Distance White
Collar

Manual; Total Pet.
W.C.

WET
Man.

Pet. of ■
Total

'i.

53 1,0451 ml.
1-2 ml. 
■2-3 ml.
3- 4 ml. ■

4- 5 ml.-,
5- 6 ml.

^ 6-7 ml.
ij 7-8 ml.

8- 9 ml.
9- 10 ml.
10- 15 ml. 
l5-2a ml. 
20-25 mi.
25 mi. or 
more

1,098 18.40

16.32

6.25
6.25
6.60
15.62

32.93
15.10

■31.72 
15.20 . 
5.46 
6.15'

47 479 •r 526
18 189171 5.39
18 195 213 6.15

, 28819 307 . 9.08 
, 6.08 .

8.87
45 238193 ^.88 I

2.43 ' 
8,21

5 84 1.7479 2.49 j

16 268 284 5.56 8.45
13421 113 3.567.29

2.08
3.87

6 23 29 .84^ .72 
4.82 
1.95
1.51
1.76

17421 153 7.29 5.03
62 , 642 .69 1.85
48 58 3.4710 1.68
56 / 63 2.437 1.82

3.461288Total 3.173 100.00 100.00 100.00r j;

-!

t
V
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. - ■ TABIE 29

PERCENT OP WORK GROUP ’ IN EACH.ZONE BY PERCENTAGE OP ZONE BY DISTANCE PROM RIANT

Distance 
in miles

White
Collar

Manual Total 
■in Zone

Pot,of 
'Zone

Pet,of 
Zone

Pet:, of 
Total

53 1,01^5
479

4.831,098 
, 526 
.■ 189

95.17
91.06

90.48 
91.55 •

93.81 
81.09
94.05 
94.37 
84.33 
79.31 ■ 
87.93 
96.87 
82.76 
88.89

, 100.00 
100.00 
ioo.oo 
100,00 
lOO.OO ■ 
ioo.oo 
lOO-.OO 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00' 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00. 
IOO.OO

1
47 8.941-2 . J

18 9.522-3 171
8.453-4 18 195 213

4-5 6.19288 30719
5-6 45 238 18.91193

846-7 5.955 79
16 268 5.63

15.67
20.69
12.07

281+[zi 7-8
a> 1348-9 21 113

6 23 299-10 . 
10-15 
15-20 
26-25

■ over 25

/
17415321

62 64 3.13
17.24
11.11

2

48 ■ 5810
56 637

/

8.32 . 91.683,481288 100.00■ Total 3,173
I

II
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percenta'ge.s of white-collar employees In the remaining zones are 

' , all higher thM are proportionate to- the percentage of total em­

ployees in each-. These percentages are also greater than the 

percentages of manual workers In the areas between 9 10, 20

to 2^,, and beyond 25, miles away fr.om the plant. The percentages 

of white-collar workers lif-zones 6 to 7 l5 to 20 miles away 

fpoji the plant are lower than is proportionate to the correspond- 

' Ing percentages of total employees and manual workers.

The concentration of white-collar workers is noticeably- 

low within the zones at the following distances from the plant:

15 to 20 miles (3,13 per cent), within 1 mile {4»33 per cent),

7 to 8 miles (5.83 per cent), 6 to 7 miles (5.95 per cent), and 

4 to 5 miles (6.19 per cent). Thus it would appear from Map 10 

that the highest'percentages of white-collar workers reside with­

in 2 miles Of the plant, and between 5 and b miles way from it.

On the other hand. Map 12 shows that in the zone immediately ad-

jacerit.to the plant, the percentage of manual workers is far

However, in tefms of the devia-greater than in any other zone, 

tions of the percentages, of white-collar workers in each zone

from the percentages of total employees in each zone beyond the 

value of twice the standard error of the sample proportion, it 

would seem that the tendency of white-collar workers to be fairly 

widely dispersed is borne out by the data.
J

Manual Workers

'The hypothesis to be .investigated in this section is that 

manual workers are less widely dispersed than white-collar work-
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era. The percentage distribution of manual workers in'the zonal

system is so closely’ related to the percentages^of total employ- 
■ ' 

ees in.each|Zone, that not one of the former shows any apprecl-

able deviation from the latter in any zone. See Table 28. This 

closfe a relationship between the two distributions ''as. opposed to 

the more varying one of the distribution of-white-collar workers 

with that of total employees, especially in the areas close to 

the plant, can be interpreted ae an indication that manual work­

ers tend to live closer.to their place of employmsht- than white- 

collar workers. '

The highest concentration of manual workers, 32.93 per 

cent, is found in the 1 mile zone. The area from 1 to 2 miles 

contains the next, highest concentration of employees in this ■ 

.category, 15.01 per cent. Zones 2 to 3, 3 to 4, ^ to 5, 5 to 6, 

and 7 to 8 miles away from the plant contain between 5 and 10 

per cent of the manual workers,

Zones b to 7» 8 to 9, 10 to l5» 15 to20 to 25, and . 

beyond. 25 miles, each contain 1 to 5 per cent of the manual 

worker group. Of—these,’ the percentage of manual workers in

6 to 7 miles and l5 to 20 miles from the plant are higher 

than the percentages of white-collar workers.

To compare the distribution of white-collar and manual 

workers, 3lt.,72 per cent of the former live within 2 miles of the 

plant, while 48.03 per cent of the latter group are to be found 

in the same area. The proportion of white-collar workers in the 

first zone is lower than that of the manual workers, or of the 

total employees. More than l5 per cent of- the white-collar

zone
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group is.found in.each of three zones, while that large a con- 

^ c.entration of manua,! workers is found In onl^ two zones, 'li’urther- 

- mor,e, the percentages 'of white-collar workers in the zones far- 

ther away than 8 to 9 miles from the . plant are all highen than 

the percentages of the total employees in these areas, except for 

the .69 per cent of the whjte-collar group in the. 10x^o l5 mile 
zone. ■

Thus it would appe.ar that the hypothesis which states 

that white-collar workers will be more dispersed over the area 

than manual workers is confirmed. Higher percentages:of white- 

collar workers live at the edges of the spatial distribution as 

shown on the maps. The concentration of this group in areas ad­

jacent to the plant is smaller than might be expected, and much

■ '7. ■

lower than tjh&t of the manual workers.

The manual vjorkers tend to concentrate in areas fairly 

close to the plant. With 32.93 per cent of this group living • 
within.a mile of the plant it would seem probable that one of the 

reasons for this is the advantage of being able to walk to work. 

Another reason might be that rents are cheaper near the plant.

A new employee on the manual level enter the occupational hier­

archy of the plant as a geheral laborer. Thus his salary is low, 

■and he may not know whether he will remain in the employ of the

company. There are a number of rooming houses and cheap hotels 

within the 1 mile zone. There is also a fairly large Mexican 

settlement in this district which naturally attracts the Mexican 

workers coming into the area for the first time,-
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2Stonmary . '
: ;In this chapter ah. attempt has been made to trace^h0

Thelocational influence of place' of worlr on place of residence, 

distribution of employees in two oocjapatlonal groups,\j»hlte-collar 

and manual workers.was analyzed to determine the' areas in which

eacli of these classes lives. It is apparent that the employees 

of a plant make their places of residence according to some spa­

tial pattern In relationship to the plant. In this chapter, by 

dividing the total distribution into the two occupational groups, 

it was possible to trace and compare the spatial distributions of 

. each, .and to confirm the hypothesis that white-collar workers 

tend to be more dispersed as. a group than manual workers, 

relative concentrations of the two groups were compared with the 

conclusions that manual workers were found in large concentra-

while white-collar workers were found

The

tions in only two zones, 
in large concentrations in three zones, the thlr^up to ^ miles

In certain of the zones farther away from thefrom the plant.

plant a higher concentration of, white-collar workerb than of man­

ual workers was observed, althou^ only 8.35 per cent of the total

employees belong in the white-collar category.

The concentration of manual workers in the zone adjacent 

to the plant was almost twice that of the vfliite-oollar group, 

while in the 5 “to 6 mile zone, the concentration of the white- 

collar group was moi»^ than twice that of the m^iiai workers.

The relative distributions of white-collar and manual 

workers within each zone indicate that the concentration'of man-

J
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. ual wcofkers in areas further away from the-plant is lowSr than,

' 'the percentage of mahual workers in the -total distribution. '

Cbnyersely, the concentration of white-collar workers in'these 

more remote zones is greater than mi^t be expected compared to 

the percentage of white-collar workers in the total'-41stribution. 

There, appears to be a close association between the per- 

ceiitage of total manual workers and the percentage of total em­

ployees in each area, while the percentage distribution of total 

white-collar workers is not so closely related to that of the

Given these relationships, it would appear thattotal employees.
place of residence of employees in the white-collar group is less

influenced by place of work, while place of residence of members 

of the manual worker group is more influenced by the location of '®’ >

•the firm.

- f
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS
-5"

As large-scale industrial plants have grown, it has be­

come necessary to recruit workers from more distant areas, es­

pecially in the case of heavy Industry situated in an industrial 
suburb within an industrial area. Part of the necessary labor 
force can be supplied by the population of the city in which the
plant IS" located. But in the case of a group of large plants 

within the same city, competing for workers, it becomes necessary 

to hire workers who live in nearby, or not-so-nearby areas.

,y

The

plant dlsc^issed in this thesis, with a labor force of approximate­

ly lfa,500 employees, is only one of the many steel mills in the 

Caliunet Area, Even were this not so, the families of these- 

16,500 workers and the service workers necessary^ to provide for 

their needs, would alone constitute a fair-size city; from many

sections ther^eof employees would still have to travel consider­

able distances from place of residence to place of work,

fhe spa^al relationship between place of work and place 

of residence has provided subject matter for many investigations. 

In general terms, the studies deal with the locations of work and

residential areas, and the relationship between the two types of 
areas within a given city. Travel-time from home to worlc has ' 

been treated, with an assessment of the strains- oh the employee of

128
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the several modes of transportation.

!

The problems of commuting 
- and Its influence on the life of the, - suburban dweller has-been

5

studied by other investigators. The vast'.accumulation of re- . 

search in the general field of suburbanization touches on one 

part of the problem, the"Ihcation of a particular group of 
ployees with respect, to the'-central city in which th^- work. 

Several intensive investigations of indivldua'l firms have shown 

' that the area within which the employees live is limited to 

slightly more than 20 miles at the Austin-Longbrldge Plant in . 

England, and the investigation of the Leuna Works in central 

Germany, I929, where 20 per cent of the labor for-c^ travelled 
one hour or more each day,^

I

i em-

Both of these studies were done in 

Europe and are not directly comparable to" an American situation.

where the private automobile is commonly used as the means of•

- transportation to work.

The bibliographical research of this writer unearthed no 

study which, attempted to define or describe the locational in­

fluence of period of employment or type of occx^ation within a

specific plant on place of residence of its employees, 

factors are relevant and necessary to an understanding of the 

distribution of employees of a given, plant.

These

The present study is 
concerned with these two problems. It deals with the spatial

distribution of the employees of a steel plant in East Chicago, 

Indiana.

The hypotheses developed as a framework for this study 
are: (1) the longer an individual has been employed by a firm.

^Llepmaim, op; clt., pp, ll(.7 and II7,
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the. more likely he i.s to live close to his :plaoe of work^, Sub- 

:■ sidiary hypotheses concerning the residential distribution-of 

employees of the steSl plant who had bebn subject to whatever 

locational influence mi^t be exerted by virtue of their employ­

ment at the plant over different periods of time were set up in

i
aa
3

I
i

i
fi
Iorder to investigate the first hypothesls,(2)Workers of higher 

Socio-economic status will tend to be dispersed over a wider 

area than workers of lower socio-economic status* In the case

of the second hypothesis., employees-'were grouped into two classes, 

white-collar and manual workers, as an indication of socio-eoo-

^ nomlc status. ■

Period of employment was analyzed in terms of four time

classes, recent-hire, five-year, long-term, and multiple-hire ^ 

The purpose of this separation was to discover. . employees.

’ whether the distributions of the residences of employees in each

class showed noticeable deviations from the distribution present 
in the total sample.^ Percentage distributions of employees in 

each time class were computed in two ways: (1) the ratio of em­

ployees in a particular hire group living in a given area, to the. 

total employees in"that time class, and (2) the percentage of em­

ployees living in a given area which falls in each time class.

The first hypothesis was investigated within the frame­

work of the above mentioned time periods. Separate hypotheses 

derived?in order to describe the spatial relationship ofwere

^The standard error of the sample proportion was used 
for this purpose. See footnote n. ,1, chap. 11, p. 30, for a 
discussion of the method employed, "

/f
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each group to the whole distribution. As well as showing the 

- dls-trlbution .of eaoKt ime class of employees by cities and 

census tracts, a concentric zonal system w.as employed to show 

the exact spatial distribution of each.

The largest part of the labor force of the East Chicago 

steel plant is located'in the cities'of East Chicago, Hammdnd, 

Gary,,, and Chicago, Comparing the percentage of total employees 

'in each of these cities with the percentages of each of the four 

hire categories, it becomes apparent that the cities of Hammond 

and Gary show a disproportionately large n\amber of-recent-hire 

and flve-ye^ employees, while in East Chicago and Chicago the 

contrary situation exists. The percentage of long-term employees
I . .

who live in Chicago is far greater andin Gary far smaller, than 

would be the case were there no selective factors present. Like­

wise the percentage of multiple-hire employees residing in East 

Chicago is so much higher than the proportion of total employees

!

/

-.5

in that city and consistently lower in all other areas that it

The-^areas in whichis beyond the limits of a chance occurrance, 

recent-hire■employees are concentrated in greater numbers than

might be expected-are located further away from the plant, and, 

in the main, are chiefly residential areas or mixed residential 

and industrial areas where the two are well separated,, 

be noted that in none, of these areas is there-a large proportion 

or concentration of multiple-hire employees, 

these areas with high proportions of recent-hire employees, none 

show a comparably high proportion of long-term employees, Ra-theri’ 

the areas in which reside greater proportions ofttehrigdBrm group

It is to

In addition, of

\
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usually are those with few recent-hire employees. Close to the

plant , namely within East Chicago, the areas in. which-reside

I
1
I
s
1
I
i

large numbers of long-term emplpyees are also those wherein are 

. fpiuid disproportionately large numbers of multiple-hire employees.

The areas in whichThis does not hold true of any other area, 

are located greater percentages of five-year employees .ar.e7 ihore 

often the same as those with significantly greater recent-hire

employees than areas where long-term employees reside.

It was seen that the highest percentage of employees in.

each time class was found in East Chicago, and located within 1

However, the percentages of employees in eachmile of the plant, 
group ranged from 25.00 per cent of the total recent-hire employ- 

27 .1).8 per cent of the total five-year employees, 31.87ees.

cent of the total long-term employees, to 38.03 per cent of the

total multiple-hire employees, and 31.72 per cent of all employ-

It was also found that theees to-'be found within this zone.
in which werbv located from 10 to l5 per cent of the totalzone s

employees in each.class were: ^

Recent-Hire: 1 to 2, 5 to 6, 7 to 8 miles from plant 
Five-Year: 1 to 2, 3 to 4-, 7 to 8 miles from plant 
Long-Term: 1 to 2 miles from plant.
Multiple-Hire: 1 to 2 miles from plant

The two highest concentrations of employees living within

classed in each of the time periods were:

Recent-Hire: over 25, 7 to 8 miles from plant 
Five-Year: 3 to 20 to 25 miles from plant,
Long-Term: 10 to l5, 9 to 10 miles from plant ■ 
Multiple-Hire: 6 to-7, 1 to 2 miles from plant'

Thus it appears that multiplerhire employees^ tend to li-ve

- closest to the plant, long-term employees at a slightly greater

a zone

'.r-
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i,distance, five-year employees still further away, and recent-

Prom this .
!

hire employees dispersef■ oyer the greatest dl3ta:nce.

. one' can conclude that period of employment-at the plapt influ­

ences place, of residence; the longer an employee works there, 

the closer he tends to live to the plant.

The second:hypothesis, that the residences of white- 

colia'r workers tend to be dispersed over a wider area than those 

of manual workers, was Investigated by dividing the entire sampl®

s

■ I,

It was seeninto white-collar and manual workers categories, 

that the highest percentages of both total white-collar and to­

tal manual workers lived in East Chicago, and within 1 mile ofI

However, compared to the percentage of total employ- 

the percentage of total white-collar workers
the plant.

ees in East Chicago,
was lower, while the percentage of total manual workers was not

Throughout both the cities and zonal dis-materlally different, 
trlbutlons, the percentage of total manual workers in each area 

closely associated with the percentage of total employeeswas

. for that area.
Unless other intervening factors influence’the residen­

tial location of white-collar workers, it would be logical to

that the distribution of workers in this group would haveassisne

the same close association with the distribution of total employ- 

holds for the distribution of manual workers. This re- 

latibnship did not hold true for the zonal or city distributions 

of the percentage df white-collar employees.

'■ The proportion of white-collar workers in East Chicago 

and the area designated as LI-2 was considerably less .than could

ees as

✓
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be explained by chance factors. The proportions: of this group.

■'foiind In Hammond* tJhicago.i Calumet City; the-.areas designated as 

Ll-i and..LI'-3> a-nd Chesterton were far greater-than could be ex- 

- pected. These latter areas are situated at considerable distances 

from the plant. Furthermore, it should be- noted that apj^ximate- 

ly one-third of the managerial and officials group-was found to 

reside in Chicago.

As of 194-0, -East Chicago, as a whole, showed the lowest .- 

rate of owner-occupied dwelling units, the highest rate of dwell­

ing.units needing major repairs, the lowest average value of the 

oVner-occupied dwellihg units, and the jlowest average contract 

monthly rent for tenant-occupied units of any of the five, cities

and the two Chicago commiinity areas for-whlch these data were 

examined. The median nimber of school years completed by the

population twentyrflve years old or over was also lowest for

Despite these factors, certain areas within EastEast Chicago.'

Chicago contained high proportions of white-collar workers.

These areas sire mainly the residential areas of the city, none 

of which are located adjaoeiit-to the plant or nearby.

In general, the areas-in which reside high percentages of 

white-collar workers are further removed from the plant and are 

areas in which housing is newer, rents and values of dwelling 

units are higher, and fewer of the units are. in need of major 

repairs. These are scattered over a wider distance. Further­

more, the population within these areas shows a greater median 

niomber of school years completed among those twenty-five years 

old or more, a lower percentage of Negroes, and a greater pro-
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portion of employed persons in the professlonaliocoupatlons.-- 

The conoehtratlon, of white-collar employees within any 

given area .reflects the concentration of manual workers within 

. that area, inasmuch-as only these two employment categories were 

distinguished in this study.

The zones in which are found between 10 .and l5 per cent 

of the total white-collar workers are 1 to 2 and 5 to 6 miles 

from the plant. The percentage of total manual workers in the — ,

first-mentioned zone is approximately the same, but the percent- 

• age of manual workers in the second-mentioned zone falls to 6.08 

per cent.
<r-

In general, the concentration of white-collar workers is 

greatest in the zones $ to 6 miles away fivjm the plant, and be-- 

tween 6 and 10 miles away.

Hammond, where the percentage of employees living in the 

city classed in the white-collar group is greater than,the per­

centage of total white-collar.employees, and Chicago and Calumet 

City where the same situation holds, are located in these two

■o

zones.

The concentration of manual workers in the zones closer 

than 8 miles from the plant are approximately the same as, or 

greater than, the proportion of manual workers in the total 

distribution. However,^'at distances of 8 or aiore miles, the 

percentage of employees livi:^ in each zone; classed as manual 

workers drops to'below the percentage of manual workers in the 

total distribution.

Thus it can be seen that type of work within.the plant.
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as well as period of employment. Influences the location of 

employees'^ residences., The greatest concentration of employees 

in each occupational and" time 'category is found within East 

Chicago, and.within, one.mile's. distance of the-plant. However,

■ the degree of concentration within this area varies, higher for 

long-term, multiple-hire, and m^anuai workers; lower for recent- 

hire, five-year, :and white-collar worker's. As the-distance from 

the plant Increases, the differences in concentration of employ­

ees in each group becomes more apparent.

Although these conclusions were reached in the present, 

study, other plant in different Industries and different areas 

skould be investiga.ted before any broader generalizations can be' 

made. The most that can be said at this point is that in the 

particular steel plant discussed, located in a general industrial " ■«»

area adjacent to a large central city, the relationships were 

found to exist which were described in this study.
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TABLE 30

V

PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT 
EAST CHICAGO

Census
Tract

Total
, Employees

Hecent.
Hire

5-yr.
Empl,

Long-
Term
Empl.

Mult.
Hire . 

(Total)

Twice
Hire

Three
Hire

Pour,
Hire

Five 
■ Hire

% 152 2k 14 5 *' 
10 .

k.1 13 11
662' 58 38 49172 10 4 3' .

361 26 84 1413 85 38110 ■■ 8 ■10
•4 ■13489 94313 817 73 29 . 3

12 '2265 49 88 58 1677 7■7
6 6 26198 9670 5 .71 13 7

6„89 587 197 30 . 187 71 . 7.
61o 8 6 16 15 •419 20 ■■ 1

. 82 5 25 35 4,179 . 19 11 1
1 . •

41 810 2 12 19 9 10

400 496 5o95 472 154 36 •Total— 1,703 712

/

f
-4' • I1;

f.
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TABLE 31

LABOR FORCE OP STEEL^LANT -BY PERIOB OP EMPLOYICTT 

HAMMOND; IND.J
• Census 

Tract
5.-yr
Einpl

Total
Employees

\Recent
Hire

Long- 
. Tern 

Empl.,

Total Multiple Hire
5•2 3 ^

times
. or more 

times. times times

3k.-: \ ■. 5,1 13 9 7 5 2

262 ■ 6 r, 2 9 9 7 1 1 « 1
3 37 183 1 .12 11 1s

i

k3 IS 147 7 8 6
H 5 4 5391 25;9 18 5 . 1 .

(■ 6 5i 17 i47 13 11 2 1
- Cf

3k•7 2 7 13 12 ,8

8 3k 4 I810 12 9 2 1
■ IloS9 5 27 29 6:s ■k31 3

3410 152 611 4 2

11 37 8 7/ 9 13 10 2 1 • o
' /12 433 . 8 8'9 12 1 2 1

35 613 6 10 ■13 9 1 2

594 195 14759Total 193 35-139 12 7 -I ■
>

ir



4 11. LABOR FORGE OP STEEL^LANT -BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYllENT ■ 

HAMMOND, IND.
S 11

:1
f
fI J isS 11it

Multiple Hire■ Census 
Tract

5-yr
Empl

Total
Employees

Recent
Hire

Long-
Term
Empli;

To|:al • *I . 5 or more ^ 
times'^

'2 , a ■ k ■
times *I . times times aI ..

.5 a-34 5i 13 21 9 7I ifII 6 if262 • 2 9 ■'9 7 1 1S 11,*
1.i r. 4i 183 37 3 11 1 9g if'if 344 43 15 8 6 a7 7i 4^ IIi f5’M 4 53 .'25; 185 II;

■ss
91 9 1- 1*I is6 14 -51 17 13 11 27 1 li!i • •

I mM434 .8122 • 137 7 *i SiI 34 4 ii8 ■10 8 12 2, 9 1if ' *
11if44- 6 . -4105 5 27 29 31I 9 3 ' i
II1
S!I 6 434 15 112 210 i
SI8 . 237 9 13 1011 7 1 :|ims 4 8 8a 12 2 1 ‘12 33 9 1 ai il6 635 1 .213 10 ■ 13 9 1S lia aa li347594 59 195 193 35139 12 7Totalaiiisail / i» I ■

S Is •■ ■ >
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TABLE 32

LABOR FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT 
GARY; HID.

t

Census i 
, Tract 

No.

Total
Employees

Recent

Empl.

5-year
:^pi. .

Long-
• Term 

Empl,

Total Multiple Hire
'ii times
Hired

3 times
Hired

N- times
Hired

. 5 or mpre
■times Hired

1 11 N-- 2 5 ? 1
15 ' k 62 ■ 3 1

2'w . i9 . 2 2 I
5 k.\9 1 3 1••
6 82 6 21 23 32 - 419 9
7 7 3 . 3 i 1
8 \ 5 k12 1 2 3. 1

22 5 k9 2 11 9 2
610 10 2 . 2 1 1

Mr ■ 11 2 ■ 27 . 21 2
15'12 8 3 'ro 1 3 1 1 t 1
1 1 ■

l4 ■81 3 2
15 5 1.1 I 2 . ■1

8l6 837 17 2 2)
% ■1 2I 7 1 f

5 I1 3 2 ■ 2

515 519 1 1 1 ■ 1 1 .
20 5 27

621 2'2 1 1 • ■) 1
22 5 2 2 ■ 1 1♦

■ •

6 , 6 6I ,20 2 ’11
6 It1 1

/l6 51 1
26 8 3 1 1
27 1 1) 2 1 ^ 1

355 35 87Total 25 ,122 111 . 77 .27
‘ /

f.
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TABIiE 33 '

LABOR PORC^! OP STEEL PLAMT BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT 
CHICAGO, IllL.

\ •f.

;

Concxi.. 
' Area 

No.

5-year
Bnpi;

Total
Employ-

eea

Recent
Hire
Enipl.

Long-
Term
Empl.

Total Multiple Hire
2 times
hired

3 times
hired

% times
hired

3 or more tiaes 
'hired '

1 1 1
& 2

. 7 1 1 f
8 ' 12 1 1

15 I 1
19 i1 1 d.
20 1 1 1 «
22 1 • ■ 1 1,.

T 3 2• 1 «
2 . 2 1 1 1ST 28 k 5■ 17 1 , 7; 3 2
29 1 1

■V ■32 1 1 1

II' 1 1 1 1:'Jt
14- 2 1 1 1

3.6 4 1 3 '*/i? ■ 2 1 1 ; 1
6 1 2 2 2 1. ■.1

■k' I39. 1 21 . 2
4-0 3, 21v

•l

64-1 7 .■ 1 1I

.ki5 .5 k4-2 2 1 2 1
61 3 / .9 7 14-3 ■ I7 1

26■ .14-6 67 “■ 4- 14 423 21 1
' 47 2 1 1

4 <48., 2 2 1
44-9 . 1. ■ 2 -,'41

if .

i ■ '.



. , . TABLE 33 ; ‘

LABOR FORCE OP STEEL PLANT BY PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT 
CHICAGO, lilE.

Comm,
Area
No.

Total
Employ-
eea

5-year Long-
Einpl. Term

- Pinp l .

Recent
Hire
Empl.

Total &
Multiple Hire'<i times

hired
3 times
hired '

Ip or more tires
 hired ;

TjTtlmes
hired1 1 1 * : •6 2 ■.2-, ' ■

7 11 1'
8 2 J' i 1 115 1 o1

19 1 1 1 :20 1 1 122 *1 . - • ' ■■ «
1 ■ 1,.23 i 3 1 2 «

i2 2M 1 12
/

■ 17 k 571 3 229 1 1 o

32 1 1 13k ■ 1 . -1 1«,35 k 2 ■ 1 1 1 V

36 k , 1 3
• 37 2 . • .1 1 : 138 6 t2 2 2 1 .1-k' I 1 2 • '

' ^3, 2 ■1k^) 7 6 1 1
, ;.4k^ 15 5 1 2i 119 3 9 67 1

- it- o

47 *1
1^6 67 26“• k 14 23 21 4 1 ■' 47 2 1 1
48 . 42 i 2 1 (
49 4 1 1 - 2;:, •

t

'K

i
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TABIE 33—Continued^

w Omni* Total
Employ'
ees

Recent
Hire

Empl.

3-year
Empl,. ■

Long-
Term
Empl,

Total IMultiple Hire
• Area 
No.

2 times
hired

3 times
hired

4 times
hired

5 or more'times
hired '

XT.: .I

, 51 8 61 7 1
52 - 6q 4 2611 , 519 13 1

M 1 1 1u i

3 • ' ■ 1 1 1 1 jj "

55 410 2 3 1
6o 1 1• '
6l k 1. 2 1 «
62 1 1 1'.4 • 65. 1 1
66 2-•V, 1 1

^5 4 2 1 1. •.
8 3 23 r1 "s69 5 5- ■ i '; 1 9 '5

71 1" 2i' 1 1
72 1 1 »I73 21 1
75 1 1 l«

P ■

18 L06 76Total 332 137 k ■ k71 22.•I

I

;

/4
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\

I
!
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TABIB 34.

-LABOR- FORCE OP STEEL PIANT BY -PERIOD OP EMPLOYMENT

/-
V

i

I
Census
Tract
No.

Total
Employ-
eea

Recent
Hire
Empl,

5-year
Empl,,

Long- Total
Term
Empl,

Multiple Rlre-'
2 times
Hired

3 times
hired

4 times
hired

5 dr more, times
hired

•!
LI-2a , 71 5 17 5 2 1i

6cc-i
■CC-2

cc-3

10 1 ll.
531 : 9 1

623 5 1 • - 1. - ': \ !, .
Totsl- 6^ 23 20 15 11 2 2 >

b 63 6 15 21 -LI-l 21 n15
■

3 2 1--iS»

vn 14. 2 ^6, Wh-l 
Wh-2

a1 1 1ijk27 63 9 - 11 1 ■
V i

hTotal 11 7 1219 1 2
/■

9 ' 15Lansing 37 3 10 9 1

6Crown Pt 30 3 10 11 9 1 1

Chester­
ton

27 8 ,'61 9 9 2

a
LI-2 indicates census 4ract 2 of Lake Coxmty, Indiana: Black Oak, St..John,

^LI-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana: Griffith.Muniter,Highland,
■

I

i

I

^ ,i / i

±
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TABLE Continued
r V

- /
Census
Tract 
Now '

Total.
.Employ-
ees

Recent
•Hire
Empl.

5-year
Empl.;

Lore
Team
Emp.

Total Multiple Hire
2 times
hired

3 times
hired.

Ij. times
'hired.

5 or more times
..hired-

LJ-3‘= 21^ 6 :1 7 10 3f 3 '• ♦

I8Cedar
Lake

13 1 1 ' 3

1.4 5■ 3East
Gary

12 3 1 1
i

Ind.^
Elsfewh 7k- 6. 24. 24 5■20 19

!■

‘iO' Ill.
KLsewh, 4 410, 5■ 21 2, ■ -

Grand 
„ Total

-rt

1,2743,46i 244 i,oo4 266673 78 57 .939
: '1

V-
f

°LI-3 Indicates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana; Hobart. 

Includes one employee listing addness hs Rlpon, Wisconsin.
V :

' , d

r

/
c

r
\ - 1

/■ri. > ■ .

,• 1
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' TABI^ 35 ' :

. /■, . •' :■ ' ■ _ v. ' ;■ ■ - ■

' . TOTE OP WORK-OP SAMPIjE EMPLOYEES IN AN EAST CHICAGO,INDIANA 
■ ,, . STEEL. PEANT,..BY TYPE OP WORK .

•?

TTOe of Wbrh
iH O

*€1 OJ •H
d n 03 > CQ

Oi. O u u•H <D 0 ©rH Oi
ai' w 
d © o u 
Ti o 
n U 
m

'd
d u 

. cd o
d,« c/3 .

g cd
o 0 o

d0
m H 
Pi cd 
0 -H 

O
cd •H 
d<^
s o

0. & >
iH >

-p n 
o d 
O 0 
-P ^
o U 
U O 

^pH ^

0
a das -d 

o ©
•H'd 
-p 0 
cd U
o d

0
0 ©

O

o
0 I •H P H•H

. ■

•iH •g > o cd

o>i
° <D ■q ■p

•H ,3. <D • Oo (1< M 03 en

625.56.1il­ ls22 80 389East Chicago
Hammond
Gary

- Chicago 
El-2^
Calumet City .

7
22I). 5 1592. ‘15 .717

1155 352 119 r10
lii- ■ 5 11922 33291 3 1 77

26232-- 1 1? 5J \
it 5 15 . 23 11

: 638 23 12191
it-l2 219- 1 • 7Whiting 

Lansing 
Crown Point 
Chesterton 

• LI-3®
. Cedar Lake 

East Gary 
, Indiana Unci, 

■ miicis Unci.

1f « ■«d5- 3?, 19 103
15 121' 2 30

■ it- ■ii3 3 10 7
33 7 2 -■11
21 1 2 1 13

it itit 12d 7it■5 21 131
it . 2 212 7

ipBo 3^6183- 15 857. 1,188 18 29191^Total

^LI-2 lndica_tes census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana: 
Slack Oak, St, John,' '

LI-1 Indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana: 
Griffith, Mimster, Highland..

■ °LI-3 indicates census tract 3 of Lake' County, Indiana;.

. b

Hobart.
‘

^Includes one employee listing address as Ripon, Wisconsin.
. ?

«r

llt7



■,:x'■

V - •

}

.TABLE B5"-rContlnued

% ra1.
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■0 n
O CO 
•H <0 
M ^ 
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O U

•0 0 c:
fl C
(d ed .03 CO 03

O U
^■x

*
<0
Pk^d 
O 0)

II o
■ 0 , ^CO iH <D
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•H O

0a 0 4'.0 m 9 o-fcO •P. 0 0 •H H(d 0 
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‘='*- 
S *H

‘iH- •e^ > o dO I d. O 45Sh •h H0 
O 0

a6 • Jh 0— 
Ph o

0 o0 CO E-r0 •'So Pi U •H
•CO>• • Ti •<0 • © V* »0 . ♦ > 

■P P< 
O 0 ru CO

45 45 U45 45 d 
O •H 

PH W
• 45 d 

O -H 
Pi Sd1 45 45 . 45o OU o o o o £PM a* 04^^7^

2048
12.05
16.37

it..32
nLi20

3.61
3!6i
1.20
1.20

28757
13.33
13.33
33.33

4-1.88
22.1f6
.8.38

11.52
2162
4.19
1.05

1.62
1.62

k-5.39
16.22
10.27

^klt
1.75
2.17 
l.o5

1.23
1.17

4^22
18.1 

■ 10.02 
7.66

38.89
38.39 IS

1.11

57.87
4.72
10.65
7.13
1.76
1.14-8
,1.11
I
1.07

86
i6!67 
5.56■M647

-5 '•
1 . •

6.67 i.9i|-
1.77
1.60
1.26

,651.11- •& .52 .58 .93
.871.11■■ ? «

8■M i.52 .82.♦
.51.23 .19 .347 ;a^ ■1..37242

i.o5
1.20

.4-.82 ■k'il 1.20 2
.51 .61..19

aoo.co100.00 moo 100.00 100. DO 100.00loaoo moo 100.00
• .y'"'
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• , TABLE .36

TYPE OP WORK OP SAMPLE'EMPLOYEES IN AN, EAST ckcAGO, 
” INDIANA STEEL’,.PLANT BY CITIES- .

X

Type of Work
ca CO 0)

Tl f4u • u.V
<0fl ©© ©/ H 03

d ra 
® 

o<;-i 
•H o 
03
CO Qi

73 • d ^ oaa fl u d ro
03 o
o,s .
^73
+3 <D
d ^
Jh 73 
©
a-H . 
04^

d d O ©
> © 

■P
O O 
© ^

O s,:fl &m
03 H ©S «•;Hd ©

ii n (D 
;P 0 
^ © 
•d U

* o
H© •H •H>> ^ •d d> oo B-P © a

fH •H
O ^

o o 
o

Ph -h

.Q ^■P
•ri © o d o©

Oo CO

56l 625•80 389 1$East Chicago
Hammond
Gary
Chicago
LI-2a

-K Calxunet City 
LI-lb 
Whiting 
Landing 
Crown Point 
Chesterton 
LI^3° •
Cedar Lake 
•EastOary 
Ind.Unolass,^ 

. Ill.Uncla'ss.

22 1:7
.Z2k. 5- 1592 ■ 137 717

88 5 115210 119
II1- ■ 5 " 91 33222 119 3 1

262 23 1:?1 UT-

3
• •

■

15 23 11
638 ■ 1219 231 ♦

iki2' ■S

219 1 71 . •
5 19 10 373

152 12 30- 1/ •*>
'4 273 103 7

2if3 37 ? 11
2 2 13 ■1 11
k 1). 12«

5
♦ '

7k"121 131
4 .2 222 7

3461 ■■857 . 18 108015 ,191 ' 116883 29Total

'S.
•aLI-2 indicates census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana; 

Black Oak, St. John,.
^Li-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana; 

Griffith, Munster, Highland.

“ °l1-3 indicates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana; 

Includes one employee listing address as Ripon-ivWiso.

Hobart.

%
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TABLE . 36—Cohtlnuea

■Percent of:Employees In Bach. Occupational Sroup By Cities~
H •

• d CQ
C n
o ‘‘o
TiU 
01 O 

. ' 03

O -H
B

Pk 0

T i
01 0 0. > u

•H © 
•P^ 
O P,
00

CJ w

H 0 
d ^ 
o
*H O

a ©n 0 
Ur-i 
0 d 
tO*H 
d o 
fl ^ 
d <H 
S

• 0® ■ >
S' 0

.11 +5 fd
d 0 P. .

rH
U o d

~ 0 o0 ’ xt 43H »d
o ©

III
0 a0 01 

CO u
o

Pk Oo Ii) •H 0M • > • -is!4i tJ ■p += fl p t) o fl 
(U aJ

P P< ' 
o ® '. 

fl4 M II 4J • -PO CJ O O Ti O Od Pk d pH ^• Pk - Oi

22.8i|.
2.31

3l:§2
-•3.0.16 

21.93 
13.51
■6.67

37.04
29.-17
15.38 
33.33
28.38 
33.33

■ 32.94 41:i? if ■M 36.70
26.77
29.58
23.19 
26.76 
25.00 
30.16 
17.07 
27.03 
40.00 
14.81 

. 12.50 
15.38
33.33
17.57 

. 9.52

.88 100.00

100.00 
100 .,00 . 
100.-00 
100.00

100.00
100.00
1QO.00,. :
100.00 ' 
.100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00 
100.00

2 .84tti
1.183.77

2.82
4.23
2.82
•6.25

1.4133.52 
27 .kl 
36.62 
35.94 
36.51 
51.22 
51.35 
.50.00 
25.93mi

l.5i 90 .30
1.41

1.57 ■< 7.81 
12.70
4.88

23
1.59

2.44
& . 3.33

11.11
12.50
7.67

• '
4.17
7.67

3.33^6:76'1.35 5.95 «
19.05 9.52 8.57

2740 .5.52 24.76 34.33 752 726 31.20 ■ 100.00

“V
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jI f 1 :TABLE yj]

.LABOR’ FORCE ,OP STEEL'PLANT BY' TYPE OP WORK
r

EAST c: ICAGO
Census
Tract
No.

Profe.sslonal
and Semi- 
Professional

Managers
and

Officials

Clerical
and

Kindred

Craftsmen
a:nd

Foremen

Operatives
and

Kindred

Protective
Service

Serv­
ice

Labor Total

'18 522 )191' , 13
i;48 .. 84382 2 ■ 172

■ 36l

■ 313 ■■ 
. 226

48. 4 224, 8133 1 •-
'i ■44- 2 '12 f:' '1 71 113 109?.

4 48 96 72 -5.:5 ;• .'1
, 6 5 198\8 18.. '53 72 2 • 391

65 65 . 1^2; 18 2 ■: 197 
■ ■ 61

17 .
M 13-8. : 12- 

• '5
232 11vn

H ’

24 21-
■4 8

82292 1'i 9
‘ I16 414 1210 1

> - •
62556l4. 1580 389 1,703; 22: 7Total

I
y

: •

/

L

I
rr

IS (•
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TABLE 38

' LABOR FORCE,OP STEEL PLANT BY TYPE OP WORK
■ Hammond ! ■

r

■ j ■;Census
Tract 
Ho . .

Professipnal
and Semi-" : 
Professional

Managers
Aha

Officials

Clerical
and-

Kindred

Craftsmen
and • 

Foremen

Operatives
and 

Kindre

Total-Protective'
Service

Serv
■ i^e

Labor
Ik- ;■

: -J ■151 3 7 9■>

26:2 ■ 1 2■1 ’ 1 . 7 7 7
12-if.Y 3 7 1 .■;13 ^ 37• .

•A -6 15 4312 8? ’
5- 4-12 P ;•. 1 11 33 2 1k

6- 24 5171 1 10 9:

•10 .
3415127 1vnro

i4 ■8 3410 ■
•J

. 9 244 4 10^,51 211
8 34310 7 . ■ 1 7 1 7

J• 6' 11 ■ 8 371 10 1 11:/ . - ."'V.
12 2 12 ■ 339 10

i - "13 4 35• 2 10 11 1 .,.7
■ :

. •

39443 224 5 159 ' -2 137 7 : :: .■ Total, 17'
. >

7 /
Sr ■ . .

\
■ - I. 7- .

i

‘•h.
■

A
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TABUS 39

lABCR FORCE OP STEEL PLANT BY TYPE OP |fORKI

GARY
•V

Census
Tract

Professional
and Seml- 
Professlohal

Manager s-
and

Officials

Clerical
and

■Kindred

Craftsmen
an|

Fordinen

Operatives 
' and 

Kl'ndred

Protective'
Service

Serv- LaPor Total
Ice

1 5^ 2 3 11• •
'■ •

• '■

8 4. • ' ■

3 ISvs*. 1 2 3 2 1' 95 ^2 •I 3-• 1 si6 1 28 29 20 ■7 ♦1 1 ^2 s3• .
■ '8 ' •3 2

9 : .1 . 1; 10 22P
10 "'S■A -10 .I11 1 2 3• • 1 7•12 1 s 6 IS, ■ f4J1 3

’■•I.

I
1 ■. • 1• .

k1 i4■9
1 3 SS 1 31* 37. •
2 2 I 721 s1»
6 A A IS ,• ' •

• J : 721 2 ■6 /-22 f1 2 2 , s. . '•
24 2 8 2 8'" ■■ • 201 1 - 2 2 62S 1 if3 3 S a6

■' ' S 3 ■ 8/ : 7• o
2 42• .

l6. -j. Total 10. 2 88 119 '■ S IIS 3SS!

/ ‘ ' 4,-h
•S
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• .TABLE 4.0 J

LABOR FORCE OP STEEL PLANT BY TYPE OP WORK

'V- ■

: CHICAGO, I'LL»
Census^ 
Area 
No .. „

Professional
and Seml- 
ProfessiOnal

Managers 
and

Officials -Kindred

Clerical
and

Craftsmen
j and

Foremen

Operatives
' and 

Kindred

Protective
Service

Serv­
ice

Labor ■ Total ,

,i

f1 •1 ,1
14: ■6 . .2 11I
1.1 ^ i7 • •'

8 21 ■ : 11

15 • 1 ■1 i ‘U

1 1‘19 f -!.J

20 1 ■ 1- • ' •
22 1 1 •'

-32 1 . 1 1
L

■ 1 22l 1 . •
62 -9 17H • 2

^ 29 ,11 1
1 1 132 I

34. .1. 1 ■- •
41.'35 11
4. 36 2

■ > 22:n 4 . 62
42 1' 1

2 ■' 3 ■1
72I 41 12 1 .1

4„.. 15;
42 2 i 13. 2

, 8 2 19 .32 -.4211
■ i■4 7■j. 3..

/ 'll 6725 15 21+6 2
211

t ,2 ■ 2 -1
■ ' 4 ^ 12 1+9 • \9

8. :5 1251*
I

1

>

r 4
I..
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TABLE tt.O--Contlnued
V

' ‘1'‘Census
Area

Professional 
and'l Semi- ' 
Professional

Clerical
and

Kindred

Craftsmen 
' and 
Foremen

Operatives
and

Kindred

Protective
Service

Serv­
ice,

Labor ‘TotalManagers
and

OfficialsNo •• -"I
■6o6.52 52 30 17 - 0

53 1 . 1.r«
54 ■2 1 3:' 0 '

•455 •3 .1 10.1 110

60 JJ1 1
4'61 ■ i;1 3•i-

62 ■1 1
-65 ■1- 1 . - 50 0

66. :■ 1 , 21
67 21 ■10

68 51 7 10

469 2 2 -01 7 150VJl 3 . 171 'I 0

172 1 '0 .*• 42 273 0 •

75 22 • !0

14 ;■ ^5 21 120 3, 1 77 33291Total

3) r
:.1

•3.

.1

f
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r
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: TABLE k.i]

." LABOR FORCE OP STEEL PLANT BY TYPE.OP'WORK •
V

Census professional
: Tract ind Semi- ■ 
;No_j. [Prbfesslonal
•^LI-2^

Clerical
and

Kindred’

Managers
■ and: 
Officials

Craftsmen
and

Foremen

Operatives
■ and'-' 
Kindred

Protective-
Service ''

Serv­
ice' ■

Labor Total ■

■f

26 , ■• 2 23 ::i9 '1 - 71.• •
V

CC-1
CC-2
CC-3

1 3 -- 3. ‘■3 10 . •:• •
.21 7 ■ .12 31"

16 >
5 lb• 3 ' • 3 23,

k-\ ••'.‘I 5. 15,. , Total 23 rw•'

b- 8 63LI-l : 12 •19 23

5 - ■ -5 14Wh-l 
Wh-2 ,

\ 1 i !H • • 7* . •
k l62. 271,•cr

2 .1 ■ 4i. ■Total " 1 219 7
'f.

•Lansing 3 5 . 19 .10 37•»

IS• 1.. 2 12 30.
^ -5

n 1•.'y . 1,i. . ■ 3. 10 7
4.■

ILI-3‘' 2k-.3 ■.^:i 7 9 1 3

^LI-2 indicates-census tract .2 of ^Lake County, Indiana; Black Oak, St. John'. .

■ Itl-l IndicateS^census/tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana; Griffith, Munster,Highland, 

’°LI-3 indicates census tract 3 of'Lake County, "'Indiana; Hobart, • i-:Si

f.
I

\ •

•^ 1II



i-
/

i / ^1 ■y-

TABIiE lj.1- - ContInuad
■>

Census
Tract
No.'

Professional
and Semlr. 
Professional

Managers
and

Officials

Clerical
.r-dnd' '
Kindred

Craftsmen
and

Foremen

Operatives’
and

Kindred

Protective
. Service,

Serv
ice

Labor Total .

Cedar.,
Lake

61 • 2 \Z1, 13«

? ■ •■^st
Gary li ik .4 •12I*

■ 745 34Elsewh
Ind.d

211 1?' »' .

4 6Elsewh, 2 2 217f ■ I «^4 Ill i •

^9 3A6i83783 13 I,l88 18 L,080Grand
Total

191

.* ‘s /i

‘^Includes one employee listing address as Ripon, Wisconsin. ■t

/
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A
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TABLE I1.2 ;

• CENSUS-TRACTS BY MILE DISTANCES ffiOM .' •
v. EAST'CHICAGO,INDIANA,':STEEL PIANT

1
“Distance 

. in Miles
Census Tracts

, East Chicago tracts 3,-i)-* 5,. 6
East Chicago tracts"2, 7, 8, 9 

■ Whiting -tract. 1- ,

East Chicago tracts 1,'10 
Hammond tracts 2, 4 ;
Whiting tract 2

Hammond tracts .1, 3, 5, 6

Calumet City tracts 1, 2 
Gary, tract o 
Hammond tracts 7» 8, 9 
Cjiicago tracts 709, 718

Calumet City tract 3 
Gary tract 4» 5 
Hammond tracts 10, 11, 12, 13 
Chicago tracts 705, 706, 707,'' 708

within 1

1 to 2

- 2 to 3

1, ■

. 3 to 4 

4 to -5

to 6 :
A

. 6 ;to 7 7, 8, 18, 19
670, 671, 701, 703, 704, 719

Gary tracts 3,’
Chicago tracts
CC23;
LI-2t>

. Gary tracts 9. 10, 11, 12, l5,^l6, 17, 2^21, 23 
Chicago tracts 665, 666, 667, 668, 669, 679, 702,
717 ■■ ' , ■

Lansing

. Chicago tracts 642, 659» 662, ,663, 664, 673, 678, 
689, 712 .
Gary tracts 14, 22, 25 
LI-1C

7 to 8
•<

8 to 9

a
CC23 includes Dolton and South Holland, Illinois,

'^LI-2 indicates census -tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana: 
■Black Oak, St. John.

'°LI-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana: 
Griffith, Muns-ter, Highland, ■ '

- I 'l58
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TABM: lj.2—Continued

. Distance , 
In Miles -■
4 9 ;:to lO

■ Census Tracts’

6kc, 611.3, 61i4,
682, 687, 688,

Chicago tracts ' 

l^ary tracts 13, 2l|.-, 2?

'650,’ 656,- 657> 661, 
690, 691-,'.695 , .V-

10 to i5 ■ Gary tracts 26 ' -
"East Gary tract

CWcago tracts 51^7. 557* 559. 56o, 562, 563, 565, 
577. 581, 58ir. 587. 591. 593,599. 600, 602, .604, fi2T ’64i 617. 
620, 623. .624, 625, 627, 629,, 630, 
632. 633. 634. 64* 639, 645. 646, 

Ph 42,-846, 851, 855, .867, . 
oH' 880, 881, 882, 

884, 885, 888, 889, 890, 892, 89^,
894. 903, 904. 912. 923* 924, 926,
927# 932> 933.

594.

r
,15 to '20 Stepr

Crete
Palos Park 
Crown Point 

, Wlieeler

. >

20 to-25 La Grange 
Cedar Lake 
Chesterton 
Porter’

25 and . 
beyond

' Hebron 
Wanatah 
Roberts 
Evanston- 

■ La Porte ■ Schneider

Knox 
Kouts 
Joliet 
Michigan Sty Shelby 

Morocco

Miq^waka 
:Bartlett 
Lowell

Mt. Alp . 
Wheatfield 
rake Village 

.Roby 
Goodland 
De Motte 
Valparaiso

1:

i
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