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oL T -~ . ' INTRODUGCTION' . : : .
- : . . - L et : ‘ - -
e _‘CHAPTER I

That 8 definite relatienship exists oetween place of
work and. place of residence has 1ong,been agsumed by sociologists.
Theories about the exact nature of this relationshin have added
to, the body of'knowledge accumulated in the fields of human '
ecology and urban sociology._ Planners, housing experts, real
estate dealers and- students of land’ values have investigated the
subject and contributed further information, while the growth of
suburbs, both industrial and residential have complicated the

©

* problem. The main hypothesis held on the subject is thet the

sition of an individual employee within: the hierarchy‘j
:of an industry, the closer he will tend to live to his place of
. work; conversely, the higher his position the better able he will
Abe-to live in & more desirable neiEhborhood (usually further away o
'_from the plant) and the greater number of areas avallable to him
for residential choices beo&use of the higher rert or purchase

price of a home. ) . o - - ’ L

" The daily journey to work is a common phenomenon of our L
.society.' Wor some 1t means & trip from a “high~c1ass residential
" suburb into the fingneial or oommercial sections ol the central
city; for others it means a trip from the low rent, workingmen's

homes areas of the central oity to a plant_in,one of ‘the indus—




y Co trial suburbS° and for many it consists merely of walking the

R )

‘ each of - them will be able to reach his own . working place within

two or three blocks/from-home to a nearby stere, office or fac-4f7ﬁ”
tory. This daily movement is necessary, as Liepmann points out'bf

- The emergence “of- 1arge-sca1e 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 bé-physically impossibl&
€:g. to house the 20,000 employees of an enginsering works in:
‘the vicinity of the factory: the: gr%at ma jority of such work-

- ers being men, they ;and their families constitute by: them= .. .-+

* selves "the population of &a. medium-sized town, .The: communlty
“would be further increased by the auxiliary services which

“‘are necessary Tor siich & number of inhabifants; the area
.covered by hoiaes would render illusory the, nearness between’
home and workpl&ce.n ‘Moreocveér, there would.be the social and
economic disadvantages of & one-industrV~town.;‘v. . Daily
travellinp by the workers has thus become. ‘necessary to’ sécure’
the.'concentration of labour -in plants of the size demanded by
technical and economic considerations.l

o

- The area in which an employee of a . particular firm will
reside is not determined by one or two factors alone. Ir other

members of his family are employed he must seek- Y home\where

at 1 ast a certain time 1imit and with a certain amount of con-

:venience‘ He may be a member of ‘a.group which 1s forced. to live\

in particular areas or the city,_np matter where he works, by

- restrictive housing practices. There may be only a certain A= N

' ber of areas dAn which he can afﬁord to live, and there may be

other areas in which he would\never choose to live because he

considers the conditions within them unsatisfactory for his.

g

1Kate L. Liepmann,\The Journev to Work, Its Significance
for Industrial and Community Life’ (L ndon‘ Kegan, Paul, Trench,
Trubner and Co., Ltd., 1943), pp. B




T in the vicinity, he might perhaps choose to do’ so, even at . the

’:1 miles traveled,_but, in terms of‘time and cost as! well._ If;the'

personlconcerned can afford to live further aWay'from the factory,vf"

thus escaping from the industrial dirt,vnoise and odors present

’ cost of adding another hour or, more to ‘the length of his working
day. Specialists and technicians frequently will: live in areas :a
where theyKare close to op equally distant from other 1obs which o
if available might be advancements over their present ones._’< L
Added to these factors is the current nousing shortage in all
industrial areas. Emnloyees unable Yo find suitable accommoda-i-‘

‘ tions for. themselves and their families will uravel great, dis- __Zf
tances to- their jobs in order to- retain the satisfactory housing R
_they already have. .Home ownership also ‘acts as a deterrent to i
.worher“s changing residence when he changes his iob,'eEspecially ’
'-iﬁ the-case of a large plant’whereFthere may be great seaSOnal
fluctuations in employment, there must be considered the large

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

@

during times of lay—offs._v . -

~
There are various methods available tc the student who
wishes to investigate the relationship between place of work and

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

dispersal of residents from a given area to the different places

"« of employment. Or he may choose to study the conflux oft workers

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

‘have come.'7A third alternative would e to make a traffic study

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

. sity of traffic on the routes and the 1engths and directions of



these routes. For the present study the second method was chosen.:

This study is an analysis of the 1abor force of a large

; :steel plant 1ocated in East Chicago, Indiana. Ehe basic data
t ‘were gathered during August, 1950, 'at a time when the total number

aggé‘ of employees was 17,492 The analysis will include- (l) the es—.

ﬁutablishment of the areas in which employees of the plant 1ive,’
(2) the extent of the influence of peried of service on the dis-A

T Intance of residence areas from the plant, and (3) ‘the extent of
' the’ influence of’ the type of(Lccupation within the plant on 3“:‘5;‘-7."
the distance of residence. In addition, an attempt will be made
to determine other characteristics of employees living in, partic-_

ular areas.

i i Hypotheses

Two major hypotheses will be tested in this study. The
first hypothesisis relatéd to the existence of a definite area in
which employees of the steel firm are concentrated . From a tabu- ,'
lation of" employees living in different cities issued by the per- 'Ve .}
ﬁsonnel office 1t can be ‘seen that employees live within a radius . -

iy
'bf forty miles of- the plant, in the nortnwest coming from as far

a%s Evanston,'on'the south from as far‘as Joliet, and‘from small
—towns east of Gary and from southern Indiana as far as Valparaiso.1
That there is a dense concentration of employees in the cities of
Bast Chicago, Gary, 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 clty of East ) i,

1See Table I, issued by the personnel office of the steel
compeny in July, 1950, based on personnel files., . -




TABLE 1,

RESIDENTIKL LOCATION OF TOTAL LABCR FORCE OF
6,1;88 EMPLOYEES AT AN EAST CHICAGO, :

-t [

INDIANA STEEL PLANT, JUNE, 1956

7

. Bast Chicago,
Hemmond, Ind,’
Garyf Ind,.

“Chlcago,~Til;
Calumet City, Ill
Whiting, Ind.

_Lansing, I11.,
Highland, Ind.-
Munster, Ind.

Chesterton, Ind,

Griffith, Ind.

" “Valpardiso, Ind.
Dyer, Ind,

Crown Point, Ind.
Hovart, Ind,

South Holland, I1l1.
Wheatfield, Ind,

‘Chicago Heights, Ill.

. Hezel Crest, Ill.
Lowell, Ind.
Schereville,
Shelby, Ind.-
-Thornton, Ill,
Porter, .Ind,

. Burnham, I11,
S5t.- John, Ind.
Renssalaer, Ind.
Hebron, Ind.

Lalke Village, Ind

Ind,

i

.

B

"’ _ Cedar Lake, Ind.:i'v.,

Indy. - |

~7;998

2,530

2,127 .

"0ak Lawn, I1l.
Evanston,- Il1,
Steger, Ill.

. Bvergreen Pk.,
Hinsdale, Tii., o
- Oak Glen' Illo s
Thayer, Ind

Knox, Ind,

Cicero, I11.

Posen, I11, -
Glenwood, T11.

Mill Creek, 'Ind.

. Mount Ayre, Ind,.
Terre Haute, Ind.
‘Rochester, Ind.

- .Monticello, Ind,
LeRoy, Ind, :
Westville, Ind.
Kingman, Ind,

Sumave Resort, Ind,
.Beverly Shores, Ind.
Miller, Ind,.
Créston, Ind. - *
San Plerre, Ind
Fort Wayne, Ind,

. Haml1st, Ind."
Sumner, T11.
Wilmette, I1ll.

" Robbins, Il1,
Robison, I11,

I,

HPHHHHHHHHFHHHHHHHHHPHHHPHHHHHHHHHHNQMFN&P?N~

Steei plent during June,_1950.

5

. Blue Island, I1l. 8 Chicago Ridge, I11.
Michigan City, Ind, 11 Hegewlsch, Ind,

- Harvey, I1l, 11 La Grange, Ill.
Dolton, Ill, 10 Bellewood, "T11.

. Wheeler, Ind.. -5 . Roberts, I11.
Crete, Ill. ? ) Homewood,~111.

"La Porte, Ind. L . St, Anne, T11. o
Wanatah, Ind, -3 Peotone, I11,
Riverdale, I11, 2 ~Lemont, I1l,

Fair Osks, Ind. 2 “Momence, I11,-
Moroceo, Ind. 7 Midlothian, I11l,
DeMotte, Ind. 12 _Crystal ‘Falis, Mich.
Kouts, Ind. 8 “Saginaw, Hich.

- A Ind Unclassified

1

Compiled by the personnel office at the East Chicago

\\‘ .




; 5i0hicago, Indiana. Presumably, when the efxort of commuting forty

miles daily to work and babk‘again is too great and too~eostly of

ftime an& money, . the work:r‘can Be expected to move closer to his’

'place of employment as soonwas he is able to find accommodations
. _‘.P
" for himself and, if married,‘his family., Thus the hypothesis is

U Ve

-that the longé ":nfindividual is employed by a firm, the more.

flikely he is to live close to his place of work.

'

This fact was recognized in the wartime amendments to. the

_National Housing Act. _The restrictions on-new housing construc- o

tion during the war provided that the only residential building
‘priorities to be issued were those for war workers and, further,
”were to. be constructed only in so-called "war—production areas.;
APouses 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 & cost of not more than ot
_ fifty cents ror each trip. Such limits being set on workers'_
m,.housing likewise suggests that all but the. most. recently hired .

Aemployees of a firm will tend to live within an hour's distance

‘from’ the plant Probably, too, the relatively long—term employees

2 will live even closer to the plant than those who have been work-.

ing there for periods ‘of six months to five years. This does not
-preclude the existence of a. relatively 1arge group of newly hired.
employees, for whgm‘the spatial distribution of their place of:

residence may show, only to azsmall degree, the locational in-

i . -

. The,Na/ional’Housing Act. delegated the power to the Fed-

-.eral Housing Admirdistration to deterinine areas for war workers' -
homes, The Federal Housihg Administration Office in Chicago used -
these criteria-to determine -areas for home construction, . National
Housing Act as Amended May 26, 1942. 77th Gong. 2nd ”Sess. ,
(WaShington° Government—Printing Office, 19h2). , ‘ i

-

\ L . Py




»," TWashington- Government Printing Office, 1939). B

Eif:fluence of the plant. But to reiterate, the- first working hypo-

- ‘t'thesis is, the employees who have worked at the plant for the

=j'1ongest period of time will tend to 1live: closest to it, while

-

those who have been hired most«recently will tend to be dispersed

“over B wider area surrounding the plant

T L

The second hypothesis to be testedsis related to the

fact that selection of a place of residence is influenced by BETE

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

'~discussion isg” located along the lakefront in Eaet Chicago, close

"_to the Pennsylvania and’ New York Central Railroads' mainlines :

ir and to the Outer Belt Railroad Close to it there are several

"other heavy industrial plants and’ heavily»travelled truck routes.
- There are a number of rooming houses and cheap hotels nearby.
'h,The odors ‘and dirt accompanying heavy industry are mudh An evi-

dence.f Thua the ares contiguous to the plant would not be likely

'Ato be the _one chosen by employees of that group which could afford -

lto 1ive. elsewhere, but would rather be the one in which would

reside thoee workers who could. only\afford to pay low rentals.

'Hoyt's classification of land values construeted for use in urban

1

areas holds trueibr the area under discussion. The areas ‘of

higher rentals occur farther from the industrial plant than areas

of “Low rentals. : _
In the present study the category “type of ‘work" was..

chosen as the index of socio-economic position.. For_convenience

Federal Housing Authority, Homer Hoyt 'The"- Structure -
and Grogth of Residential Neighborhoods in Americen Cities :




'were grouped into eight of the eleven classifications defined by

;‘employed range from Drofessional wcrkers" to‘"laborers, except

: S -

- .of. higber sooio-economic status will tend to be dispersed over a
: larger area than workers of lower socio-economic statusv Laborers

1

'-and semi-sﬁilled WOrkers will tend to be concentrated in areas

near the plant, .

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 residence._ Most'of_the literature

on’ suburbs is concerned with "dormitory" or residential rather.l_

than industrial suburbs. The literature is relévant, however,‘

"_residential-suburos. Douglass, i\_The Suburkan Trend makes the

distinction between industrial and residential suburbs as well as

between suburb and the satellite city._ He claims that satellite

cities are not. truly suburbs unless they exhibit “suburban char-

% e 'acteristics of which roominess in comoarison with the congestion A

" of the central,city is,chigf,":h

a

Suburbs_are,separated into pro-‘

| “1y.s. Bureau of the'census,-Classified Index of Occupa-
-tions and Industries (Washington Government Printing Office, '

-1940),' P 2

BRCE . 2Har1an Paul Douglass, The Suburban Trend (New York‘
. The Century Co., 10?5): Ps 234 . -

.since many’of ‘the employees of the steel plant commute {rom nearby

the census.l; The other three classificatio?s'concerned those oc-'_

i - in handling the data, the various types of jobs“within the nlant‘_’m}ﬂ

qcupations not oresent in: an industrial plant\ The classifications's-l-

"”arm n The second hypothssis to ‘be- investigated is that workers S




. . . R SR .
duction and consumption types. The industrial community (PTO—
duction suburb) is more independent of thé‘central city, and the
satellite city still more so. To use his criterion of roominess,

e

none ‘of the cities—with which we—are concerned 3n. the present
‘:_study could be called suburbséhnot even industrial suburbs--inas—‘
;.:much as. they all‘show as much congestion as parts of the central
’ city, Chicago. Certainly the whole of the Calumet. Indus rial '
Area 1s so built up and 80. closely connected that one can go from ;

Hammond to East Chicago to Gary without noticing any undeveloped

-or open areas between them.

'Taylor's Satellite Cities throws light on the: historical )

development of the Calumet Area.l ge focusses his discussion on
,;ary where, even in 1915, housing accommodations were inadequate‘
7 and-workers commuted 2 The passage of thirtydfive‘years, two - °

- wars, 8 vastly enlarged steel production, the establishment of
-_: many new heavy industries in the South Chicago district, and the‘
coming of age of the automobile for commuting have made this more
necessary and more prevalent now than before. Using data showing
‘the loaation of homes of employees working in an industrial sub-‘
urb of Cincinnati, he showed that\even an industrial suburb did »

. not necessarily draw its labor force fram the town in which it

wa.s located 3

‘The- study Leisure, although mainly concerned with the

spare time activities of the ccmmuting population living in an

: - lorahsn R. Taylor, Satellite Cibles (New York: Appleton.
and CO.: 1915) .

2Ibid., p. 18, 3lbid.:‘p:'962

“




. upper class residential suburb is only relevant “to this study in
,'its discussion of commuting.; The authors point 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 oomparatively few people in the city
gactually live within walking distance'.of their work, suburban ‘
fﬂ'commuting does not add appreciably to their hardshibs. This is~
'significant to the discussion for two reasons--first, the disad-,?i‘
_vantages to a professional ‘worker or specialist of living in an “
industrial district can be obviated by his living away from it -
and commuting; secondly, it-can perhaps explain why employees
\should come in 1arge numbers from as far away as Chicago (since
they would otherwise have the problem of commuting ‘to work withini
that city) s '
Several studies. have been _published on the subject of
R travel time to work, most notable among them being Journex
Work.? An extensive bibliography is provided within it. Mention”
s, made of a study of s plant in Baden, in 1926.3 of the firm's‘
2 888 workers Jless. than ho per cent lived in the same town as the
"factory, about 20 per cent lived nearby, ‘but over ho per cent :
came from more distant places, "walking up to L. h miles and trav-
elling by rail-up to 16.7 miles. Other monographs'mentioned'
.were more’ concerned with the strains of travelling by: different

- T

means--walking, cycling, trains, busses, etc., and the influence

d lGeorge A. Lundberg, Mirra Komarovsky and Mary Alice
McInerny, Leisure (New York: Columbia University Pregs, 193h).

20p. ctt. - - Ipid., p. 12h.
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of the various strains on absenteeism., The most recent study )

TEORRE 2

,quoted was a 1937 traffic census taken ‘at the‘Longbridge, England:’

gplant of. the Austin Motor Co._which employed 20, 000 people. There
’ were only three town each where more than one thousand employeesv

' lived, and these together housed more than one-third of the total
ynumber of" employees.1 (In this and in the size of the 1abor force,
”this plant 18’ comparéble to the steel plant’ under discussion. ‘
‘Both are located in industrial suburbs within an induetrial area
as well, ) Lhg.2 per cent of the employees 1ived three to five'
miles away from the plant, hh 8 per cent more 1ived from six to

. ten miTes away, and only 6 per cent lived farther than ten miles»
distant ' However, some difference can'be expected hetween thils
distribution of employees and the one to be found in . the present
study, inasmuch as car ownership in England is not as‘widespread
as in the United States where msny employees use their own cars
each day to go to work, -No mention was made in the Austin census
of either period of employment or the occupational levels of the
various employees. -~

In & thesis written on The Separation of Place of Work

from Place of Residence, Breen constructed ann "index of separa-

tion" as. & measure of the extent to which _any of the community

areas in Chicago maey be- considered “WOrk," “residential,“'or

2

"nixed" areas. This me&sure is ‘the rutio of percéntage of
.

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

5

- Lpis., D. 147. i_ C _ o

: ZLeonard Z. Breen, "The Separation of Place of Work from .
Place of Residence" (Unpublished M. A, Thesis, Department of )
A,SQciology, University of Chicago, 1950)s N

" .




ﬁ“.v'f’fli ‘;_.7;;‘“f fsiﬁl?f%f:{ ;r:pi‘_w,

a jr\ﬂihe distributions of" workplaces and residential areas within the:'”

"'Mcity are. discussed for all industries in Cﬁicago and for nine -

”individual industries.i_ The tron and steel industry 1s one of

. these.‘ Breen finds that it is the most highly dispersed of those

'Vinvestigated, bylwhich he means that there are a greater number

"of work areas in[this industry than in\any of the others dis-”

' v_oussed.v Using Mayer's classification of. Ghicago community areas

R,

:fin torms of socio-economic status,, he -compares these ratings e
for community areas for residential and work areas. The socio-
. economic ratings of ‘the’ residential areas, he finds, tend to be
S significantly higher than the ratings for work areas. .Since the.f
L residential areas contain onlyla small portion of the citpis '
- A'total employment, the persons living in these areas must travel
.further to. work than persons living in work areas.f’de concludes
that higher socio economic persons tend to travel farther to work
}:than persons of 1ower soclo=sconomic class, T N '
» ; ‘ ] o ¢
1“?‘1; w*_;_p. B >i Data-and Methodology
. The basic data in this' study wére - taken from the personnel
files of the” steel company. . 20 per cent sample was taken of-
'the total number of emplcyees over the period of . one- month. The
:«files are kept in alphabetical order, and the sampling procedure
we.s to nick one’ card out ‘of every five. By this method it was

Fa—

. possible to avoid a bias in the direction of any particular ethnic

or: occupational grouo. Information as to place ‘of residence,

~Alhert J. Mayer, A Method for Determining Socio-Economic
“Areas in Census Tract Cities" (Unpublished M.A. Thesis, Department
“of- Sociology, University of Chicago, k8 .o, S

'\’J"' .

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

ee Table 2 for the residentialwlocatien of-employees in the

“_sample E&bor force. It is true,'of course, that during the SR el

~

period of “meinecessary to take the sample of employees, ad- .

ﬁresses and "type of work" might have been changed, and new

people hired while others were dismissed But these Were iactors~“'”':

beyond the control of the.investigetor.; Furthermore, the sample'E

teken was thought to be 1arge enough se that these errors would

not be siqnificant A comparison of the percentage distributions‘

of the residential locations of employees in the*total and sampleﬁ‘

1abor forces is presented in Table 3. A study of this table re-'i

: never hibher then 2 per cent Both distrlbutions show the. highestt

conoentration of employees in East Chicago, 86 .50 per cent of the‘

total employees and 86 16 per cent of ‘the employees 14 the sample :;.

live in the four cities of East Chicago, dammond, Jsry, and .'.ﬁf' lf.ﬂ

Chicago. S o PR A . B

. c T ]

In order to determine the influence of period of employ-' o

\

nent at’ the plant on place of residence of the employees, four

time categories were established, a recent-nire period, an. inter-
mediate neriod, a 1ong-uerm period, and a class of employees hired_;“
‘ more than once. Employees hired within a period of six months be-
fore the data were gathered were classed in ‘the recent hire. - cabe~ .
gory. Those employed for a period of eight months to five years-
were classed as’ five-year employees. Those employed for-more than
this length of time Were classed es]ong-term employees. The . c T

-

whole group of employees hired more than once were classed as
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ij?4§2';’sf f'.;A TABLE 2
RESIDENTIAL LOCATION OF A SAMPLE POPULKTIDN OF 3,h61 EMHIﬁEES

B OF AN EAST .CHICAGD; INDIANA STEEL PLANT,
DR AUGUST, 1950
S 7 Bast Chicago, Ind _ ;1,70 Knokx, Ind. . - .} w2
- -Hammond, Ind. S 59 - | steiger, Iil.. - SRR
Gary;_Ind, LT 388 | “Joldet; Illet — 2
Chicago, TIXi. .. ' - 332» Evénston,. 111, a2 .
L I-2 Ind, - o | De Motte, Ind. 1 .
(Black Qak [68] "and St. John E3]) ‘Etha: Green, Ind, - -1 “
~Calumet City,” Ill." . Bl -| Goodlend, Ind,” . S
L I-1, Ind. . CL 63 | - Léke 'Village, Ind, .” | - 11,
T {Griffith, Munster,Highl&nd) . 7 -Le Porte, Ind, - ‘= C T
Whiting, Ind, - - B hl”,—fmishawaka, Ind, B
Lensing, I11; “ .- .. 37| . Mount Alp, Ind. S 1
Crown Point, Ind. - 7 230 -f: Moroeed;-Ind. - - |- 1
" Chesterton, ,Ind . 27 - ._Schneider, "Ind. 1 - e
L I-3, Ind, ™ 2l |- Wengtah, 1 -
(Hobart [2J+] New Chicago [0]) .| -Wheelkr, Ind 1
. Cedar Lake, Ind. 13. Riponjy Wisc. . T 1
‘ East Gary, Ind. (EG-—l) 12 | HW, I1l. Homewood 1 1.
Valparaiso, Ind, 211 _CC23-Dolton - R
-* Schererville, Ind. -9 €G22 Hazel Cresf | I
- .Hessvills, :Ind. 7 CC1l Palos Park = ° 1
N . Dyer, Ind, S | Blue Islend, Ill.. . 1
. -2 - Towell, Ind. ‘ _E HB Chicago Helghts - X
- Michigan City,’ Ind 4 1 La Grange, Ill. 1.
- ' Porter, Ind. : 1 | Crete, TI1l. 1
._.Shelby, Ind. - © 4P | Bartlett, I11. 1
Harvey, I1l, -k ] -Holland, I11. 1.
““Wheatfield, Ind_. . -3 |""Roberts, Ill, R
“Hebron, Ind 3~ : ]
. “Kouts; Ind 3 e -
. Boby, Ind 2 | . -
A
K . !




'i. multiple-hire employees.,

‘1i L residential location with respect to the plant.‘ Therefore a‘

Employees hired more than once differ from the other
i 7stab1e employees of the plant in at least one attribute, being

laid off and then rehired This might influenee the ‘cholce’ of ;‘L

e 4
separate category, multiple-hire employees, hasg been established.

It is, of course, possible to group m\‘bers of this multiple-hire
* category with the other three hire categories, using the date of
g most recent hiring as the criterion, but since more than -ones hird
of the samnle grdup falls into this class it would appear to be
‘sufficiently significant to merit separate discussion. Individual,f

hyootheses stating the spatial relationship of each’ hire group to

the whole distributien were svolved in order that these relation-\ o

w .

ships might be examined more olosely. R "4 o . o ‘,
‘ Twoe types of percentaées were used to describe the rela=
tionship of period of employment to place of residence. The firstar
:i ShOWS the ratio of the number of . employees in each hire group

living 1n,an individual city, census tract, _community area, or

S zone, to the totdl emnloyees in\that hire group. The second showst“

the ratio of emnloyees in each hire group in an individual city,

‘census tract, community area, or Zone, to the total employees 1iv- X

-

ing in that city, census tract, community area, 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 of total employees in,each hire group,and for the percent

S ke




TABLE 3

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDENTIAL‘EOCATION GF TOTAL
Vo - TABOR FORGE.AND SAMPLE LABOR FORCE OF AN-
¥ EAST CHICAGO, INDIANA STEEL PLANT

i

=

Includes one employee who 1ists his address as Orem, Utah

Wisconsin.

Includes one employee who lists'his address’ as Ripon,

éﬁy R :frfonhl:",uSQER"’mewmmgdewm%e‘
C " . |Labor Forge,* Labor Force. TbtalI{F. quﬂeL.
Bast Chicago, Ina) 7,998, | . 1,703 . | - 48.51| L9.2a
-~ Hempond, Trd. . | 2,530° = sgy |- sy | 17.16.
. Gary, Tnd. 2,127 385 .- | 12.90 | 10,26 ‘
Chicago, I1l. 1,607 332 19,757 | w9459,
o L1-2 . oy Srr o | 10 2005
", calumet City, I1l. .. 355 Coel 2,03 |~ 1:85
LI-1 A " 360 63 2,18 | 1.82
- Whiting . . 371 T 2,25 | © 1.8
Lensing .- ' 1150 37 .91 1,07
" crown Point 158 .| L 30 ©96 - T .87
Chesterton . 3 126 27 RN T .78 F
LI-3 . 122 2l e 89
Cedar Lake 865 13" .52 .38
".East Gary- — 12 - S ‘3.35'§~,:_1
‘,Elséwhere,iind.' . 35&3' A?hp 2.1 A2.1h
U Elsewhere, Iil, | . 145" 21 .88 61
 E1sewhéfe;*Mtoh.. ‘ RS - W01 - -
fotal ,-,116,&88,,_ 3,461 '100;00 100.(_)0_ -

a-




’ of total employees in each city, census tract, community are:, Kf

o

R centages of employees of each of the total hire groups in" 8

: and zone, Whore this percentage was 1 per cent In this way*it

R

was possible to note and describe any deviations from the per-

‘.specific. area as compared to the percentage of total employees D

found in that area,band the deviations £rom the percentages of
employees living in 8. given area which fall into each of the.

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

ces in each of the hire groups. ST f,f

- 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.. The

census classification of occupations was used fnlorder -to. group
employees of similar occupations’ into larger cl%sses“ A table_

showing the percentage of each of the’ eight census classes of oc-

Nt

cupations relevant to. the distribution of employees in this study'.'sn

- can be found in the appendix.' Separate tables for sach of’ the

main cities are also shown. Two occupational groups, white—collar

and manual workers were used in this analysis. The procedure fol-:“

lowed is‘the same as that described to investigate the influence
of period of employment at the. plant on place of residence. The .

 two types of percentages used in this section weres. (1) the empby-

" ees in each hire group 1iving in each city, census tract, communi_

ty area, or zone, ‘ag a percentage of the total employees in that )

occupational group, and (2) the employees living in a given srea

IR

which are-classed in each of the occupational groups as-a percent-

age of the total employeesiinrthe area._ The standard e?rQFLOf =




{culated in ‘the same manner ‘as that described'kbove.. Theustand-
fard epror-of the sample proportion of employees in each occupe{i :
‘htional group wss calculated on the basis of .the percentage of
' 7t0ta1 employees in the white-collar and manual workers catege- ;;::
_.ries.b .This was,used :o compare the percentage of total employ—%
;”ees aiving 1n 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 1ndustria1 and

- residential areas within these zones are presented in the appenr‘

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

TS

- dential area . falls within a psrticular zone has been*considered

.,as belonging within that one._ The listsﬁof.census_tractsjand '

’.ctties.in each.zone is also to be found in éhe,epﬁendix._'

3
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' QHAI?TER 11

THE DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYELS

7

o BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT

s

‘\,'0

L s

assumed to have some bearing on the olace of residence of an

s 2‘.— In the statement of the hypotheses,bone of ‘the. factors ',', Q:"i

employee was the 1ength of time during which he.had been employed L

in the plant. The exact nature of this relationshin will be in—
vestigated in’ this chapter. For this purpose, separate categories

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

nire group, a long-term group, a group employed for an.inter—f
. ® e
mediate period of time and; after inspection of the data, a

fourth group, composed of employees hired more than once."
The hypothesie relating ‘périod of employment to place of

residence is- Other factors being equal, members of the labor

force tend to locate residentially\in areas. at a minimum distance _;

from their place of work ) Two worming hypotheses will be stated. L

The first is that the employees who have been working at the -

k4

plant for, an intermediate period of time are neither as dispersed s

) as "the- recent hire group, nor as. concentrated as the 1ong-term O
group in contiguous residential areas, The second working hypo~

thesis 1s that of all employees those employees hired more “than

PO

once tend te locate in® greatest concentration in areas a short
distance from the plant. These employees ars expected to be- found‘A

e nman .even greater concentration near the plant than the 1ong-

19




Aterm employeee.,

7}: "-The three ti" categories, recent-ﬁire, five-year, and~

;long-term employees,'were established after examinlng ‘the: number
':of employees in the sample; hired each year, and- each'month for
the eight months preceding the study.b The data wers: compiled T
_during the menth of August, 1950._ Six\months was considered the -
R most satisfactory point at wh{bh to senarate the recent-hire _-'ft'
7-_ employees from the intermediate group.: Comparatively few of the" *
"employees 1n the samnle were hired in the four preceding months
-of November, Dgcember, January, and February.f The period of
- 1ntermediate 1ength of employment was set at five years for two
:reasons.. First, it was thought advisable to have the two groups 'tAS'lf-ﬁl
of. 1ntermediate and long-term employees approximately equal in _ ";~" :
ynumber. Secondly, the year 19&5 marked the termindtion of wer
ucontracts and the reconversion %o peacetime production scales ‘:' =
ine heavy industry. All employees hired'more‘than once were sep-"‘ﬁiﬁf;
} arated into the multiple-hire category, since intermittent employ- o
”'1ent introduces a ‘number. of new Eectons. Employees who léave the Tt

S

A"firm to return 0 1 it @ later date misht have certein character—,n"

.lpistics which are obscured when examinin; the group as a whole, -

Two types of tables have been used to present the data on “
period of enploYment.' Both show the number of employees in each
‘time class and the number of employees in the city as a whole. . L
But. in ‘one’ group of tables the Dercentages shown in each time a
class are derived from the totel number of emnloyees in that

'category, while in the other group the percentages shown are-

\:'l
Al




"~;tab1es have Qpen drawn up showing the residential distribution of

femployees by'cens‘s tracts.' The data for Chicago are presented

g

_h'are combined 1;3 LI~ 2 Griffith, Munster, ‘and Highland, Indians,

.fcomprise LI~ l Hobart is 1isted.LI-3 éities where the propor-_
»tion of employees in the sample is less than .35 per cent- are _‘.
'included either in the Indiana or Illinois “Unclassified“ totals.

. L
S

- ' Desc-ription of tha:A‘rea o

A description of the’ area in general, and the census
tracts in each,main city in ﬁerms of industrial,'commercial, and
B residential 1and use asvvell as in terms of distance from the.
‘ifplant is necessary for an understanding of the distr?bution of
employees over the area.: . C 1‘
S East Chicago.v The plent diacussed in this thesis 1s
S "Ziloeated in ¢he northern portions of adjacent census tracts 1l and
N 2. in. East-Chicago.i Both of these\tracts are bounded by Lake
-Michigan, the Indiana Harbor Canal, and the Grand Calumet Riwer.

‘,Most of the heavy industry of East Ghicago——steel mills, metal-

'and similar factories--are sixuated within ‘these two tractsk

ISmall residential areas are located in the southwest section of .

.tract 1, and the central portion of - tract 2 In.tract73~reside

-

AlO.hB per»cent of the total employees, the_heaviest“conCentratien

. of. employees in -one census tract;in'the'whole-distrihution.

lEast Chicago, Hammond, Gary, Whiting, and Calumet City, separate

-Tbased on the total employees for each-city.v For-the’%itiEE”of"” o

u‘by community areas. The cities of Black Oak and- St John, Indiana,_*

.

working plants, oil refineries, railroad yards and repair shops, L



’ ?”Tract 3 lies.immediately to the east of the plant © L 1nciudesv"

"fa comperatlvely small area with rather more. land occupied by

s ”:fthe east of the plan Ty and are the only census tracts entirely

: residential in character. There are both industrial and resi-\'”

R ;I‘rom the plant by the Indiana Harbor Canal. A fairly Extensive

'_\:: o

’Vrounded by industrial areag. The se "islands" may extend from one

- cenaus tract to a contiguous portion of another (or several
’ 4

,residential district extends from’ tract 8 on the north to the:

southern oorder of the’ city 1n tract 10. The only residential ’

‘of the tract -
’1t would seem that there are only two tracts which are entirely s .
. free of 1ndustry,,n&nely, tracts h and 5 The distribution of '

'residential and 1ndustrial areas over the rest of the city is

-such that there -appear to be islands of residential areas sur- C e

others). or may - exist An one small section of & single census

kﬁhich mills,-itﬂis not possible to,investigate‘whether they reslde{- v}

K K
N K

'ilroad lines than by dwelling units. Tracts & andVSflie to

dential areas in tradts 6 and 7.‘ Tracts 8 and 10 ‘are separated

area ~in - tract- 9 is located 1n the northwest corner of the tract'=:

a chemical plant and an- oil refinery spread overvthe largest-part

From the descriptions of the census tracts in Eaet Chicago,

N

tract,’ The clustering-of heavy industry along the Calumet Rlver

'ana ‘the several arms of the Indiana. narbor Canal from the south-

ern end of the city north to the lake effectively separdtes the -
residential areas on the east and west'sides of the city. The Kl
steel plant under study operates mills -on both sides of the Canal.

Since the present data do not. indicate which employees work in o éfﬁ
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: . {':4

. of the city. Railroad yards are to be found within tract 7, also,.

closerto one - plant section than another. However; it has been» f;-_s

noted that tracts 8 and 10 are'separated from the plant by the;'

‘ Canal, and part of tract 10 by the. Grand Calumet River, as we11.

This might be a pertinent factor if the employees living in these\«'

tracts differ substantially from the -other employees who reside

- in East Chicago. j}x _ \\”, TR 5 Lo

'; S Hammond Hammond extends from Chicago, Burnham, and Cal-" L

umet City on the west, to Gary on. the East, and borders Whiting :_
and hast Chicago on- the north.v Industry occupies most of the
1and in tractl. “Tract 2 borders Whiting and tract 1, and consti-
tutes the chief: residential section in the northern area ‘of, Hem-

. mond Within tracts 5 and 7 is located the main commercial area

" and in the’ northern sections of tracts 8 and - 9, Tract 8 is a
predominantIy 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 Hiver, is also an_in-, G

dustrial areaJ containing large oil refineries. Tract 9 extends AT .

A-‘east as far as Gary at the southern 1imits of Hammond Tract 3

-

lies north of the Grand Calumet ‘River, at the western limit of
the ‘eity, adjacent to Tract h - Both include large residential
areas, end only a small amount of industrial plants alonthhe
river.‘ Tract 6 south of the Grand Calumet River, is a résiden~
tial’ area.‘ Tracts 10, ll, 12, and 13 all are locatedAin the
~,southwest section of Hammond, south of ‘the Grand Calumet River.

In none of these tracts is there an’ appreciable concentration of

industry, they are’ chiefly residential areas. Tracts 10, 12, and : }'~

%

\'—;‘r\l:* » KK §




‘the area from the'Bo
PR /

13 border the Little Calumet River., Fe R :-'n_—

‘Ga I The Gary industrial area is_located primarily

é .

rwithin.tract 1 which extends along the 1akefront friom East

:Chicago on the west to the eastern border of Lake County, -

,

T Indiana. Tract 2, in the northea;tern corner of Gary,,occup&ing

'er of Lake County, Indiana, westward along

oy

~"the lakefront, 1s. an adjacent residential area.. However, tract 2

of Gary is separated from the East Chicago stael plant by the'

whole of this industrial area Located within tract 1 are a

rlarge number of steel mills, metalworking plants, railroad lines,'

~and similar industries.b There is &, small residential area within -

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

""distance of approximately twelve miles from the steel plant in

question. Tract 6 the second largest, is the onlx other tract‘

.wherein there is found- another large metalworking plant. It is

adjacent to. Hammond, at the western border. of Gary.' The commer~ "

fcial district of Gary extends through tracts 9, 10, 15, and 16

"There is. little industry in any other census tracts. in Gary.- The-

,remaining tracts are- predOminantly residential, with an- extensive"'>5"""'

.

. .undeveloped area in tract Uy, . o ‘.iv)

Although most of the railroad lines- pass through tract l,
several run east and west along the northern parts of tracts 15,

16 17, and 18 Another cuts diagonally southeast on the 1ine

formed by the diagonal boundaries of tracts 5, 17, and 1h Two

'[»l

" other railroads form an’ crossing over. tracts ZL, 25, 26 and 27.-

i

at the southern end of the city.

Thus,“it would seem logical that the highest percentage
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'~of steel plant employees who reside in Gary WOuld'be found 1n

tract 6 the tract wherein the residential area is closest to ?~
the plant. ,In addition to the factor of proximity, there is the
*7“’“‘ - g
- presence of an industrial plant in which are performed similar '
g operations.‘ This iactor, the intra-industry migration of workers
‘is not investigated in this - thesis, hutAwould .appear to be worth
Viinvestigating especially in the case of a particular plant 1ocatedv7:
in an industrial region in which are found many other similar .
tlplants. Tract 16, in which is found the second highest proportion
"fof employees is not so readily available.‘ Its location at ‘the S a:
_southern end of "the commercial district plus the presence of twé_ihf
'railroad 1ines might lead to the conclusion that this would be- -
_the area of rooming. houses and hotels where would reside a high*i
g proportion of young unmarried males who would be seeking employ-
ment. 1 ) ) A l
Chicago. In Chicago, both community areas’ hé and 52 are
’;mixed residential and industrial areas, Industry is located in
?the eastern section of ares 46 albng the 1ake and south, alongs -
he Illinbis state 1ine. .The residential areas are 1ocated in 5
‘the northwestern and central parts -of the area Within the resi-
dentialan%xanbefbund much vacantvland.l’ In community area 52; a
'comparatively smaller amount wof land Is occupied either by indus-"

ftry or residences. As of 19&3 there was a mach greater proportion .

- 1Detailed land use maps Tor community areas L6 and. 52 are
found in Lend.Use in Chicago which was published in 193, Since
then the amount of vacant land in the. area 'has diminished, Chicago '
Land Use, Survey) Tand Use -in Chicago . (Chicago. Chicago Plan uom- L .
qassion. 943}, ,




ffc-portion of the area is concentrated in the central secti

of vacant land in‘area SZ,than 1n. area ue However, several Exe

tensive parks areyto be found within the area.~ The reeidential" -

)

\

S

“;dustry.is 1ocated mainly in the northern portion of the'are

on. the western perimeter, along the Grand Calumet River. Steel

L

’ mills and similar metalworking industries are located in both

f‘areas. Area hé lies north of area 52 Both are separated from __.
the East Ehicago steel plant by the ‘large industrial area extend— o
ing along Lake Michigan in Hammond and Whiting,_but are connected
with the Calumet lndustrial Area by,highways and rails

. Calumet Citx _ Censusotract 1 of Calumet City includes
within it the city of. Jurnham, and is bordered by Chicago on the “‘f ;~~;
north and Hammond on the Last.' Aoproximately one=fourth of the
'area within tract 1 is occupied by heavy industry, a% the northern
end of the tract. Approximately one-thirdfbf the tract is oocu—

*.,pied by forest preserves and parks. In the northeast and the ‘f"?*i”

: south. the residential area is locsted in the oentral portion of h;
:the tract, divided into two parts by a narrow belt of land zoned :
.:for light industry which extends south ‘from. Burnham..‘ ract 2 7
"contains some heevy industry-—chemical plants and steel mills in :
the north, but is chiefly residential in the south.» Tract 3 lies-t
south ‘of tract . 2 along the. eastern ‘edge of the city.' It‘contains .-
b_no industry, and Is occupied by parks and residences. Calumet
City is separated from the steel plant by the city of Hammond ; : Q- :
the residential districts lie -at -a distance of from four to six -
miles of the plant..
' Whitinge; Whiting is adjacent both to East Chicago on the"

. L : 4




‘-ceast and Hammond on the west and south. Tract 1 is mainly An-

Q'dustri&l—-chemical manufacturing companies and oil refineries
**occupyymost of the area--with a small residential section in
l the southern tip of the tract Tract 2 is entirely residential,.

‘f:‘but is separated from thes teel plant by the large industrial

-~lie~between one and three miles from the East Chicago steel .

A,

pf{ties where at 1east two per. cent of the total: employees of the
‘p~steel plant reside, as shown in Table 3. ,In East Chicago( Ham-3
"mond, Gary, and Chicago, 86 22 per cent of the total employees,-

~

'='area in tract I; The residential areas of‘both tracts in Whiting

,plant. ‘ _ff 'f:,' S

Distribution;of Employees.f

The following discussion is devoted to an analysis of the

distribution of employees by period of employment within the

85. 75 per. cent of the recent-hire employees, 83 2.per cent of

thenfive-year employees)-Bé 28 per cent of the ldng-term employees,' ' _LJ:

‘and 89 19 per cent ‘of the multiple-hire employees reside. The R

. ~data ror the three cities in Indian& are presented by census

'“tracts, and for Chic&go, by community areas, : .

"1'-" The first table for each city shows the percent of each

‘ employee group in each city, census tract, or community ared, . L

'It-can be seen from-Table hﬂthat for a given city,vthe percentage

distribution of employees in each of the four hire categories is

‘roughly proportionate to the percentage . of ‘total employees resid— .

ing in that city, For example, 4. 21 per cent ‘of the total ‘em-

ployeeS*reside in East Chicago, whereas 38, 25 per cent of the

———— -




A o - TUXEBIJB lL : ST . - ? s l:..’i' . . ;é'-vz, -
PERCENT OF EAGH EMPLOYEE GROUP IN MAIN CITIES WHERE R NI

1] EMPLOYEES ARE LOCATED U B
" €itles, . T T - J:.mployee Group - T N W B
el ‘Recent - 5~yr. Lg\ ~Term| Multiple | Total}: Pct. Pct, | Pet. . Pct. | PBet.
- Hire Emp. |** Bmp.- |+ Hire-- ‘R.H, S-yr Fmp L‘fT Enp. . Ho ~Total . "
Egst, G (92 [ LO0 RGeS T 712 [ 1,703] 38.93| §2.60 [ 49, 56.60] §9.2T . - |
. Hemmnbnd 159 1195 115 193 - 294 25,18| 20.77° Zu B3kl 17,16. 7
Gary 35 ez 7 | 111 355 1}.30] 12.99. 23 8.82]..20.,26 . ¢
Chicago A8 . )71 |-0137 | 1@6 | 332 7.3k 7.5 131 - “Buli3] . 9459 v
, . LIsew 5 21 |+ 20 25 - | 71 2,01 21;‘ e, 95 L 1.99] 2405
: cal, City R 23 20 “ | 15 0 6| 2.2 2. %s .95 |1.19) anss
. ‘Li-1b 6 15 : 21 21 oo 63 2.2 <2,08- | 1967 1.82
; Whiting. Iy 11, |- 19 - Ly 1,60 '.‘1 17 66 11,51 1,18
oy -Lensing T B 15 10 |- 371 .19 .96 -.1.u5: , .79 CAA07
_ ® Crown Pt. . 3 10 - 11 1 30| 1.19 1. 06 { | .5 ; .8 +87 R
' ’ ".Chesterton 1 9 - 9 8 27 ;37‘A- .96 86 Bl Bﬂ"uf .
LI..3C ' ( ' 1 ‘ 7 o : _" 6 . 21]- N -37 -?5 . 096 ' ,g i .Z .
'"Cedar Lake Ty -8 1 ' L “131 Wl W85 -.06 e ﬁz 438
.East Gary e I 3 5 12 e 43| /.26 CTs35
" Ind. Unclhss.d 6. 2 | .. 20 2y okl 22| 2.86 [1.98 | "1 91| 2.1 g
I, Unclass. } 2 - 10 |- 5 L 21 b 78. 1.06_. AR -'50, TLa32] . W6
Total | ,' o))y w 939 _1,001;‘ _*‘1,,"__271; 3,1;61 io'o.oo Ibo.'oo. 100..00 100. 00 1.60".09',”--_',,-4",7"
T . LI-2 indicates census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana' Black Oak, St John. - _
. | bLI 1l indicatées census tract 1 of Take County, Indie.na' Griffith, Munster,Highland:.'-,_'j '
* o : LI-3 1ndicates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana' Hobart .
) dIncludeez one employee 1:Lst1ng address as Ripon, Wisconsin 3 \ v g
s
. T




‘ recent hire employees, h2 55 percent of “the. five-year employeesa

5.;uthe multiple-hire employees are residents of that city. “vAﬁ 'h..
‘ ‘each employee group within the city, e.g., that proportion of *,: ol

"four- hire groups. Thus, Table 5 shows. that of the total ln fhe'

.‘would-have $his proportionate distributiqn of employees in each

“a particular employment group to reside there. But,ﬁfor example

~in East-Chicago, as shown in Table S, 5 58 pe# cent of the om=

'h9 95 per cent of the long-term employees, and 56 96 per cent of

'employees who reside in a- giVen city which falls 1n each- of the‘

:tiple-hire employees. One would therefore expect that all cities

ployees are in the recent-hire group, 23 h9 per cent in the five-

- hire group. ‘ N . __'." L : ..;F\

The second table for each city shows the concentration of o

sample, 7 05 per ‘cent .are recent-hir%f 27 13 per cent are five-i;'fiff -

year, 27 13 per cent, are long-term,;and 36 81 per cent are mul-

employment class unless other factors influence the selection of-

-

year,- 29 13 in the long-term, and ul.Bl per cent in the multiple-

« S

. The problem then was to»determine which differences in- -

e

B .

J'propontionate employment and residence were important... 'For‘

'for the-percentage of total employees 1iving 1n each clty and |

“for census tracts which had a large proportion of the total om=

»For the second series of tables, the standard erroxr’ of the sample

thls purpose, the standard error of the sample proportion was

calculated. In the first serles of tables, this was calculated

employees of the steei plant. Any deviation greater than the

.proportion far each city (or census tract, where this .was. calcu--_

1ated) plus or minus twlce this figure was considered ﬁmpoﬁtanmcit.,
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L

L was caleulated for the percént of total employees in each employ-'
ment class.t If the percent of employees of a~given city or censusxj

' Qutract differed from the sample proportion by more or 1ess than

AR

twice this figure, the deviation was considered noteworthy;

"‘Thus 1t would appear that for’East Chicago the’percentages off'

wr‘:

'-t._recent-hire and five~year employees are lower, and the percentage

‘of multiple-hire employees is much greater than the percentage

- of total employees would indicate.' Furthermore, the concentra-jﬂ’

-tions of both the recent hire and the five-year employees within

East Chicago are lesser than, and that of the multiple—hire om-.

Lo~

ployees greater than the concentrations of these groups in the

total distribution.

' “Récent~Eire: Employees' ' ;
From Table u it is 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

’ Elower than might be expected S’The proportions of recent hire

S femployees'in other cities, although\somewhat higher than the pro—

portions of*. total employees for those cities, are sti111 within
v‘ithe l}nits of a, chance distribution. ) ‘
' Examination of Table 5 shows that in only two - cities,

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

10f Margaret J. Hagood. Statistics for Sociologists
(New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1941}, pp. 343ff, ThHe formula
uséd for the standard error of the sample proportien isv‘ V%ﬁ’
About 95 per:cent of the samples can be expected to have “propor-
tions between'*aw from the proportion: present in the universe,
Thus any deviations greater than this can not be considered as
being caused by chance factors. : . - . ..




PERCENT "OF EMPLOYE}:.S IN EACH CITY BY PERIOD OF - EMPLO¥MENT

| .-Cities _Hecent- 5ayr.;}Lg.-Tm. multiple Total| Pct. Pet, | Pct.- Pet. Pct.
: ; “ .. Hire Empld. Empl,|. Hire . | City City | City .| City |Total -
East Chicago || .95 ~L00 -, |- {96 iz 1,703 5.58 | 23. 9 2751 [ 1,81 100.00
.. Hammond 59 1195l k7 . 1 193 . 594 119.93 | 32.83 % 2ha75.| 32.501100.00
! Gary 35 122 |° .87 " 111- 3550 9.86 | 3. 35‘ 21;2% 31,27 | 100.00
‘ ~ Chicago . 18 C71 137 | 106 . 3324 5.42. | 21, 33 “111.2571°31,93(100.,00 - -
. LI-28 .5 21| . 20 - __25 ) 71 7.0l | 29,58 | 28,17 | 35.21|100.00 -
’Calumet City 6 23| "20 | 15 ‘ ol ll 9.38 | .35.59 | 31.25 | 23.44] 1006,00:
LI-1b _ 6 |15 . 21 21 63 9.52 | 23.81.|-33.33 EL3.33 10090 -
, - ¥hiting L 1| 7 19 1 2;96 -26383 | 17.07 .34‘ idom .
’ Lensing - © 3 9 a5 - 10 . 37 8.11 | 2.3 Lo.Sh ZZ 100.60
Crown Point || 3. 10 | 6 11 . | 30[10.00° | 33.337] 20.00 | 7110000 . .-
Chesterton’ 1. ‘9.i 9 8 271 3470 {- 33.33 | 33,33 29‘ B3 1000 -
v LI-3c - 1 7 1 10 6 L 2 il .17 29.17 .| 41.67 | 25.00(100.00 L. .
Cedar’ Lake C. 8 1 Eolo|ooaa) . | 6Bl 74690 io Z?‘ 100,00 -
- East Gary . Sy 3 5 12| 33.33 | 25.00 100.00
Ind. Unclass.| .6 - 24d i s 20 2l 7h |l 8,22 | 31,51 | 27.40{;32,88 100,00 - E
T1l. Unclass. 2 - 0. 5 ok 21| 9452 7.62 (,23. 1.} 19 ;05 190.00' . :
Totiel 2k 939 L,ook - ln27h | 3,461 ) 7.05 | -27.13f 29.01 ‘367.81 joo0” o

a LI 2 indicates census tract 2 of. Lake County, Indiana‘ Black Oak, Saint John.

»‘bLI 1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County;Indiana' Griffith, Munster,Highland. v;-

Y LI-3 indicates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana' Hobart

dIncludes one employee 1isting his address as Ripon, Wisconsin.»
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. employees (5 58 per cent and Be h2 per cent respectively) 1ower

than the concentration of employees of this class in the total

n distribution (7 OS per cent)._ The concentration of recent—hire

employees within H%mmond and Gary is higher than might be ex~
pected tg 93 ‘per, cent and 9.86 per’ cent, respectively).
East Chivtags, - The percentage of recent-hire employees

. :' :who live 1n East Ghicago, 38 Q3 per cent, is‘lower than the per-'

centage of total employees 1iving there, 49 21 per cent jThe.
concentration of recent-hire employees within Eest Chicago (the
percentage of 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.ere,classified.in the\rgpentrhire

group). There are noticeably 1ower percentages of recelt-hire

) employees living in census tracts b4, 5,6, and 7 than the perF .

centages of total employees, as. ‘shown in Table 6. ‘
Tracts u, S, and b lie within .one mile's distance from
the plant In these four‘tracts, end\trects 2 and’ lO as well, .

the concentration of recent-hire employees is also less than

‘that of ‘the-total distribution, as shown in Table 7. The resi;-,

dential area of'tract 2 1les between one and two miles away, and

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

withid which both the concentration of recent hire employees and.

the percentage of recent hire employees is miagh © greatei than

umight_be expected,.deviates from the other tracts in the

.
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' TABLE

6

t

n'V»PERCENT OF. EACH LMPLOYEE GROUP IN CENSUS TRACTS OF EAST- CHICAGO ,'-7“.7

. Pdt.

Recent

- Hire

s-yr.

Emp. |

Lg.-Term

- Empl

Nultip_

. Hire

Total
. in C. $

Pct.
R.H,.

Pct‘
S5-yr.

Pct.
L.T,

T M.H,

~ Tdtal

Census

Tract
1

2
- -3
: >‘ ‘u
s
N 6
’. o7
B 8

- L9

’

[
(o]

I
210

26

17 -
e

B IRV S IR ERFON

13

58 |
;119f':
e
The

26

.30'.

16
17
8.

l.;'/

..'.11 s

189
17

70

3

‘71
.19

25-

.38

-

AN

‘-12'A

2
66
e

134

88

96
. 89

20

35
e

52
/‘/
172

161

313

226
198,

1197
61

82
b1 -

1.60
.. 06

10.62

§;93

J 4.88
RIS
| 2.83
kz.ua'.
.é;Qll

L

’ﬁ78

L3t

6.18.|
11;%1
7,77
/ 5:22
2,77

3.19

.70
1.81

;85

© 1,10 |
3.78
,-8 37
886,
7.67
16€9Zn::
7,07
' 1.89:

WL e

7
/

"2.49
1.20

5.25
11 21
10.65

-74¢§f'
7.63]
:Q$§0?
'};Sé
Vlz,fsy
?1.51‘"

1.91]

1 50 ‘

10.43

5.69 .

1. 18

Total

95

koo

st

712

1,703

|p8s93

L2.60

ik

T$6.6o

hﬁ 21f; ;.J‘l

Pct. .l-L“
th?}‘f’:" -
CRS

5253;7;f3:.
5i72 1

Vj_;.76““; "‘I' “
237
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TABIL T

BY PERIOD OF EMPI;OYMENT

PERCEN‘I‘ OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH CENSUS TRACT OF EAST

CHICAGO -

- : i .
Census Recent Toyr.T Le. . | Mait) 'l‘ot.Empl. Pot, | Pot., i;ct.. Pot. P.’.cﬁ.Ag:"f.: ——
Tract || Hire | Fmpl,| Empl, | Hire | in Tract .7, |C.T |C.T. [C.T. | Total
“x ol L 13- 1 2l 52 . 7.69 | 25,00 | 21,15 L;é 15| 100',0'0
2 | 10 58 | 38 17 esT| 172 | _‘ 5.81 | 33.72 22.09 38.37 \100 oo,
3 26 110, BQ ol | oser - 7~._26 13047 _".2‘3.27 39.7,96 gloo 00 h
o | | ey fusk| 33 5.43 | 2332 | 2843 [42.89]. 100,00 -
5 | by | 77 | 88, az6 5.31 | 21,68 | 34.07(38.94| 100,00 . -
6 - 6 26 70  | 96 | 198 3,03 [13.13° 35.-35 46.1_;;8’ 106:'200,. T
TN T 30 | 715 | 89 | 197 | " 3.55 | 15.23 | 36,04 [45.18 100,00
e |6 |16 |19 2] &1 9:8l | 26,67 | 31.15]32.79| 100,00 -
'3.‘,9: 5 17 | 25 35 82  6.1<,>‘ ng-l.rf.s ;-30.49: L;/z‘:s%:a 'Tloo 00
10 2 8 | 12 19 | 41, - 1,88 1'9‘.'51 '29.27|L6.34| 100.00
‘.-Tc'g'te(‘l‘/ 95 boo | ko6 | 712 1,703 5.59 ‘aj';uf;. 29,,.‘12 31,81 '106-190
S : M
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”:-plant gux

m3city. Tract 8 is also between two and three miles from the o

NER S . . > H K DI,
- - STy

Hammond. Table u indicates that the percent of recent-

“nire employees living in Hammond is greater than might be ex-*: <sf"”

pected, while Table 5 shows that the concentration of this hire

group of employeeslwithin the city 1s also greater. From Table 8

-1t can be~seen that tracts 1, b, 6; 8, ll. 12, and 13 show higheri

proportions of. recent hire- employees. Within these seven tracts,

and, in addition, in tract 3, the concentration of recent-hire

,employees is- greater than that of the total distribution, as

'shown in Table 9. The residential areas of tracts 2 and u,are»_

1ocated at a distance of between two and three miles from the

_plant, those of- tracts 1, 3,-5, and b, between three and four

miles away, that of tract 8, between four and . five miles, and
those of tracts ll, 12, and 13, between five and six .miles away
from the plant, Both tracts 5 and 9, on the other. hand,~show
enoticeably*" lower percentages of.recent-hlre employees, and less

dense concentrations of recent-hire emp\oyees are found within

them and tracts 7 and 10. The residential area of tract 5 is

located at. 8 distance of between three and four miles from the

.plant, trat of tracts 7 and 9, between four and five miles away, -

and ‘that of tract 10, between five and six miles! distance

-Gary{ Both the percentage of Pecent-hire - employees and

the concentration of recent-hire employees within Gary are con-
siderably higher than might be expected. However, it can be seen’
from Table lO that in only two census tracts, 6 and 16, are the

percentages of- total employees high enough to make separate men-'
b - . . . .

1 - -

T
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) : | - TABLE 8 A
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS oF HAMMOND
: BY: PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT R
. Consus [[Recent | 5-y7. Lg.Jbﬁ. Mait.|Total | Pot. | Pet. | Pot.| Pote
» Tract| Hire | Empl,| . Empl. | "Hire |in C,T. R.E, | 5-yr.| L.To| M.H. ‘
1 5 1 13 4. 9 7.0 3 2,01 1.38 | .90 | .56 |:°
& 19 ] 9 | 26 78 L6l | w90 |7 72l

9¢-

O ® ~N O U oW

Er » =
W, N B O

o F @M VR NN N W

18

T

. 53

17
7
10
27
15
7
9

.

.10

- 12

B

25
U

12

izv

My
6

13

T 12

13

| 51

37
43
91,

3l
105 - -
3y
37
35
35

1.19
3.83

1,60

2,83

.78
:1.60
2,01

1.60

t2.2

1.92
.75,

: 5.64

1.81
.75

;‘15d6

2.88
11,60

1.&9:

H 1‘95 : .

i1
1.99

1,11 1.

.95,

95|

3L50.
A48
'1.03 -
1195

N

l.'.v0'3' . .,

\n.
O

7395

7

193

59k

u2h;18

.15.5h 2
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SEtyaEAL MLollADUL AR VT DALV LRSS Vo U J.t(ACJ.b U BaMyOND - - v
: "BY PERIOD OF FMPLOYMENT S
::Census ‘Recent | S5-yr, Lg.—Tm. Mult,|Total | "Pct.‘ ?qt;‘ Pets| Pety: Pct. of ~
_Tract) Hire | Empl,| ‘Empl, | Hire |in C.T. R.Hy | 5-yr.| L.Te| M.He .Total
1 5 13 | 9 7o 3 2.01f 1.38 | .90 | .56 | .98
2 | 2 ‘ 6 9. 9 | ‘26 .78 .)6L|.' .90 | w72 ! 75
3 3o [ | ox bz [l na9| 192 | o | .98t | Lior
h 7 7o s | s 3.8310 .75 |ndo- | r | vl
5 ok .83 | 9|2 | o1, || a0 5.6k .90 | 1.99 | 2.63
6 7 17 |13 L 1 51 2.83 | 1.81 |1.29 sT: L BN IR N O
7 2 7 oo o] e 78| .15 (129 | .95 1| o8-
‘g -t 10 "._"'8 ol 12 "31;‘ 1.60 | 1,06 | .80 : <95 w98
9 15 27 29 i 105 2,01 2.88 2, 89 ' 3450 . . - 3,03 ;
10 2 |15 [ar, | 6 | 3k || 78| 160 |1.09 |, 480 | .08
u e |7 e 1 | e 3| s | iso | os i 107
12 I 9 12 33 1,60 | .96  .79‘ : ,.95-‘ _+95
13 6 6 | 20| 13 35 a2 | u6h| .99 | 1 03 .1.01
E :'.‘['ot‘:é‘l 59 - |'395 | w7, 193 | 'Sok 24,.18 20,77 | 16l .15.31;"; 17, 16
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- ." . . .‘ o v v TABIIE 9 ' 7 '
 PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF HAMMOND BY PERTODS OF EMPLOYMENT
o e o R L
/ , I A . _ e .

Census || Recent | 5=y¥. Tg.lm, Mult.| Total " Pet. | Pel, | Pet.[ Pet, | Pet. of . -
Tract .|| Hire Empl.] Empl. Hire - ; C.T. C.Te C.T. C.Te | - Total.. -

|

o

T 13 9. 7 © 3k |} k.70 | 38.24 | 26,471 20.59 100,00", | » -'{. _iﬂ
6 19 w9 .26 7.69 | 23,08 | .62 | 34462 | 100,00 . - LR

18 |k

12 037 || 8.11|U8.65 | 10.81] 32.43 | 100.00_-
7o [sX¢ ] 43 || 16,28 | 16,28 | 31y.,88'| 32556 | 100,00+

53 9| 25 91 4o | 58.2L | 98.90 | 27.L7 | 100,00 : .
7ol ] 51 | 13.72 | 33.33 | 25,49 | 27.45 | 100,00 ©-

w7 |13 12 {34 || 5.88 | 20,59 | 38.2l 35,29 100.06' B
10 | 8 12 3h ) 11076 [29.41 123,53 35,29 | 100,00 -

27 | a9 Wy 105 |} L.76 | 25.71 | 27.62 | 41.90 | 100,00 " .- . .

15 i 6 34 || .5.88. hh%l? 32,35 | 17.65 100,00. o
7 9 | 13" | .37 21.62 | 18492 |24.32 | 35.13 | 100,00. . RN

9* | 8 |12 | 33 | 12.12{27.27 |24.2) | 36.36 | 100,00 R

6 |10 |13 | 35 17,3 1714 28,57 | 3772k | 100,00 T

e
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CE @MU NN WD

13

LhE

~
3
o
ot
o
g
N
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95 |7 193 | 59k | 9.93|32.83 | 2h.75 | 32.49 | 100.00




TABLE 10

PERCENT DIS'I‘RI"BUTION OF EMPLOYEES. IN CENSUS TRACTS OF GARY
“BY PERIOD OF EMPLOMNT

Lg.rm.'ﬂﬁ alt,] Total Foe ;Pct. Pot. | Pt PcE. or

~=;

Tonsus | Recent oy
Tractl Hire | Empl, | Empl.| Hire |in C,.T, ‘R.Cs | “5-yr, LT, | 'M,He Total
1 L I u- 2 T 11 . oll-u- .20 .Ll»-o R '032
3 : 2 L '3 6 . 15 78| 4k 29 | - W48 ,-,ug“
1 . 2 ,'E' - : . 22 | g 4,16 |
.5 S S DT F b - 9 . e3T7 o ] .39 | ra32 | .26
.6 6 21 123 |32 | 82 .| 22| 2.25 | 2.29 | 2,84 | 2.37
7 i « L3 kS 7 . . . 29 | . 432 .20.
.8 % ' g - ﬁ l'Lll- %g : .3{'31 gllt _.gg. gz ' N;éﬁ
> . ’ . o7 o2 - ‘e N L
13;_ . 6 .| 2 2 10 _ 65 .20 4 .16 Y-
11 2 2 1 2 . 7 78 | .22 .10 | 116 207
o 1 8 3 S0l d | e | e | e | nd
. 1 - e . . R . - oLl ..
: 15 1 1. . / 3 ’ 5 ) V- 037 012 » . “.‘ ' 02)-!- L clll- S
16 8 17 8 | . 37 F "3.24 | 1.82 .79 .32 1,07 -
37 2 I 10 .- T -;7% Jily .10 . © .20
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, TABLE, 11 J
. PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS 'TRACTS 'OF GARY BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT | ..

Census Recent | b-yT. fg.’f Muﬁ Total Pet. Tt. Petov | Pet, | ercent " of -

Tract Hire Emple Empl,-. ‘Hire - . C,.T. c.T. CoTe C.T. | tot, tlass, -
1 . I 2 5 1 . | 36.36 ¥ 18,18 | 05.45 | - 100.00
a 2 L 3 6 .1 15 13.33 | 26.67 | 20.00. | 4LO.00 100,00
& . 2 'i, "ﬁ 9 4| 22.22 | s5. Eh ﬁﬁ ﬁﬁ- *.7100,00.

- 1 o : - 9 11.11 o : 1 | 100,00

6. 6 21 | 23 .32 82 L 7.32 |0 25,61 'u%.os_ '30,027{ 7~ 100.00 ¢ 0
7 T . 3. |4 7 . - Te | L2.86 57.1)_;_.‘ 100,000 [ e
8 1 5 hoo2 Tl 12 8.33 | k1,67 |.16.67 | 33.33 100,00 T
9 2 5 L .1 22 . 9.09 | 22,73 [118,18 | 50,00 100,00 -

10 . 6 . 2 - 2 10° . 60.00 | .20.00 | 20,00 |~ .100,00: °

11 2 .2 1 2 7 28,57 { 28,57 | 14.28 | 28.57 [ - 106500 < ..

12 1 8 . 3 3 .| 15 . 53.33 20.00 | 20.00 100.00 " i

13 W 1 . . 1 . 100,00 . . . "100.00 - -

1l 1 8" 3 2 1y 7o | 57,14 | 21, 43,' 14“2&_‘ 100,00 . T
15 1 - 1| . .ii .5 20,00 | 20,00 {. 60,007 | © 100,00 . . - - :
16- 8 - 17 8 ' 37 T21,62 »hS ol | 21, 62 10.8%.| - 10000, .
17 . 2 :%' 1 1 .. 7 \28;57 7o 1l ‘lh 28 100.00
18 . .3 .« |/ 2 5 . . ',60 00 |- 40500 | 100,00 - ...~
19 1 5 05 b W1 6.67 | 33.33 33 .33 | 26. 67 | 7-100,00 " -

20 . 5 -2 . , g : . “71l.43 | 28457 | ' 100,00- -

- 21 2 2 1 1 _ ; 33'33‘ 3433 16 67 . ,16.67 100,00

22 o o2 2 1 5 " 0:00 | 40.00 |i20.00 |  ~ 100.00,

2 2 6 6 6 ‘20, 110500 | 30.00 | 30,00 | 30,00 | - 100,00

;aﬁ 1 1 . % ) 16.67 | 16.67 1-66.67. | - 100,60 .

25 1 ' o ‘ 16 6.25 | 31,25 25.00 1-37.20 | - 100,00

26 . 3 1 8. o | 50,00 37.50 | 12,50 | = 100,00 - -

27 1 1 . 2 L 25,00 | 25,00 - o 50,00 |. 100,00

Total| 35° 122 87 | 111 355 |[° 9.86 | 34.37 | 2451 | 31.27 100,005 s




tion of'tract data worthwhile at this point in the discussion.
Only in. tract 16 is the percentage of recent—hire employees and

. ths‘concentration of recent—hire employees within the tract no-f

f~ ticeably higher, as shown in Table 11. The residential ‘area of

- tract 6 lies between rour and five miles from the plant- that of -
ttact 16 1ies between séven end eight miles’ away. ' SR

1 Chicago. In the city of Chioago, only two communlty areas,

ue and 52, contain more “than one per cent of the total employees,
the only two with'percentages of total recent-hire ex_npl_oyee_s~
greater’than‘one.per cent. Table l2 shows'thet even these‘ﬁer-
centages are not disproportionately high. Rather, the peroentages
of total recnt hire employees are- lower than might _be expected.~
In these two community areas, the coneentration'of recent-hire

] employees within each s greater than for the total distribution.
" The number of employees in the remaining community areas ig too
mall 39 enable any ‘conclusions about concentration of recent-
hire (or ahy. other time~ category employees) to be drawn at this
timefi‘p_ IR L —_—

- ~

Calumet City and Whiting. None of the'individual census

tracts in either Calumet City or Whiting contains one or more per
cent of the- total employees of the steel plant However, both
- tract 2 in Calumet City and tract 2 in Whiting contain markedly
higher propontions of'recent-hire employees: Traet 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 percentsges of

>
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TABLE-12

PERGENT - OF EMPLOYEES N COMMUNITY AREAS ol o1 CHICAGO BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT T
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'! o : . TABIE 13

"PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF CALUMET CITY AND WHITING
: BY PERIODS OF EMPLOYMENT . .

f‘=§§c§ﬁt'-?:iirw-fgzqit"1mfr§7’“rafar-"'-Tﬁnr:--—jﬁﬂr:" TP, Fotror-
Hire | Empl, | Bmpl.: | Hire /iin C.T, R.H. g-yr.| L.T. | M.H, Total. . . °
1 ‘ ‘. - 6 . .3 v 10 a -37 . 059 T 02-'- :. ' :,.29 o
5.1 9 16 |3 ) 2,01 | 1,18 |..89 | .48~ |- --.90

. 2 5 .} 6 23 ﬁ e | 129 g 5-.48{ 66

6 23 | 20 *|15 | 6L . | 2.0 | 2.46 [ 299 _1}19 - 1.85

U P 3 |8 fw | . 22 | 29 6l . ko
30l 9| b fm et frag |97 |39 | W87 - 78

|
. e N S ‘ Coed
L 11 7 19, |l | 1.60 117 | '.66 | 1,51 | 1,18 L
C i _x L ey
N : N e
8cc indicates Cq1umef City_census tracts, R b T

) : A : - o ' N v : =

bWh indicates Whiting census tracts. -'( 1
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S
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~ TABLE 14

| : T -
PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF CALUMET CITY AND: WHITING S
BY PERTODS OF EMPLOYMENT b e
. . M =’ N . g
Census Rec’enti -Fr. Lg.Tm.— Mult. [ ‘Total | ° Pet, Pet, | Pet. .| Peto- - | - Pet,-of :
Tract Hire Empl. | Empl. | Hire: | - C.T. C.T. - Cc.T, C.Ta Total ;
oc-1® v . |6 ]3| 10,00 | . .| 60.00 | 30,00 | 160,00 . . .
cc-2 . - |5 1m- 9. 6. |3 ©16.13 | 35.43 | 29.03 i19 35 ";;:,100'.00' DA
cc-3 . |. 12 5 16 23 | . 52,17 | 21.74 26 09 160,00
Total |6 23 20 |15 bly 9.38 | 35.94 |.31.25 :23;'4h 100,00 ,
cal.city] . - : 1 T R )
w-1® b |2 3 8 1 7.1 | 1429 | 21,43 | 57.14 | 160300.
. Wne2 3 19 Iy N P 11,11 | 33.33 | uf.81 | L4o.7h | 100.00 .
@ o . 1 . \ L . i ‘ o
Motel B |21 | 7 - 19 |41 9.76 | 26,83 | 17.07 | U46:3L 100,00- .. .
. ) .o ) E . } - ‘ ( ., L \
fce indlicates Calumet City census tracts, S .
Pyh indicates Whiting census tractsg :
. : . ¢
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this class, end secondly;'toAshow in whichﬂareas this cless.of
employees comprises a’ 1arge portion of the total employees.

Snecifically, the highest percentages of. recent-hire employees

" 1ive in East Chicago, especielly in tracts 3 and"li, Hanmond , Gary,- .

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

~ Chicago were found to’ be somewhat lower than the percentages of
total em;loyees for each would indicate. The areas in which the
percentage of. recent-hire employees, as opposed ‘5o the other
groups of employees living within ‘these areas, comprises an ap-
preciable portion, are census tracts 8 in East Chicago, tracts 1,
4, 6, 8, 11, 12, and 13 in Hammond, Gary consiqeredvas a single

. area rather thaﬁ any-of the individual census trecﬁs withlh it,-:
Calumet City as a whole, LI-1, #hiting, and Crown.Point.

When the in&ividual census tracts mentioned abov®, ob-

- served to- be areas wherein reside noticeably 1ower percentages

(
of recent-nlre employees are placed within the framework of dis-

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

1lie within three miles' distance of the plant, and 1nclude 21. ,90
‘per . cent of the reoent-hire group. Those tracts in which the per-
‘centages of recent-hire employees are considerablv higher lie at A
:a'distance of up to. eight ‘miles from the plant, and include 2}.88

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

‘ centages of recent-hire employees include 38.79.péer cent of the

total employees, and only 11, 60 per cent of the recent-Hire em—l

>'hployees. Both groups oﬁ census tracts are mainly residential areas,

~with the exception of tract 2 in Fast Chicago and tracts 1 and 8

in ﬁammond,'which.ére‘largely‘industrial areas,

1
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'_tracts in Hammond with a_notably hi h percent of fecent-hire em-

4). Tract 16 of Gary is also mainly & -residential ares, although

‘ clty ere‘d;stincfly separated, tract 2 containing the latter area,

’ Tr&ct 8 in East Chicago 1is the only census tract: in that

city wherein both the percent and the concentration of recent- :

hire emplbyeds is néthcéably»" high. “In the previous section of.

this chapter, tract 8 was described as separated from'bhe plant
‘by both branches of the Indiana Harbor Canal. Only a relatively
small part of the area within the tract is occupied by 1ndustry
or railroad\gines- tie rest is resﬂdenti&l excépt for a par a
School and the University of IndianLExtension° Most of the

ployees, tracts 6, 11, 12, and 13, are residential areas, although
other tracts with high percents of recent-hire employees are

1nduetrial areas (tracts 1 and 8) and mixed ‘areas (tracts 3 and

pért of the Gary commercial district.extends into the tract..
Cdlumet City and LI-1 are almost completely residential comfuni -

tiee. Within Whiting the industrial and residential areds of the

RN - o ., ) N

) Five-Year EmployeesA o
'T:;The percehtage distributiqn’cf f;re-year employeesminai-
cates that the percentegespef this group found in Chicago:ene_ |
Eest Chicago, as shown in Table l, are very much iower.than would
he expected 1n-terms of'thewpercehtages of total employees found
in these cltles, Percentages in Hamﬁond and.Gary are, on the

other hand, higher. Table 5 shows that the coricentration of five_

;
<

year employees in the separate cities varies coneiderably. East




Chicago, Chicago, LI-ll, and L&nsing appear to. have lesser con-

1

i
centrations of five-year employees than those derived for the ' :,_—," %
total distribution, But Hammond, G-ary, L1-2% and Calumet City |

;show higher concentrations of five-year employees.
' ) East Chicago. The data for censis tracts in Rest Chicago
show that only two tractsiiQ and 3) in the city, have higher per-
' centages Sf five-year employees, while the percentages for tracts
h: 55 6, 7 confirm the lower percentage of five-year employees
living in the city as a whole.—~ﬁpproximate1y one- third of the
employees living.ln ‘tracts .2 and 3 are in the_five-year-group, a
greater .concentration than would be‘expeéted;: Bntltracts‘h, 5,
6, 7, and 10 show lesser -concertrations, %racts b, 5, 6, and 7 °
" also contain fewer Fecent~hire employees. '
Hammond In Hammond, tracts 3, 5, and 7 have higher per-
) oentages of five year employees, while only tract 4 shows a lower

percentage. Within tracts 1, 3, 5; 6, 8, and 10 appear higher

concentrations of five-year employees than the percentage of the

total group Would indicdte, Tracts 2, 4, 7, 11, and 13 have lower.

concentrations of employees in this cléss. ) RN T
, f, Gary. Of the two census tracts in Gary with more than

one per cent of ‘the tota%ﬂpopulation, only in tract 16 is_there a

_markedly higher percentagerf total five~-year employees, The

concentration of five-~year employees within tract 16 is also

higher. \Although many of the census tracts in Gary show what

1LI 1 refers to census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana,in
which are 1ocated the cities of Griffith, Munster; and Highland,

2LI 2 includes census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana, 1n
which are situated the cities.of Black Oak and Saint John. » ,

te.
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‘H”appéar to be great concentrations of employees in the five-year

category, Still the number of employees who reside in the~‘.

: ,tracts is rather too small & bese for percent comparisons. For S

" this reason,'only tracts 6 and 16~are discussed in this section.1
‘Tract 6 shows a 1esser concentration of five-vear employees, but
_almost half of the employees living in tract 16 bélong in this
claes, Tract 16 also contains a high percentage of recent-hire .
'employees. - ’ : ' ' ‘ V
Chicago. Similarly, thers ave only two community areas
in Chicago where more than one per cent ef ‘the total employees
‘live.' These are areas 46 and 52; they are the only conmunity
areas to be discussed in the remainder of this chapter. The
. latter area shows a slightly lower percentage of total fiye-year
employees than miéht’be expected; ‘Both areds ehow lower=concen-
itratiogs of flve-year employees than would be expected.'
Calumet City. The percentage of'total recent-hire em-
ployees residing in both tracts 2 and 3 of Calumet City ie greater .
. than one per cent,tbut only in tract 3 was this percentage ‘Gén-
'siﬂerabmy greater than the percentage of total employees in the
tract, The concentratiOn of five-year employees within tract 3
and the city as a whole was also greater.
Thus, ef the totallfive—year class of employees, relative-

1y more tend to- live in tracts 2 and 3 of East Chicago, 1, 3, 5
. 10 in Hammond, tract 3 in Calumet City, and trect 16 in Gary than
would be the case were place of residence determined purely by

chance factors. Conversely, relatively lower percentages of em-

lThe remaining tracts in Gary will be included in the
‘following chapter. o .

o . ; .
N . . CL s




Het

‘ployees in this ‘group. are found’ to 1ive in tract h in Hammond, S

‘ .and tracts h, 5, ‘6, and .7 of East Chicago. Of the total distri-l

bution, 27 13 per .cont falls. in the five-year group. Tt should- 4 i{

_be remembered that even. areas which .do not contain en: gppreciabi—
1y larger percentage of total five-vear employees might show a

higher concentration of this group internally. This would be
AN

— e

possible in a‘city or census tract where there was an exuremely
small number of employees in one or two of the other time catego-/
ries. Although the concentration of. five—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 T

higher, tracts 2, b, 7, 11, and 13 are exceptions, and show fewer

five-year employees, while tracts 3,5, 6, 8, and 10 show high R

proportions of the tract totals in this group. Gary, as a whole,r
| shows‘a'higher concentration of employees in this oategory, as.
does-traet}lé."Chicago shows relativelj.féwer'employees in this

) olass; which is also trae of LI-ll-andALansing. The other cities
all_shbﬁ?greater conoentrations_of five:year employees,

R the separate census tracts mentioned in this summary,
those in which\thf\percentage of five-year employees is higher
than might be expected outnumber those in which this percentage
is lower, The tracts with the higher percentages are scattered
over & wider area, while those. in which this percentage is lower

are 1ocated within three .miles of, and between four and six miles,

-
111-1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiane:
fGriffith, Munster, Highland. )
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" regidential and 1ndustria1‘area, and is the closest of all the

lffoﬁ“theﬁpiaht The tracts”iﬂ the former group'contain 31, 7L

' total employees. Those in the 1atter group contain 11 30 per

~proporq1on of recent-hire employees, is a mixed resieential and

- e -

per cent:of the five-year employees, and’ ‘23, 60 per cent of the

cent of* the five year employees and 1& 09 per cent of the total

employees. Both groups are composed of tracts with similar in-
terna’ Q\mposition, in terms of industrialf\residential, and . v,
mixed areds,. “-

Trect 2 of East Chicego is predominenfly industrial, with
& small reeidential erea within two'miles of the plant. Tract 3,
a mixed area, is within a mile's distanee;:’Tracts k, 5, ana 6
are mainly residential areas within the .Same distance as tract 3.
Tract 7 is a mixed residential and industrial’ area., All of these ///

tracts lie southeast of the plént.‘ Thus it aépears that the . R
tracts in Eaet Chicago with high proportions of five:je;; em- -
ployees contain less industry than those Qith low proportione of
five ~year employees. In Hemmond this is less clear; Tract 10 is
the only residential tract with & high.proportion of five year,
employees- tract 3 is a mixed residential and industrial aresa,

While tract 5 1s industrial. commercial and residential. Tract

Iy, with a 1ow proportion of five-year employees, is also a mixed

ebove—mentioned trects to the plant. Tracts 3 and 5 lie between . T
three and four miies of the plant._ Tract 10 is at a distance of .
be tweern five‘and éix miles of the plent Tract 16 1n'Gary is

completely residential and lies betwesen seven ‘and ‘eight miles

southeast of the plant, ‘Community drea 52 of Chicago, with 8 1°w P

R




| industrial ared between five and six miles northwest of the

plant Calumet City is a residential area betwe‘n four and six
miles southwest of- the plant. ) :
From this brier summary 1t is difficult to conclude

. whether the ‘type of area--residential, industrial, or mixed--

‘exerts any noticeable influence over the proportion of five-year

—

employees within a specific area, The factor -of distance appears
to be more pertinent to the discussion inasmacn as:those areas
with a low proportion‘of five-year employees &are logated at -
shorter distances from the plant, mainly concentrated within an
area/of three miles' distance, Tracts with high proportions of
five~year emploYees are more widely dispersed., In general, it
appears that in'mamrofithe cities and areas where there are high
proportions of'five-year_emplojees'there are-aiso to be ﬂpund

high proportions of recent-hire employees‘as well,

Long-Term Employees

‘~Since one of the hypotheses under investigation 1s that

A lonéeterm employees of the firm'will tend to be found concentrated
Vin 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

totai emplojees 1iving in.each city. On the contrary, fewser long-

" term employees 1ive in Hammond, Gary, and Whiting than is propop_

tionate to the percentages of total employees found ‘in each It

is only within this distribution that a rank order of the percent-

ages for- the respective cities ‘would- differ from a -rank order of

/

‘ . g e




'located in East Chicago is twenty per cent 1ower than the percent-

‘first glance this 5ppeers €5 disprove the hypothesis being tested,

\

_such close range the presence of industrial noise and dirt is

5,2'-'

the percentages of total employees, the two exceptions being ‘,;_.,

Chicago ranked above Gary, and Lansing above Whiting. .

East Chicago. The percentage of total 1ong-term employeeswu

age of total employees 1iving there, as shown 1n Table h At

J —

but it‘ndst be remembered that some of -the census tracts in the

cilty are as far as three to fpur miles away from/the plant,

Tracts 5, 6, and 7 contain reietively'higher percentages. of total o
long-term employees, while tracts 2 and 3.show relativeiy lower
percentages for this class., Of the 1ong-ternzemployees livin&
within the tracts, there are comparatively greater concentrations-v
of this group in tracts 5, 6, 7, .8, and 9 than in the distributim’

~

ag a whole, andllesser concentrations in tracts l,.Zy %nd 3.
Despite the fact that tract 3 is within a mile's distance ‘Zf‘the' _‘
plant} a comperatively low percentege of long-term employeesllive
there.f However, such close proximity might act as a deterrent

rather than an incentive for permanent workers to reside there 1r R

they can possibly find- other convenient residential areas, »At

inescapable.' Furthermore, the actual residential area 1s small
end obviously crowded, since three hundred sixty-one employees -
live there, Tne preeence of two reilroaq lines over which heavy
traffic passes increases the noise and dirt, Tracts 1 and 2 both
contain small residential areas separated from the plant byllarge‘
industrial areeS, and, so,-for the same rsasons, would not be .

selected as areas of permanent residences. A second factor might

oy
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'also be involved in this situation. The - plant cperates its pro-.

motion system on a straight seniority basis. Long-term employees;’

then, are\the -ohe who have risen within the occupational hier-

”:archy of the plant to higher paid positions. They would not be-

' forced for economic reasons to live in the immediate vicinity of

Lomars

the plant ‘.,w~~ T i ._\\s

7

The residential areas of tracts 5 and 6 are also located
within a mile's distance of the plant, but are’ further removed
from 1t than tract 3.' There is no $ndustry within‘tract 5, and
only a small portlon ofctract 6 is so occupied. Tracts 7s 8, and
9 1lie. within two miles' distance of the pdant. Tr&ct 8 is 2lmost
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 area? Tracts
5, 6, and 7 contain markedly fewer recent-hire and five-year ‘em~
ployees. Noticeably higher percentages of five-year employees
live in:tracts.z and 3, Tracts 5, 6, and 7 show relatively

lower percentages of recent hire and five-year employees, ‘and’

”lesser concentrations of recent-nire employees.

" . Hammond, Hammond, considered as & whole, shows a lower

percentage of total long-term employees than is indicated by the

percentage of total employees living in that city. _Tracts 3 and

S in particular contaln fewer employees in this group, See Table
6. No tracts had appreciably higher percentages in this class,

although there are greater concentrations of 1ong-term employees
within tracts 2 u, Ts and 10, then in tﬁertctal distribution.

Table 7 shows that tracts 3, 5, 6: 8, 11, and 12, show 1ower con-

. -




' centrations of long-term;amployees._ Tract 21s a reeidential -

. o area, while tract h 1s a mixed residential ahd induetri&l area,> ’ o ‘
E both between two and three miles from the’ plant. Tract 7 1s an’ R
industrial area between four end five ‘miles from the plant, and
tract 10 is a residentiel area. between five and 5ix miles away.
All three tracte-ere located 1n-the_gouthwestern part of Hammond;
’.;wi frecterfland 16-1ie south of the Gre;d Calumet River, Wifhin
‘ ' tracts 2, l, and 7, the concentration _of five-iear‘employees is- . }
— lower than that of the\total distribution, but within tract 10 |
this concentration is greater. The concentration of recent-nire
. employees 1s only noticeebly greater in tbact ly,
‘ Tracts 3 and 5-are between three and four miles south;eet
- of the plant. DBoth are mlxed residentfgl and industrial areas,
The residential-eedfion of tract 3 is in the northern:se;%ion.
The largest part of Hammond's commercial area 1s situated ﬁ;thin
‘tract 5. l
’ gégz,"Although the city of Gary"as‘a unit shows a con-
fsiderebly 1ower bercentege of tcﬁel ieng-term empleyees tﬁen ér
total employees, Table 1u shows that neither of the two tracts

- under discussion in this section exhiblts any such large differ-

ence, However, eccording to-Table 11, a lower percentage of em- CL
ployees 1iving in tract 16 falls into this category than is pro- e
pdrtionafe to the percentage of the whole distribution. In this ‘
tract both‘the percentages and the copcentrations of recent-hire

end Tive-year empleyees are apbreciably higher, The Gary com=

mercial oistrict occupies the northeastern corner of tract 16,

which is, moreover, cut through by two railroad.lines. .The tract

»d




‘»13 between seven and eight’ milés southeast of the plant.- .

L Chicago. Chicago, as was mentioned earlfer, contains a
I&rger percentage of total long-term employees, especially in
$community area 52 | Of the employees living in the" citm ten pet’
cent more are to be found in the 1ong-term category then in the
total distribution, both areas li6 and 52 exhibit this phenomenon.
The percentage of five-year employees - in tract 52 is notieeably

. A N -
low, See Table 12. ’ . £

Calumet City and Whiting. Since nore of the~census tracts

in Calumet City or Whiting contains one per .cent of the total em=
ployees or one per cent of the total long~berm employees, the per-
centege distribution of the latter will not be discussed in this
section, However, Tables 13 and 'l show the proportion and con-
centration of long-term employees in each census trect.’ N
Thus, the percentage of total long-term employees appe&rs
‘at first to be lower than expected in the three cities closest to
themplant, and higher in the'city-farther away. This .would dis-
prove the hypothesis were it not for th\~fact that in each of the
cities there are particular census tracts whérein are found higher
percentages of . long-tenn employeea. Actually, those census tracts
in which reside markedly ! -‘whigh percentages of long-term employ-
ees are locaeted within two miles of_rhe plant, while those census

tracts in which reside lower percentages than might be expected

extend fo-a distance of four mliles, Within the former reside
21.71 per cent of the long-tern employees and l7.9h per cent of
the total eﬁployeee. Within the latter reside 13. MS per cent of

the long-term and 19 10 per cent of the total. employees. The -




total employees in that city.

tracts with high percentages of 1ong—term employees contain low.—,

percentages?of‘both ‘the recent-hire and five-year\groups. In -
“the follcwing- fffn-cbapter when the(:ensus tract percentages

are combined for tracts within specific distances of the plant,

_the distribution of 1on -term employees will be discussed at

greater 1ength An attempt will then be made to clarify further

this apparent contradiction.

Multiple-Hire Employees—

That multiple-hire employees tend to be conqentrated in

" areas contiguous to the plant 1s bornse out by the location of

more than one-half of "this group in the same clty as the.plant
itself. Table li shows that of the multiple-hire group,756.96 per
cent are réesidents of East Chicago, and approximetely one-third
(31.&1 per cent) live in Hammond. Thus, 88.37 per-cent 5? the

class is located in these two' closest areas, 'These percentages

are considerably higher than would appear to be caused by chance..

’

In Chicago, 0n the other hand, the percentage of multiple-hire_

'employees is somewhat lower than tndicated by the percentage of

East Chicago; The percentages of multiple-hire employees

in census‘tracts It and & are higher than “the percentages of total

: employees'in these tracts would indicate, as seen in Table 6.

Among the other tracts - 1n the city, there are no other variations

from the percentages of total employees asg 1arge. However, it

_appears from Teble 7 that all but tracts 2 and 8 show greater con=- .

centrations of multiple-hire employees than is present 1n the




_‘in tract . 8 is 1ess than that of ‘the total distribution.ﬂ The res-

“idential’ areas of tracts u and 6 are close to the plant, as in

Cis further removed from the plant. In most’of the tracts with

_tion of multiple-hire employees (hl 90 per cent) greatly exceeds

total distribution. The concentration of multiple-hire employees

tract- 3, but are not crossed by any extensive railroad lines.t_'
Tract 8, with a lower concentration of multiple -hire employees

and higher concentrations f recent-hire\and long-term employees

high concentrations of multiple-hire employees, the concentration
of the recent-hire group is’ apparenmly lower than that of the-

total distribution.

Hammond, None of the census tracts in Hammond individ-
ually has -2 higher percentage Of multiple-hire enployees than
might be expected. Tracts 1, 5, and 10, surprisingly enough, N
show slightly lower . percentages than might be indicated by the
corresponding percentages of total’ employees in the tracts. kSee»;

Table 8. Census tract 9 is the only tract wherein the concentra—

that percentage -of the total distribution in this category. In

tracts 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 10, this concentration is noticeably -

-1ess. “Tract 1 is'separated from the northern section of East
Chicago by Whiting. The industries in Whiting would possibly

attract -some. of the workers in the multiple-hire group, Tract 1

“is also adjacent to Chicago which might also attract workers who

had ceaeed to work at the steel plant in East Chicago, Of 21l
the census tracts in Hammond, tract-10 is farthest from the
plant, Tract 9 is the only tract to have & concentration of

multiple-hire employees greater than that of the total.dietribu-

WU




ﬂntion.- Tract 9 1s between. four.and five miles'directly soutn of -
the plent, The residential areas of the: other tracts ‘are all .
southwest of‘ the plant, with the exception of tract 2, Table 9
'hshows that. within tract 9 the concentrations of" 1ong-term and
recent hire employees are less then that of the total distribu—
tion, whila Table. 8 shows it go contain a high percentage of »
five-year employees.

Gary. The- concentration of multiple—hire employees being
30 pronounced in the cities of East Chlcago and Hamnond, it is \J
not surprising to find thet the remeining cities menifeet a sharp
drop 1n the percentages of employees in this category., Gary 1s.
no exception, aithough‘the percentage of multiple-hire employeeS“
in tract 6 comprises a larger portion of the total for the tract
thean does the multiple-hire class of the total distribntfgn; The
: percentaée and the concentration of imultiple-hire employees'in |
. tract 16 are lower than might be expected. The concentrations of
recent hireband—five-year employees in. tnact 16 ane noticeabiy
higher than the proportion in the totel\distribution, and the .
'concentration of long-term employees lower, The percentages of
recept-hine end five-year employees in tract io are considerably
higher than the percentage—of total employees there.

Chicago. Neitne;"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 employa
vees in the respective areas, But the concentrations of mul-
tiple-hire employees in community area U6 is higher than, and, in

community area 52, 1s lower than, thet proportion of the totei- -t;




v

.employees in the multiple-hire group in general.

Z_J " ‘Calumet Ciby and Whitigg. Nome of Eﬁe census tracts in"

‘_either of these two eitles contains one per cent of the total

‘multiple~h1re employees._ Since neither of them has one per cent ’

of the total employees, besides, they are not discussed in“this

-section.r et / ﬂ‘: . -

To summarize, considering the cities as uhits, East Chica=
go. shows higher percentages of multiple-hire employees, but lower
percentages of both recent-hire and five-yeaﬁeemployees. - Hammond

mad Gary exhibit higher percentages of both recent-hire and five- -

;‘year employees, but lower percentages of long-term and multiple-

hire employees., Chilcago contains lower percentages of recent-hire
and five~ year employees, higher percentage of 1ong-term employees,

@d a lower percentage of multiple~hire employees. In LI 2 the

percentage of each class of employees falls within the limits of

"e‘chance distribution. Calumet'City shows a hlgh percentage of

- 'both recent-hire and flve-yeafﬁemployees, and & low percentage. of

mulﬁlple-hlre employeesa .LIil-shoﬁs_onlyia.highen percentage of .

'totel recentéhire emploﬁees; Lansing shows only a high percentage

of total 1ong-term employees. Whiting shows a higher percentage
of recent-bire, and a 1ow 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 groupls geatsr, Hammond and Gary both show,rela-.”




T R . ">';._ T ) 6of,
ntively higher percentages of employees in the recent-hire and
,five-year categories, and 1ower percentages in fhe multiple-hlre

ang long-term groups. Chicago shows & noticeably lower concen-

© long~term group. -Galumet City has higher concentrations in all

groups but the multipleJhire class, LI-2," a higher concentration~-
J

S

of recent-hire employees, and a lower percentage of five—year em-
ployees. Lansing-and LI-1 show higher concentrations in the re-
cent-hire and long-term groﬁps, but lower in the f;ve-year and*
multiple-ﬁire groups. Whiting shows higher percentages in the
_recent-ﬁire 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  long-term™

employees, and multiple-hire’employees.

-~ tration of five-year employees, &nd. e hlsher °°n°°ntrati°n in the

lRefers to the census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana,
which includes the cities of Black Oak and Saint John,

ﬁi': ‘;‘ : '//




'..cm;{PTER 'II_I

THE SPATIAL LOCATI V OF EMPLOYEES BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT AND
ﬁy DISTA@CE FROM PLANT\\

.In Chapter III'the data'fer“all'cities and areas are
combined and analyzed withif the framework of a zonel distrlbu-
tion over the area surrounding the plant.r A system of one-mile
concentric zones using the steel plant ‘as a center has been em=-..
ployed for this purpose, Each ceneas tr;ct has been placedAiﬂ'a
particular zone after‘examination of the locaeion of  the main .
residential area within the tract has shown it lies within a . ..

specific distance from the plant Table 42 in the Append;x lists’
all census ftracts within mile diStances-of the-planf; up to een
milese From then on, the categories are broadened to ten to
fifteen miles, fifteen to twenty m£1es, twenty to twenty-five
miles, and twenty-five miles and beyond Thus the data for the
.areae not discussed in the previous chapter are analyzed in this
‘chapter, and, partioularly for the more remote areas, the problem’
of locational influence can be mere clearly traced.

The pattern of concentration of employees in nearby areas
is viewed in this gpatial presentation semewhat differently from

he percentage distribution of employeeefby census tracts and '
é¢itles employed in the previous section, In,ﬁhe.epatial dlstribu;

tion, areas in each city which lie at diﬁferent»dietancee from

'\ -
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i 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-
'3it quite clearly. Another advantage to this method of presenta--
“tion is that the distribution of each class of employees over the
‘whole area can-be viewed int terms of gradients which are readily .

'compared. - V ) 'f

v All 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 sastern and
western parts of the zone, but not in its central area., In the
two to three mile zone, the employees 11;6 1n.the area extending
from the central part to the lake on the west, Those'employees -
who live in the three to four mile zone live north and”south of
Wolfl Lake and west to the central part of the zone. In the four

to five mile zone, the residents are ﬁpund in the southwest in

'tract 6'of Gary, in the adjoining central area which 11es directly

south of the plant, in the two eastern tracts of Calumet City,

.end 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 iy and 5; southwest in Hammond tracts 10, 11, 12, and |
13?\and Calumet City tract 3, and northwest in the Chicago census
tracts, The. residences of employees in the six to seven mile

zone are 1ocated'1n the.southeast in Gary and the northwest in
Chicago. In the seven to eiéhtvmiie zone, the hones of empldyees‘
are situated in the northwest in the tracts to the north and south

of Lake Calumet, centering on the southern border of Chicago, and

*




o L
f-”southeas% in'traet'zlofvﬁaké‘Gounty, Indiana, and tracfs in Gary., =

L

‘For any further distances from the. plant, employees tend to live_
souEheast 1n Indiana and northwest in Chicago. Very few employees
who live in Chicago live further west th&n State Street, with thev
exception of a group “of - employees residing in community areas ZBﬁnd
.67. Some . few live northwestﬂof the plant in a direct line across \
Lake Calumet and Wolf Lake, but this number is quibe small, .

i Reqent~Hire Employees ‘
The hypothesls concerning recentenire emnlejeesris that
this group.tends to be more'widely dispensed thﬁn'eny of the
‘other time classés in the distributlon.§ However,_as in all»time-
elasses of employees, the hlghest percentage appears in -the zone
within a millets distance of tﬁe plant See Table 15.‘ Neverthe-k.
less, the percentage of the recent-hirs class is. smaller than
that of any of the other categories in this zone (25 per cent of
the recent-hire, 31.87 per cent of the-.long-term, 27.&8 per'cent
of the fiﬁe—ﬁesr,vand 36.03-pefﬁcent efithe multiple-hire employ-
ees); Between ten and fifteen per c¢ent of the recent~hire em-
'ployees are found 1n the zone one to - two, five to six, and seven
te eight miles away from the plant, as shown on'Map 1. A com-
paratlvely_greater proportion of'bothfthe long-term and multiple-
hire groups is Tound in the one to two mile zone, ten to fifteen
per cent._ The-percentsge ef.recent-hire employees living in the'
area five to'six miles away ls higher thdn that of any of the
other groups (five to ten per cent of the flve-yeef,llong-term,

and multiple-hire classes). leewise is the percentdge of total

P I
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PERCENT OF EACH EM?LOYEE'GﬁOUP BY MILE ZONES FROM EAST CHICAGO STEEL PLANT -

TABLE 15

] '?ct. of

3,877 i

Distance [Recent| 5-yr.| Lg.oim,| Mult, | Total Pct. Pct. Pct. "Pot.
: 4 Hire | Empl.! Empl. | Hire- {in Zonel R.H, Seyr.| L.T. | M.H. - Total
1 mile 61 258 | 320 . |459 1,098 25,00 | 27,48 | 31.87 | 36.03 31,72
1-2 mi. |29 [123 | 156|218 526 || 11.89 | 13.10 | 15,54 | 17.11. |. 15.20
2-3mi. |18 43 51 | 77 189 7.38 | L4.58 | 5.08 | ; 6.0h | 5.6 ..
3y mi.. |19 |101 35,158 | =213 7.79 [ 10.76 | 349 | 455 6,15 -
-5 mi, |23 81 91 {112 307 913 | B8.63 | -9.06| 8.79 8.87 .
5-6 mi, | 25 61 77 | 78 238 || 10.25| 6.50| 7.67 | 5.89 6,88 -
6-7 mi, | 6 22 19 | 37 8l 2.6 | 2.34 | 1.89| 2.90 S 23
7-8 mi. | 30 97 77 80 28l 12,30 | 10.33 | ' 7.67 | 6.28 -8.21
8- mi. | 9 35 50 | Lo 13h 3.69 1 3.73 | L4.98 | 3.14 -
9-10 mi. | 2 5 1 | | 29| .82| . .53 1.0 .86 8k
10-15 mid 8 46 VIR 17k 3.28 | L4.90 | . 7.07.| 3.85 | 5103 - .
15-20 mid 5 20 160 23 . 6l 2,05 | 2.13 | 1,59 | 1.81 '1.85
£ 20-25 miJ 2 2l 15 17 58 . .82 |~ 2,56 1.49 1.33° 1,68 :
over 25 1.7 23 15 . |18 63 2.87 | 245 | 1.9 /’l-u; 1.82
Total 24y {939 . |1,004 |1,27k4| 3,461 || 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 1boroo-; o
4




~

€9

Dmaiﬁi?]ﬁecent Toyr. Lg.Tm. TaTt.] Total Pot, | Pot. | Pet. | Pot. | Pt or e
Hire Empl. | Empl.|" Hire in Zone Zone Zone ‘| Zone Zone - | Time classes
i . . : . . . in -Zone

1mile | 61 |'258 | 320 | 4S9 | 1,098 5.56 .| 23.50 | 29.1 [' 41.80|. . 100.00 :
1-2mi.| 29 |123 |56 .| 218 526. 5.51 | 23,38 29.65 | haJi| © 100.00
2-3mi.| 18 | L3 51 | 77 189 9.52 | 22.75| 26,98 | HO.74| - 100.00 .
3=k mi.f| 19 | 101 35 58 213 8.92 | Lr.ha| 16,43 27.23 100,00
h-5 mi, | 23 81 91 12 | 307 7.49 | 26.38 |, 29.6l | 36.48 100,00 . .
S-6mi.f 25 | 61 77 .75 238 | 10.50 | 25.63 | 32,35 31.51|  .T00.00. . -
6-7 mi, 6 | .22 19 37 . 8l 7.1 | 26.19 | 22,61 | 4h.ol | 100,00°
7-8 mi.|| 30 | 97 77 80 28l || 20,56 | 3L4.15 | 27.11.| 28.17| = 10000
8-9g mi.|| 9. | 35 50 |/ 4o 13l 6.72 | 26,12 37.31| 29.85|  100.00

. 9-10mid 2 5 11 | 11 29 6.90 | 17.24 | 37.93 | 37.93|  100.00 ;
10-15mil. 8 | 46 71 '] 49 174 || 4.60 | 2644k | 4o.80 28,16 100,00,
15-20mifl. 5 20 16 | 23 6 || 7.81 | 31,25 | 25,00 | 35.93|  100.00 :
.20-25mLy, 2 2l 15 17 58 3.hk | 41.37.| 25.86 | 26.31| 100,00 . |

- over 25 |4 .7 23 15 18 63 Jl1.11 | 36,50 | 23.80 | 28.57 100,00

- Total 2L | 939 1,004 1,27 | 3,461 || 7.05 | 27,13 | 29.01°| 3681 .. 100.00

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEB OF‘ EAST CHICAGO STEEL PLANT IN EACH MILE ZONE BY :~
. ‘ PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT ;

TABLE 16

“
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.70'
recent-hire employees 1iving seven to eight miles from the plant
greater than ﬁhat oﬁ either the - 1ong—term or multiple =hire cate-
5gories (five to ten per cent)., The ;zones in ‘which are found

-proportionatiy higher concentrations of recent-nire employees,

' ‘are those five to six, seven to eight, and beyond twenty-five

: " - - . K\
Jmiles away from the piant., See Table 16. -

Five-Y¥Year Employees -

The hypothesis formulated as regards the distribution of”
five-year employeGS'holds thet this group.is:nelpher eo.concen—
trated as the long-term group, nor as dispersed as the:recent-
hire4group. Agein, the highest percentage appears in the zone °
‘ad jacent to the plant, but the percentage of total five-year .

employees, 27.&7 per eent, is intermediate between that of the

\

_recent-hire group, 25 per cent, and that of the long-ﬁerm group, -

31,87 per cent., In the one to two mlle, and seven to elight

mile lntervgls.reside_ten to fifteen per cent of the ‘total five- .
"year group. lhe.percentages of the total ;eoent-hire'cless for
“the one to bwo mile and seven to eight mil;'afees are the same,
but aAhigher.percen?age;_fifteen to twenty per cent, of the total
long-te;m_employees is found in the férner, while only five to
ten per cent of the long-term group lives In the latter zone,
Thus 1tfwould appear that the hypothesis governing this distribu-
tion 1is substantially borne out,

. The zones wherein are found the proportionately gheatest

concentrations of enployees in the five-year class are the three

\to four mile sector, the twenty to twenﬁyjfive mile sector,'and
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the area bsyond twenty-five miles away, ~Although the latter two

areas are thoss‘wherein the concentratioh of employees in the

‘.

five-year class &re proportionately highest, the first mentioned

is nearer the:- plant than is the five to six mile area, the third

highest area of the recent hire class. - This is a further indica-'

i

“tion that the hypothesis is substantiated. -

Long=-Term Employees _
That the percentage of long-term employees in areas nearesto
the plant 'is the highest of the three categories‘is evidente »
More than thirty per cent of the total long-tern émp1§§ées 1ive
within one mile of the plant, while 15.5L per cent live in the -

one to two mile interval, in neither of the classes discussedg

) above did such high percentages occur 1n 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 five 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 tne total recent-hire group end one to
five per‘cent of the total‘five-year group. On the other hangd,
‘in the five to six mile zone live ten to fifteen-per cent of the
total recent-hire, and five to ten per cent of the totel five= »
year employees. The zonal distribution of both of these latter
groups shows that ten to fifteen per cent of each lives seven to

IR

eight miles from the plant, as compared to the above nientioned’

. ~
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five fo.ﬁeneper cent.of fhe'longfté;mvemployees residieg there.
Thus, since both the eoncentratlgh'df léng-tepm empl6?ees within
the one:ahd one tb'twd mlle areas is hiéher than that of either
of :the other groups already discussed, and since the concentra- ' .
'tions of long-term employees in areas further away from the plant

Lare lower theh those of the “other groups, it may\b§ said that

long—term employees ténd to live closer to the plant,
. However, inspection of the table showing thé concentration

of long-term employees in each zone reveals that within the eight

to nine mile, the nine to ten mile, and the ten'tb fifteen mile

zones the concentration of the long-term group sis the greatest.of

all.employee groups.

A Multiple-Hire Emploﬁees -
The hypothESis relating to employeesshifed more'tﬁan onqe ;
by the firm was developed while the data were being eccumqlated;'
and therefore can be expected to'h&&e been 1nfluenced by the data
'ratherfthen €hé“mpre usual circumsfence where fhe hypothesis is..
formuylated in advance. flq-this pase,'when'Itlwes found that such
a praétibe'was a relatively common one, & hypothesis was developed
to describe thé spatiél_relathnghip of the multiple-hire cetegory
te the other groups., Once this category was established it was
e#pected 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, BEmployees
1iving relatively farffrom the plant who are either laid off or

who leave the firm for a different joh are less likely to return




| - - 77
to 1t'inasmuch as tﬁe further'aoay they'live; the ﬁore numerous

‘are the alternative jobs available to them.l.'Conversel&, those

. employees llving close to the plant, if-laid off, might take -

' ‘another job as a tempora”y one, with the efi/ln mind of returning

'to work at the plant in the future, For them, employment at the

plant would me&n shortef distences to travel to work, an important

- . - .
- N

consideration, Furthermore, the area northwest for sefen miles,
‘wand southeast for a longer distance is a ‘highly 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 jobgchangea. _The4
steel plant in this study is located in the center of the Calumet
Industrial region, so it might attract any number of translehg‘
‘workers who enterithe area and work at a numbef of plantstuntil\
they finally remain in one of them. . ‘

. The hypothesis, then, 1s thaﬁ employees hired more than
once - tend to be found 1n greatest concentration in areeas cloaest'
to the plant‘ within these areas the group will be more concen-

. trated” than any of the others already discussed. The distribu-
tion of'%his group wlthin'the.zonal system shows the expected '
pattern, Of the total class, 36.03 per cent lives within one

mile of the plant, and 17.11 per cent lives between one and two

lThis is an adaption and modiflcation ofAStouffer's
"Theory of Intervening Opportunities," Stouffer, Samuel A.,
A Theory Relating Mobility and Distance, AmericanvSociological

Beview, V (1940), pp._8h§-6?.




;~miles away, :These pefcentages are highef than the compafatlef
. ones for any of the other categories. Between five and ten per
Lgent of the total multiple<hire group 1ives in each of the- fol-;

lowing zoness two o three miles, four to five miles, five to six
' miles, and seven to’ eéight miles, The percentages of long-term

employees in these zones is witkin the same range, five to ten

- \

per cent, Thegpercentages of five-year emglpyees in the same

zones are:one to five per-cent, five to:ten per cent,’five te ten

.per cent, and ten to fifteen per cent, The percentages of recent-
hire employees in the same Zones arey five to ten per cent,'fiie

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 mearer to 1t., Since the pereentaée dist:ib%;
tion of the long-term class is practically the seme‘as that of o

| the multiple~hire group in areas furthef‘away from the plamt, the .

conclusion that there is the greatest concentration near the plant

- in the multiple-hire group is based upon the higher percentages

of this group in the first .two zd nes. The sums of the percentages

in these zones are 65,00 per cent of the long-term class, and

72.52 per"cept of~the'multiple-hire class, - A' e

From the table showing the percentage of employees living
in each zone found in the multiple-hire categorj, it can be seen
that the zones with the highest percentages in this group are

zones, one, one to two, and six to seven miles away from the

plent.
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‘ 1 ' Smnnary ]
“In.this chapter ‘an attempt has been made to investigate
the nature of the relationship, 1f any exists, between place of
residence and period of employment at a given plant. That a
~relationship does exist. hasuh;en shown, But the\nature of the
. relationship as stated in the hypotheses should be further qual-
ified to take oognizance of the factor most important in all four
“distributions, namely, thet the‘location of the plant,'itselfi |
appears to be more significant to place-ofuresidence'than does
period of'employment. Jn a1l of the four time‘ classes of period
of employment 1t is apparent thaet more thean one-third of the
total employees 1n each time group lived within oneimile of the
plant. ' -~ . . ‘ _ N
v Period of employnent, however, definitely appears to ve

a factor in the relationship between place of work and place of

-rresidence. By. tracing the distribution of the four classes of

period of employment, it has been recognizeg that the 1onger an
:employee works at this Eest Chicago steel plant, the closer he
tends tO'liVB ‘to his,place of work, This is especially true for

the multiple~hire employees,
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CHAPTER IV

THE LOCATIONAL  INFLUENGE OF TYPE OF WORK

ON PLACE OF‘RESIDENCE ) T

A».Ju, » .One'of the principlés of human Qcéiégy.is that people 6f
similar race, culture, anh economic status tend to gfévitate to -
‘similar areas, The designation of variohs areas as zones of
"worhingmen's homes™ and "restricted residentiéiféfeas;“ as well
aé the concept of natural areas is based on this axiom, Monthly
rentals and purchase prilces paid for homes are dependéﬂt,.in the
main, on the earnings of an individuel, which, in turn is based
on the type of‘job he'holds. However, although a skilled worker -
may earn as much or more than & clerical or minor professional
worker, their aspirations and values may be such as to lead them

" to live idn’ completely different areéas and under different physical
'Vconditions. - s - -

‘ Type of work or job has been used in this study as an
additiona} factor to determine the influence of place of work on
place of residence, An analysié hf the Aata in these terms will
7 heip to diﬁtingui;h the two groups with which the present study
is conherned, the white-collar and menual workers, By such a
séparation, a rough approximation of socio-economié status is

derived, The professional, executive, and managerial workers, .

better paid and more certain of contihueus.employment at the same -

o e

mmp—
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" 16691 ‘then the .skilled, sehi-skilled, andlservice workers, and .
g"J ;ra’ﬁhose in thclgeneral labor group,'ccn be, éxpected to live further

h féway fromgihe”planﬁi The clerical workers, with expectation&of

rising to the .samé economic levels as the professional, executive,

and managerigl groups, are more 1ikely to live in these ‘same
areas than in aresas where tﬁehh;;es of manual workers are fouﬁd.
= They are able to pay the costs of commuting, elther owning a car
or paying railroad fares, and aré also fincncially able to pay
higher rentals for homes or desircus of fesidence in more -desire-
able residential areas, With referénce to the;pafticulgrfafca
under consideration, the more desirable residential areas'are
quite removed from the plant and from the lakefront. . The’areé
adﬁacent to the plant is highly industrial in terms of land ﬁse
though there are several hotels and rooming'houses scatterqd' -
nearby. The lakefront from the southern portion of Chiccgo east -
through Gafy is mainly occupied by heavy industry.
Since the diffsrent Jobs within the steel plent are so
l_numerous, the census classification of . occh\tions was “used in
order tc group the individual employees into the various cate-

gories large enough to be studied. The broad census categories

iused for this classification aré{

1, Professional and semi-professional workers
2. Proprietors, managers and officlals
+ Clerical, sales, and kindred workers
&. Creftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers
5. Operatives and kindred workers
6. Protective service workers .
7. Service workers .
8. ZLaborers.

" A table showing the distributicn'ofbeach:of these classes of

.
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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 clties, '

) For statistically meaningful conclusions to be drawn from
these data, it was decided to sacrifice the precise detail gained
by employing a lange number of categories with a small number of
1residents in each category for more inclusive categories based on
larger numbers,  In the present study, to have based the percent-
age distribubtlons on each of the eightcategories would, in-many
cases, have 1little meaning, since a percentageubaSeﬁ onisnohv
small numbers is statistically unreliable, Consequently,Athe
large anray of eiéht classes of employees was reduced to twos |
white-collar and manual workens. The first three categories in
fhe above grouping 1ggica11y belong in the white-collar class; w
the remaining are classed as manual workers, Inspection\or the i
complete af:ay shows that the only distortion resulting from this
- abbreviation’is the disguising of the high percentage of mene.gers
“and officials living in Chicago. See Map 9'£on the aredl distrib-
ution of this group. -

The same method of analysis is used in this chapter as in,
the preceding one., Two series of “tables show the number of white—”
collar and menusl workers in each city, and census tracts, Per-
centages in the first senies show the proportilon of the total
white-collar class and the proportion of total manual workers in
each city or census tract, The second series shows the propor;'
tion of the amployeesuiiﬁing in an individﬁai.city or census

tract that are white-collar and manual workers,
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_In this chabfef'wé wish to éscertain ﬁhefher type of
Vm‘ »work in. a given plant has any influence on place of resxdence.

a Sbecifically, we wish to “know whether white collar workers are
located in larger. numbers and at further distances from -the plant-'
than manual workers who tend to live’ close to their place of
work, Liebm&nnsfates th&é.fééﬁﬁgﬁcdiqctly when she\gentions'
}hat in the céée of a flrm needing ﬁ parﬁicﬁlarly ‘skilled person-1

“i;-would nét be possible to find the neéeséary number,speq}al-
ized [in a particular skill] within walking distance of the..
.plant.“ In the present- case, people-with highly.qucializéd
skills are likely to live in the larger urban areg where ﬁﬁeir
skills are more in demand, and they are able to live with others
of their class, Since the number of white-collar workers in any\
given plant is generally smaller proportionately than the blpe- ©
collar, they are more apt to reside in areas where memberé of

- . theilr class ‘reside, 1In Chicago, these aféas are located at some

- - ‘jdistance from the~heavy industrial areas, Manu&l workers, how-
- 'ever, are expected to live close to the plant, since the resi-

~~

dential areas adjacent to heavy industry are generally the "1ess

desirable"AworkingmenYa‘residential areas,
Thé'same method was used -to analyze the data in Chapter IV
as in Chapter II. The standard error of the sahple proportioﬁ ) %
was used to determine which percentage differences were : imporf-
tant ., or.beyond_theincélimit. The distribution of total em-

ployees over ‘the area is, naturally, the same as in the previous

lLiepmann, op: cit.s p. 13. ) ' .
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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;tracts, For example,’ from

Table 17.of ‘the first séries 1t is seen that 49.21 per cent of

the total employees reside ip East Chicago;' 36.68-per‘cent of

S . . ~— :
“the white-collar class, and 50,35 per cent of the manual workers

,Jgre,found.%hefe, also., Table 18 indicates that the concentra-

tion'of white~collar employees Qithin>the city of East Chicago
"is less than that of the total distribution, b 22 per cent of
the employees living in RBast 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 distribution,‘9l.65 per cent, in that class, o

Deseription of Housing and Population in the Area

Bast Chicago steel plant. The plant in ‘point is located

. in tracts 1 and 2, in both of which are found much heavy industry-

'and only small residential areas, 1In tracts 3, ly, and 5 are

located “the residential areas closest to the plant, Proportion~
ately more land withiﬁ tract 3 1s occupied by railroad lines
then any pther tract in East Chicago, Tracts 6, and 7 are closer
to the plant than any of the other tracts with high percentages
6f.white—collar employees, Trac? 6 contains relatively 1ittle
heavy’industry, and this only on the s@ﬁthern and éoutheaétern
bor@prs, sepafated froﬁ the main residential area by an athletic

field on one side and & hospltal on the other. Im-tract 7,.the .
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_ residential area is also disbinct frdm‘thé 1uduoffia1 area; an
‘,.%négvelopeﬁ sect}on lies between the tﬁo, There is also a\gark—
‘-iikeihousing'deoelopment inrfhis'traoﬁl Tracts 8 and 10 lie

. southwest of the- plant, tract 8 separated from 1t by the . Indiana 
Harbor Canal, and tract 10 by the Canal and the Grand Calumet
River, Only a very small area in“tract 8 is occupied by industry.

The maln residenti&l area of tract 10 is alsousgparatad “from the

T

industrial area by the Grand Calumet River.: There is, however,

a'small residential area in tract 8 which lies on the same side
- ©

pof the river as the Shell.-Refineries. _
Unfortunately, at the time of the 19h0 census, the city
of East Chicago was not yet'divided into census tracts. There- .
fore,‘data.ms only available for the city as a whole, From the -
Census of Housing, 1t is seen that there were 13, 169 occupied
“.dwelling units in 1940, 33.5 per cent of them owner-occupied. X
The percentage of white occupancy was 88.3 per cen’t,2 There were
?,2&8 reéidontig} structures, slightly less than half of which,
3,307, wéfe I-femily detached homes., More structures were built
of wood than brick--3,509 wood, and 3,152 brick.> The highest’
percentage'or_residenfiél structures were bullt during the years
1910-1919 (3§.6 pé}-cent); 20.5 per cent were bullt between 1920-
192ly; 17.8 per cent during 1900~-1909.LL Thus, 80.ly per cent of

the total structures were twenty-five years old or more, In 1940,

1U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Housing: Volume I7J,
General Characteristics, Part 2, Dat® for omall Ar6&as (WeshIngton:
Government Printing UiTice, 1901}, Table <<, -

2Ipid., Table 22, >Ibid., Table 3. 'thid.,‘Table 5.

'3
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-25 0 per. cent of the’ total dwelling units were in need.of major

~ ;PepaiPS.% The average contract monthly rental for tenant- occupied.

"units was $23.91.,. Another 1nd1cation of the quality of housing -
in 1940 is 'derived from the figures on home value: the average ‘
value of . all owner-occupied awslling units was $3, 619 OO.3
11,0 per cent of the t;ngntnoccupied unlts were rented at less

”mm1m5moh - o -

From the 19h0 Census of Population it can be seen. that
more than one=-third of the total population, 5&,637, was foreign—
born, 20,621, but only 11,2 per cent were Negroes.5 There had
been a slight decrease in population since 1930 when the popula-
tion was 5,78l. The largest age group in 1940 was the group
between twenty. and twenty-four years old, Males‘outhumbergd ®
females in the total populétion. In all but three age groups

there wereAﬁore males than females; the-three groups in which

the females were more numerous were: ten to fourtean, fifteen to

: ninetaéﬂ;;and tﬁéntylﬁo twenfy-four.é' The - population of East
:Chicaéé was' smaller in iého than in 1630, The medisn number of
school yeg?s.completéd was_?.é for the male and 7.8 for the fe-
malé population twenty-five years of age or over.7 Slightly more

then 8.0 per cent of all persons twenty-five or more years old

IIbid., Table 6. © ®rbig., Teble 2.
31bid. Table 2. hipia,, Table 18. .

SU S. Bureau of the Census, Census of’ Population: Volume
11, Chardcteristics oi the Population,.Part 2, Data for Small
Areas (Washington: Goveygment Printing Office, 1941), Table 31,

61b1d.;.Tab1e 32. - TIbide, Table 33,
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had ﬁo3forma1'eaucat16ﬁ.' The occupstional aisfribution of .the
*‘population, according to Table 33, reveals that almost one-third
‘of»the total employed-males worked as 1aborers; more than one-
) fifth weTe claasified’as qperatives, an@-gnothqr.fifth as cragtsh-
men.! More then one-half of- the total employed males worked in

the iron and steel ;ndustries;—"Of’the employed females, Bpprox=

e,

{mately one~third were classified as ciericgll sales, and kindred
workers, ‘ '

Hemmond., The commercial district of Hammond 1s located
within tracts 5 and 6, both of which lie at the eastern porder. of
the city. The New York Central and the Nickel Plate Railroads
run diagonally southeast through tract 5. Both o; these ‘tractsg
border Calumet City on the west, and 1lie southwest of the plant.

In 19&0, the total population of Hammond was 70, 18h
The largest single age group was the twenty-five to twenty-nine
year category. OFf the total population, 87.l1 per cent were native
hwhite, and 11,9 per cent, foreign-born white, Males outnumbered
' females in the h;tal population, but femalq§rpfedominated ih the
twenty ‘to twenty—four and the twenty-fi&e to §Eénty-nine ye&ar ﬁgé‘
group9g. The largest nhmber'of foreign~born residents came from
Poland; the number froﬁ’Germany was slightly less.3 o

The median number of school ysars completed by the popula-

tion twenty-five,yearé of age and-older was 8.7 for the males and

" 11pig,, ‘Table 33,

®Ib1d,, Table 31.

31bid., Table 31,




8.8 fbp the females,t The -largest numﬁef of employed males, more
* than one~;ourth, were craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers.z
Coe L 3 The second 1argest group, also gréater than one-fourth, waa the
operamives and gindred Workers, Slightly more then Qneafifth-of
the total yeré laborers. The largest nuﬁber of émployed4fémales
was in the clerical group, with more than one-fourth of the total.
1argest single group of workers, -
There were 18,432 occupied dwelling units in 1949,-47.2
per cent of which were- owner-occupied 3 The percentage of white
occupancy was 99,1. Most of the structures wereefﬂﬁjrfamily
detached'type, built of wood.h 0F the total structures, 8,2 bér‘
cent were bullt prior to 1900, 25, per cent. between 1925 and
1929, 24.7 per ceont yetweén‘l910 and 1919; and 18,0 pef cent be-= |
tween 1920 and 1924.5 In 1940, 20.3 per cent of the total dwell- -
ing units were in need of ma jor repairs.6 Whilé the average
_'vcontract monthly rental was $28.67,7. 6.2 per cent of the occupied
units rented fof less than %15.00 per month“B The average value_

of all owneprqccupied units was $l;,103.00.9

lrgid,, Table 31.  ?Ibia., Table 33.°
3U.S.'Bureau‘of Census, Census of Housing, op.cit;,Tabla 1.
h1pid., Tavle 3. S1bid., Table 5.

6;9;9., Teble 6, : , 7;§;g., Table 1l,

81p1a,, Table 18, 91bid., Table 2.

As in East Chicago, the iron and steel industry employed the ~



,G ry.  The ‘total population of Gary was, 1n 19&0 111,719:

of which 15 5 per cent was constituted by the, foreign-bérn white

-

L { A_< population, and 18 3 per cent by the Négro population.1 Ther wi='ﬁ

largest age, group for the - total residents ¢ was the twenty to
twenty-four year class. Male& outnumber females in the - city as a
whole an& in the age groups above;mhe thirty to thinty-four year
class, The med;an:puﬁber o?hschool yearg comple ted bf\fhe popﬁla-
tion’ twenty-five or more years 0ld was 8.4 améﬁg the males; and

»8.6 among the females.2 The largest number of foreign—born resi-

‘~dents came from Poland, 12,7 per cent, Yugoslavié,_12,1 pervc;og,'
Czechoslovakia, 10,0 per cent, Italy, 7.2.per cénf; Ao& Greooe,

7.07 per cent.3 Craftsmen, Toremen, and kindred wo;kers consti-

. tuted the largest occupational group; somewhat more than one-~fifth -
of the total employed workers fell in this category, Almost as )
~large & group was classified as operatives and kindrod workers;u T
More than one~third of the total male employees were craftsmen, '
between ohe-foorth and one-fifth operatives, and sliéhtly more'

“than one-fIfth Iéﬁbrers; Of the group of feqole workers, ap-
pr*ximately one-third were clerical, sales, and kindred workers,
and onegsixth were operatives and service workers, each. More "
than one-haif;of tho total workers are employed in the iron and C
steel industry.v In the case of the male employees this ratio was

almost two-thirds of the entire group, but emong the female em-

ployees it dropped to less than one-tenth,

lsensus of Population, op. cit., Table B-35,
2Ibid,, Table B-39. 31p1d., Table B-LoO.

brp1a. , Table B-42,




In 19&0, Gary contained 30,005 occupied dwe]ling units;l
- ‘The rate of  home ownerehip (35 oy per cent) was lower in Gary than

.in East Chicago -or Hammond . Of the 30, OOS units, 17.6 per cent

were occupied by nonwhite residents, a higher percentage than in

.elther of the other cities.Z. Mogt,_of the residentia} structures
were l-iamiiy detached units, more built of weod than of brick.
Therercentagebofzresidential structures bhiit before 1900 was

- very low, .l per cent. OF the other structures, 34,6 per cent
iwere built during 1910 to 1919, 30.9 per cent between 1925 andm
1926, and 21.3 per cent between 1920 to 192[;..3 'The percentage
of dwelling units in need of major repairs was 16.{ per cent at |
that t:Lme.LL The everage contract monthly rent of all tenant-

5~ The average value of all owner- -

6 The percentage of dwelling units f

occupied units was $28.03,
_occupied units wasA$3,903.
‘pented at less than $15.00 per month, B8.G per cent, was lower

in Gary then either of the other cities,’ h '

IR Chicago community areas.l6 and 52, Both commun*ty aress

“

,”hb end 52 are mixed industrial and residential areas, The popu~ '

lation of area lb was, in 19&0, much greater than that of area 52
5 -

--55,590 in the former, as' compared with 16,513 in the latter.

The proportion of forelgn-born white residents was approximeately

lcensus of Housing, op. cit., Table 22,

2Ipbid., Table 22.  SIbid., Table 5.

b1pi4,, Table 22, 5Ibid., Table 2lj. - -
6Ibid., Table 244,  ’Ibid., Table 18.
8U S. Bureau of the Census, Population and Housing for ' o
Chicago, Table A-1.- ‘ . RE
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one-fifth in both of these areas, 2@,79 per cent in area U6 énd_.
19, 50 per-cent ‘in drea 52, 1 However;’ef alf"the ci&ies*ﬁ;reto-_
fore described, only in area L6 did the Mexican population com-
prise a 1arge part of the total foreign—born white population:
almost one-half of the total.a_ ;Elneither area was the per_
centage of Negrqee in the‘populatien high——bn}y 1.7 ﬁer cent in
ares 6 and less than .01 per cent in area 52;3 The largest

number of employed males in areé lt6 were craftsmen and foremen

. (244,83 per cent), operatives (22,7l per cent), and laborers T

(21,83 per cent), while the greatest number ofﬂempleyed females
were clerical workers and saleswomen (35.42 per ceht) and opera-
tives (26,65 per cent).h In area 52, a greater proportioh of the
empleyed males we;e braftsmen and foremen (33.38 per cent) and

operatives (26.01‘per*cent), and a lesser number were 1aborers' R

© (15.58 per cent).

There were, in 1940, 13,581 occupied dwelling units in

area hé, and 4,117‘in area 52, 5 The percentage -of owner- occupan-

: cy was considerably higher in area 52--li7. 1 pep\cent, as compared

with 33.6 per-cent in area hé More than half of the dwelling
units of both areas were - in one or two family structures.7 The
percentage of units needing major repairs was almost the same 4n
both areas, 12,01 per cent in area 46 and 12.51 per cent in area

52.8 The average contract monthly rent for all tenant-occupied

2

11vid., Table A-1. Ibid., Table A=3. 3Ibid.,Table A-L
bryig., mable A-3.  STbid., Table A-1, 6Ibid., Table AL

"1bid., Table A-6, o - Bibidt,‘Table A=6,
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units was higher 1n area hb ($28. 23) than 1n area 52 (325170) 1
"This was also true of « the average value of owner-occupied ‘units,
$l1,158 .17 the first ares ‘and %3,571 in the latter.: The percent-"
a533~of dwelling units renting Tor less than fifteen dollars a
month was in area L6 13.8§;perfeéﬁfand in area 52 7.02 per cent ;2

N . - White-Collar Workere

The percentage'of total white-cellar workers ﬁsbropor-
tlonately lower than the percentage of totel employees’ln‘tﬁe'“
following cities: East dhicago, LI-2,3 andTCrdwanelﬁt. See
Table 17.. The cities in which live proportionatefy higher per—
centages of white-collar workers than of total employees &are:
Hammond, Chicago (with one-third of the total managerial group),
calumet City and LI-lfq The concentrations of white-collar em-
ployees within the eities show that in East Chicago, LI-2,
Whitling, and'Crown Point, this category constitutee\a noticeably
‘lower proportion of the employees 11v1ng in these’ cities than does
the percentage of white-cdllar employees 1n the total distribu-
tion, Hammond; Chicago, Calumet City, LI-1, Chesterton, Cedar
Leke,vend Illinbis unclassified cities show higher concentrations
of white-collar employees than the percentage_of total employees .

in this clase.

2

1pid., Teble A-5. Ibid., Table A-5.

3LI-2 1s the census tract designation of that area in
Lake County, Indiana, which includes the citles of Bladcoak and
St. John, N

uLI-l is the census tract designation of that area in
Take County, Indlane, which includes the cities of Griffith,
Munster, and Highland,




- Bast Chicago. Although the percentage of total wbite-

”coliar workers 1iv1ng Ln East Chicago 1s 1ower than might be ex~-

- pected, oensus tracts b, 73 8 ”@nd 10 show higher percentages of

total white-collar workers than the percentages of total employees
living in these tractey as shown i Table 19, With the exception

of tract 9, whiéh 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

“shole, 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. From Table 18

. 1t 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, i, and 5 in East Chicago is

Jlower than this figure., These tracts also eontain'lpwer ber-

centages of white-collar employees than are commensurate with

the pefcenﬁeges of>total employees who resi@e(there. The four .

. tracts 1n’ﬁhieh“the percentages of employees in this group are

higher, tracts b, 7, 8, eand 10, are the ones wherein the con-
centration of” white-ccllar employees is also greater than in ;he B
total distribution., In tract 9,'both percentages are wlthin the
1imits of a chence distribution.»

Hammond, Hammond, as a whole, contains & percentage of
white-collar workers higher than is proportionate to.the percent-
age of total employees 1iving there, Table 21 shows that in
tracts 3, I, 6, 10, 11, &nd 13, this same relationship betweeo

the two proportions holds, But the percentages. of white~collar
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" TABLE 17

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF. EMPLOYEES IN MAIN CITIES BY'TYPE OF WORK

A .
dIncludes one manual worker who

3 of Lake County,

lists his addréss

as Ripon, Wiasconsin.

City ite Manual Tptal Percentage‘ Percentage Percentages'
C.[Collar| - I - Whiteé Collsr Manual of Total
Bast Chic, 06 1,597 1,70 36,68 50.35 9.21
Hanmond - 62 532 " 59l - 21.%5 16,77 17.16
Gary 28 327 - ;355 9,69 10,31 10.26
Chicago, Lo 222 332 14.19 9 17 9.59
LI-2 |2 9 71 009 2,18 2.05
Calumet_ City 10 sl ol 3.6 1.70 1.85
L I-1P 9 5 63 ! 3.11 1.70 1,82
Whiting 3 3 41 1,04 1,20 . 1,18
Lansing 3 3y 37 1.0 1.07 " 1407
Crown Point | 1 29 30 .35 .9i .87
Chesterton 6 21 27 2,08 66 .78 .
'L I - 3¢ Iy . 20 24 1.38 .63 .62.
Cedar Lake 2 11 13 .69 635 o3
East Gary . 12 12 o .38 »35
Ind.Unclasstd.q 6 68 7h 2,08 2,1l 2. 14.
I11l,Unclassfd. | 6 15 21 2,08 7
Total 588 3,173 3,461 —100.00 100.00 -1oo,oo
8, T - 2 indicates densus tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana: Black Oak, Saint
John, B . s " (
' ®L I - 1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiane: Griffith, Munster,"
Highland, : . . (’ o
®L, T - 3 indicates census tract Indianas Hobart,
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- TABLE 18
{ PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH CITY BY TYPE OF WORK '

City Whibe . | Manual Total Tct, Pct.r ~Pet, Oof :
‘ Collar E . i city City " Total *

East Chicago w6 | 1,597 .| 1,70 6.22 |..93.5 100,00

Hammond 62 : '532 'Sgﬁ 104k -38.62 100.00 - ’
Gary 28 1327 355 7.90 22.11 100,00 |
Chicago, 4o zzza 332 12,35 87.65 100,00 o
LI-2 .2 9 - 2.82 97,18 .| 100,00 _
Calumet City 10 sl ; 6l 15,63 8l.37 100,00 . i
LI-1P 9 - 5 63 - .29 85.73 100,00 g
Whiting 3 3 ha 7.32 92,68 100,00

Lansing 3 3k .37 . 8.11 | 9189 . 100.00
" Crown Point 1 29 30 3.33 96,67 .| 100,00

Chesterton 6 21 .27 22,22 77.78 100,00

LI-3c L 20 a 17.50 82.50 100.00

Cedar Leke 2 11 13 15,38 8l .62 100,00

East Gary . 12 12 R 100.00 100,00

Tnd. Unclassified® 6 68 h 8.11 91.89 100,00

I11. Unclassified 6 15 ‘ 21 . 28.57 7143 100,00

Total 288 3,173 3,461 8.35 . 9L.65 | 100,60

/ : T p ' ' -
BL, T - 2 indicates census_ tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana: Black 0ak, Saint John.

L, T - 1 indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana: Griffith, Munster, o1
Highland. % oo L N , H

[

. o : : v
CfL, I - 3 indicates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana: Hobart. : t
- ) \ ‘
dIncludes one manual worker who.lists his address &as!'Ripon, Wisconsin,

g




TABLE 19

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR CENSUS TRACTS OF EAST CHICAGO

City Whita . Manual Total Pet, Pet, Pct, of
Census Tract Collar i W.C. Mang Total 0
1 z. 1 50 52 69 | 1.58 ~1.50 _
2 2 170 172 69 | 15.36 .97
3 4 387 361 1.38 1125 10.43
ly 17 296 313 ' 5.88 19433 * | 9.0&
3 5 zgi 22§ 1,73 ?)9? ..',6,53-
6 27 . 171 198 9.3h | 5439 - | .5.72
7 23 17k 197 7.96 5.9 5.69
8 il h? 61 .8l i.ie ' 1.76
9 7 75 82 2.2 2.36 2.37°
10 36 y . 1.73 2 | T 1as
Total - 106 /15597 1,703 36468 ’50.35-' - h9.21
4 N
. “




TABLE 20 ,
PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF EAST CHICAGO BY.TYPE OF. WORK

Census Tract ~ White Manual Total Pct, Pct, ; ‘P?t, of
001l1ar 3 - . C.T, C.T, 1 Total
1 250 52 3.85 | .-96.15 100,00
2 2 170 172 1.16 ;:98.8h 1 100,00
3 “h | 361 111 | 98.89 - |  100.00 :
L 17 ' 296 313 ‘ 5.3 9l..57 "tioo.oo v
5 5 | ea 226 S 2.21 | 97079 | 100,00
6 27 | 1n .196 ‘ 13.6L | 86.36° | - 100.00 e
7 ‘23 BT 197 11,68 88.32 100,00
8 1 L7 61 22,95 70.05 _ :%QQ.OQ
9 7 78 2 8.5 | 91k6 | 100,00 -
10 6 41 - 12.20 | 87.80 = 100.00
Total 106 1.597 1,703 : 6.22 | 97.82, | '100;00’
[
. ‘ ka
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TABLE 21

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR CENSUS TRACTS 'OF HAMMOND
Census Tract Whitq Collar Manual Total Pet, f;ct. Pet, -
- L _W.C, Man. Tot.
S 3 31 3 f|o1.0h| (98| .98
2 3 23 26 |- 1.0k | W73 |- .78
3 Lo "33 37 S 1.38( 1.04 [ 1.07
Ay 6 37 - 43 2.08| 1.17 | 1.2
5 3 i 88 91 1.0 | 2.77 7| 2.63
b 8 L3 51 277 { 1.36 | 1.47
7 1 33 3k "L wol | .98
8 . 3l 3l . | 1.07 .98
9 8 97 105 2577 3.06 | 3,03 -
10 . 11 23 34 3.81| .73 | .98
: 7 30 37 2.42| .95 | 1.07
2 31 33 +69| v.98 .95
6 29 35 - 2.08| .91 | 1,01
62/ 532 59l ' 2145 16,78 | 17.16
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. TABLE 22

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF HAMMOND BY TYPE OF WORK

. Manual

Pot. of

Censﬁs'Tract White Total . Pct, Pet,
~ Collar . Cc.T. C.T. Total
1 3 0 e al, 8.82 . 91.18 | .. 200.00
2 - 3 .23 26 11.54 . 8846 . 100.00
3 b 33 f, 37. 10.81 .. 89,19 | 100.00.
o L6 37 43 13.95 86.05" 106,00
5 3 88" o1 3.30 96,70 100.00
& 8 I3 51 15.69 84.31 | * 100,00
7 1 '33 3l 2.94 97:06 |.. 100.00
8 3 3L . 100,00 | ° 100,00
9 97 105 7.62 92,38 100.00
10 11 23 3h 32.35 67.65 100.00
11 7 30, . 37 18.92 81.08 100.00
12 2 31 33 6.08 93.94 | . 100,00
13 6 29 35 17.14 82.86 100.00
Total 62 532 59l 104k 89.56 |  100.00




TABLE 23

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEE$ IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR CENSUS TRACTS OF GARY

Census White Menual | Total Pet. Pct. Pet, of
Tract Collar ot . : w.C, Man, 7 Total .= .
T T 0 IT 235 32 .32
2 * .. 7 . . . : .-
. .15 .15 . Y T T IR
b 3 6 9 1.0l 1 S
5 3 6 9 1.0l .19 ' .26
6 S 77 82 j 1.23 2.3 ' 2.37
7 (. 2 5 7 .69 .16 .20 -
8 3 9 12 1.04 .28 .25 )
9 2 20 22 .69 s 63 g N
10 1 ‘ Z 10 .35 .28 .29
2 11 1 7 .35 .19 . .20
. :]l_ﬁ - u}. 1}1 - ‘oué o oﬁg
15 . S 5 . o 1l
16 . 3; 3; . 1.;2 1.23
17 . . .22 - .
18 . 5 5 . W16 i
19 . 15 ' 15 . .h-? ‘LLB '
20 . Z . 7 o2 .20
21 . s / g . .1 .17
22 - L] ¢ .1 *
2 . 20 20 .63 .%%\
s ¢ S N i
25 - 12 . 1 1. . ; .
26 . E E. . % ig ‘
2 - . - - L t
7 o . | P ) [
Total - 28 327 /5 - 9.67 | -10.31 10.26
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PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF GARY BY TYPE OF WOHK

TABLE 2l

Census White ManuaL Total Pct, Fet, PctT, of
Tract Collar . - " C.Ts CoTo Total
% 1 —10 1T 9.09 90,01 100.00 .
ﬁ . 15 - 15 . 100,00 100,00 .
3 6 "9 33.33 66.67 100,00
[4 3 6 w9 33.33 66,67 100,00
6 5 77 82 6.10 93.90 *100.00
7 2 5 o7 28.57 71.43 100,00
8 3 .9 12 25,00 75.00 - 100,00
9 2 20 22 9.09 90.91 100.00
10 1 Z 10 10.00 . go.oo 100,00,
11 1 ' 7 .29 5.71 . 100.00Q
12 1 Cak 15 © 6,67 93,33 100,00
.1 . 1 1 . 100,00 100.00
1& . 1 pin . 100.00 100,00
15 . 5 5 . 100.00 100,00 - .
16" . 37 37 . /100.00 100,00 -
17 . 7 7 . 100.00 100,00
18 . 5 5 . 100,00 100, 00,
19 . 15 "~ 15 . 100.00 100.00
20 . g Z . 100,00 100,00 =
21 . . . 100.00 100,00. °
22 . 5 .5 . 100.00 100,00
2 . 20 20 . 100.00 100.00
2 2 i 6 33.33 66,67 10000
25 i 12 16 - 25,00 75.00 160,00
.26 ‘. 8 8 . 100.00 100.00.
27 . l L . 100,00 100,00
Total 28 327 355 7.89 92,11 "1200,00




TABLE 25 '

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR COMMUNITY AREAS OF CHICRGO

Community White Manual | Total Pet, Pct, Fct, of
Aresa __Collar C . W.C. Man, .. Total
‘ -1 e 1. . 1 .03
1 3. 4 ! S -
e 1 71 : i o
S \ 2 o2 o
. l 1l
. 1 -1 ) i
. 1 1 .
. 1 1 4 ) !
. 3 3 ° . . : , . o ‘
. 2 2 - .
. 17 17 .5k L ' -
1 1 o : :
1 1 .
1 1 ’
i b
L 4
2 2
6 . 6 ‘
1 3 k4 .
3 /| -3 -
Iy -7 1.0h 1 . 20 n
i 11 15 1;3% T ;ﬁﬁ b3
1 . . \ - N 3
3 ﬁ 7 1.0k .20 {
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TABLE - 25~-Continued

“White
Collar

Manual

Total

Pet,
W.C.

Pct.
Man,
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3
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2,08

1.0l

2.2
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1.67
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PABLE 26

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP FOR CENSUS TRACTS IN
CALUMET CITY AND WHITING

Total

Census White "Manual | Pet Pet,
Tract Collar - W.C. | Man, Total :
cc-1% 1 2 .10 .3 .28 29 -
ce-2 3 2 31 1.0 .88 ‘;Zo ~
cc-3 6 17 23 . 2.0 .5l 06 .
Total ‘ : .
cal. City. 10 sly N 3.45 1.20 1.85-
wh-1° 1 13 1 35 | i Lo ‘
Whe2 2 25 27 69 |, .79 .78 ‘
~Total ’ |
‘Whiting . 3 38 ha 1.04 1.20 1,18

arcciindicates Calumet gity census tracts,

P41 1ndicates Whiting census tracts, A \

. a
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TABLE 27

BY TYPE OF WORK

PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN CENSUS TRACTS OF CALUMET CITY AND ‘WHITING

3

_E'Manugl

Census White Collsr Total Pct. Pct., | Pet, of
Tract . ; c.T. | 6.7, | Totel
cc-1% 1 . 9 .10 10,00 | 9000 " | 100.00
cc-2 28 .3 9.68 91.32 | 100,00
N 3 L T :
cC=-3 . 6 17 23 15.62 73.91 100,00
[
Total ‘ , ' s ;
Calumet City]| 10 .5l 6L .29 "8lL.38 ' | 100,00
Wa-1° 1 13 1 1N 92.86 | 100,00
Whe2 2 25 27 71 92,59W 100,00
Total _ T ‘ . _ S
Whiting . 3 / . 38 - 31 7.32 | © 92,43 100,00
?CC indicates Calumet City Eensﬁs tracts. ‘ '
Yuh indicates Whiting cénsus tracts. . {
‘ f




embioyees living in tracts 5, i, and 8 are lower then might be
';expected.;“The concentratioh of white-collér empleyees‘ﬁithih
Hammond 1s’ higher than that of the total distribntion, 31300'
TractsZ, 3, by 65 10, 11, ‘and 13 all demonstrate this. - Sae
Table 22, On the other hand,_the concentration of white-collar
employees within tracts 5. 7s 8,~and 12 is IOWer than,the propore:
_tion of white-collar workers for the total distribution.

Gary. The percentage .of white-collar workers Iiving in’
Gary is proportionate to ?he percentage of total employees’living
there, As in the precedicg chapter, only those ‘census tracts of
the city wherein are found at least one per cent<of either the-
total empldyees or the total class under discussion will be dis-_
cussed in this section, Table 23 shows that tracts 5, 8, and725,
although containing less eh&n one per cent of the total empld&eé%)\
contain over one per cent of the total while-collaf’ﬁorker;, per=-~
centages greater than are commensurate with the'pércentages bf>
_ total employses found there, Tract 16, with 1,07 per cent of .
the - total employees, has no white-collar work\ps at all. Tract
6, with 237 per cent of the total employees shows a proportion-
ate percentage of total white-collar workers. The concentrations
of white-collar workers within tracts 5, 8, and 25 are greater
than, and in tracts 6 and 16 are lessep then, the proportion of
white-coliar workers in the total distribution, as seen in Table
2. o

Chicago, Chicago as a unit, shows a'proportionately
higher percentage of fotel white-collar workers than the per-

-~

centage of total employees in Chicago would-indicate, Although




‘108 : .
the only community areas With more than one per cent of the total
4 v employees are 46 and 52, it can be seen from Table .25 that areas.
o -'411 L2, h3: 45, and 48’ contain more than one per cent of the
total white-collarﬁemployees. In areas 41, g2,” 43, hs, u&, and

52, theee percentages are markedly higher than the percentages of
total employees residing in~the. separsate areas.” In area 16, the

percentage of total white-collar employees is’ ‘neither higher nor

§

lower than the percentage of total employees. Although these
areas show a high percentage of total white-collar employees, it
is not possible to discuss the percentages of employees livipg
In each of the areas In the white-collar category, &xcept in the
. cases of a;eas 46 and 52, These are the only areas wherelthe
A . total.employees living within the area ie'surficiently large that:
& percentage based on this figure has some meaning, - Ohly in area *
‘52 '1s the percentage of employees“llving in the tgact in the
- . wplte -collar:category higher than the percentage of the total'\

,distribution in this class.,

r

- Calumet City and Whiting. The.percentegg of total white~
collar workers found in Calumet City is appreciably higher than
the percentege of total employees livipg there, as seen in Table
26, Tract 3 is the only'ceneee tract inlehlch this is illustrated,

In all three tracts, as in the city as a whole, Table 27 shows

that the concentration of white-collar warkers is higher than

the proportion of the total distribution in this class, The data
for Whiting show no deviations large enough to be disproportion-
ate in either. of the percentage distributions.

Thus the percentage distribution of white-collar workers
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‘shows thet in East Chicago there 'are relatively fewer white=
collar workers, excépt in tracts O, 7, 8, and 10 than w0u£g be
expected on £he ‘basis of the percentage of total eriployees 11ving
there. Tract 9 doeg not show any noticeable deviation, but the
above enumerated tracts contain higher proportions 1n this class
than ‘would be e;peoted. Hetfimond cotitains a,higher proportion of
white-collar workers, in the city.and in all tracts except S5s Ts
and 8 where there are lower‘perCentages of total white-collar
employees, The concentratiop of employees lgving in Hammond 1nA-
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> 85

end 12, The percentage distributioms for 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 employeses is low. The percentage of

total white-collar employees in Calumet City, and in tract 3 of

’ Calumet City, is higher than might be expected, as 13 the con-

centration of white collar employees within the Gity., The devia- ~
tion from the percentage‘of total employees in Whiting is only
slight, as 1a'phe deviation from the concentration of white-col-
lar employees in the total distribution, ‘

A comparison of the dietribution of employees by period
of employment with the distribution of employeespby t&pe of work
reveals that there is a‘tendency for white-collar workers to live
in tﬁe same areas as long-term workers, This is true of tracta
6 and 7 in East Chicago,’Hammond‘as & whole, and tracts l and 10,

and community area 52 in Chicago. With the exceptlon.of tract §
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+ - 1in'East Chicago,>bhose tracts and cities in:which are found low
. : . . } . . L RS . . .
e'percentages of white-gollar‘workers-are the same as those in :

-

which reside low percentages of 1ong—term employees, This'is:
not surprising iﬁ“wiew of the fact that white-collar workers are
1ese likely to be. lald off than'manugl workers, SegQE?Iy, al-
thoﬁgh'the ig@ustry-ie'ex;;hdirg, euch expansion usually affects
the number of production workers to & greater extent than super-
visory, managerial, prefessional, or clerical workers. In adq;-
tion, the white-collgr group is a saiariea ratherxthap a'wegeyx
edrning group and thus can expect a continuediir;oge. For‘éhese
reasons thB.white;éollar 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, ' LS

Manual’ Workers ]
The hjpothesis regarding the distribution of manual
v * workers hq;@g that-this category of employees is more concentrated .

- in areas closer to, the plant, This is 11lustrated by the per-

. cenfége distrieﬁtion of manuai workers- 75 per cent of the total
class 13 located in the three cities of East Chicago, Hammond,

and Gary. There is no marked deviation 1in any of the individual
B cities between the percentage of total manual workers and the

percentage of total employees in each, However, the manual

workers living in—LI-Z;l Whiting, and East Gary constitute a

greater proporulon of the total empleyees in each than does the

lLI-2 1nc1udes 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,

w,*”Ai 'Chicago, Calumet City. LI 1, Chesterton. LI~3, Cedar I.ake and

o Indiana and Illinois unclaseified cities, the percentage of em—
ployees living 1n'eech of the. cities clagsiflied as manual workers

is markedly lower than the percentage of the total distribution

- N

in the manual worker category. -

S 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 Griffith are Yocated within LI-1, which extends -
west to the state line, Li-2 borders LI-1 and Hammond on the
west, tracts 25, 26, and 27 of Gary to the east, and tract 6 of

_ . Gary to the north, The citles of Black Oak, Ross, and St. John
o are - located within this tract. Black 0Oak 1s-nearest to the )
. plant, since 1t 1ies in the northwest portion of the tract.  Most
.of the employees who live in LI-E-are residents of'Black>Oak.‘_
It separates the city of‘Gery to the west from East Gary and
i LI-} to ‘the east) »Hoeart'lies directly eeet of trect 2 in

: Gary,vaﬁﬁ-is-the only eity 1ﬁ°LI-3 in which reside employees of

-\the steel.plant;

: EastvChicaso. 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 totai'employees i the

manual worker class, However, while tracts 1, 2, 3, L4, and §

follow tbie patterh, the percentages of employees living in

117-1 includes bhe cities of Griffith, Munsbter, ‘and
Highlend in Lake County, Indiana.

2LI -3 Hobart, in Lake County, Indiana.
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'Vtrects 6, 7; 8, and 10 in fhis'eategory are'lower than that of
/the total &lstribution. R -

Hammond. Within the city there 1s a less dense concentra—
tion of manual workers than is present in the total distribution.
This is shown in tracts 2, 3, 4, 6, 10, 11, and 13, but the perf
centages of employees-living~in érects 5, 7, 8, and.izlnhich are
in the manuelwafker group are higher than ﬁiéﬁt be.expected.

Gary. Although’the'percentage of employees livihg in
Gary which falls in the manual worker class ‘1ies within the Iimr
its of a normal distrlbution, the percentages of employees living
in tracts 6 and 16 found in this class are considerably higher
than the pErcentage of manual workers in the total distribution,

. Chicago. Both the percentage of ‘employees living in ’

_Chicago classified as manual workers, and the percentages of‘
- employees 1iving in community area 46 and 52 in that class, are
lower than theé percentage of employees in the total distribution
in the manual worker category. » ‘ '

Calumet City and Whiting. The percentegp of employees

living in Calumet City classed a3 manual workers is considerably
lower. than t@e percentage. of manual workers in the whole distrib-
ution. Only the daﬁa for traet 3 ﬁithin the city show the same
deviation, On the other hand, the concentration of manual work-
ers is somewhat greater than that ror(lhe total distribution,
for the entire city, and for the two census tracts separately.
Thus, in general;‘the percentage distfibutioe of manual
workers differs only slightly from the percentage disﬁfibution

of total employees, This deviation is markedly less than the




. - ©.113
deviation—ef'ﬁhe'pereeefage-distribution of'thE“white-COIIar :
- group, Hammond 1is the only city for which the deviation ~145“"
ﬁwlé?ge. Furthermore, in. none - ‘of the subdivisions of the cities
1sIAny déviation of .the percentage of total manual workers’ from.'
the percentage of total empldoyees-in the same area great enduéh
to be ‘mentiened. ‘Within cert’aiﬁ”dities the ratio of manuel
workers to all employees living in the city Ls greater than the
ratio of manual workers to total employees, as in East Ghicago
~as a unit, and East Chicago tracts 1, 2, 3, L4, and 5, Hgmnond.,]
tracts 5, 7, 8, end lZ,-Gar%vtractsz‘and 16, LI:Z;-Whiting_es a
unit and both census tracts separately, Crown Point and Easé
Gary, In'fracts p; 7, 8, and 10 of East Chicago, Hammond as a
whole, and tracts 2, 3, 4,'6, 10, 11, and 13, Chicago as & whole,
and gommunity aresa 52{‘Caluﬁet Clty as a whole and_censﬁs tract w
' 3, LI-1, Chesterton, LI-3, Cedar Lake, and the Indiana and |
Tilinois unclassified cities, the ratio.of‘manu&l.workers to all
émployees living‘in the area is 1ower.than the ratio of total

manual workers to total employees in the sample. From what 1s

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.




" GEAPTER V c B

| THE SPATIAL LOCATION OF ENPLOYEES BY TYPE OF WORK
" AND BY.DISTANCE- FROM PLANT [

s In order to analyze the dilstribution of employess in the
two types of work categories by dlstance from the plant,.thowsame,
system of concentric circle's as was "employed in Chapter'III'isx

used.,

White-Collar Employees
The hypothesis concerning white-collar employees is that

this class of workers is more widely digpersed than manual work—

. ers., . However, as in the zonal distribution of total employees,ém—-f"

ployees in the four time classes (described in Chapter III), and

,manual workers,,jhe greatest concentration of white- collar work-

ers appears in the zone within a mile distance.of the plant, The.

peroentagerof:whito—collar workers in this zone (18.40 per cent)

is only slightly higher-than the percentages of this class In the
1 to 2 mile zone (16,32 per cent) and the 5 to 6 mile zone (15.62
per cent), See Table 28, In fact, these three zones are shown as
having percentages-of total white-collar workers within the same

range, 15 to 20 per cent, on Map.10. The percentages of man-

ual workers in these three zones &re:s 32 93 per cent within the

first mile, 15 10 per cent in the 1 to 2 mile zone, and b 08

per cent in the 5 to 6 mile zone. It is apparent that the per=-
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= ‘centége of total manual wogkefs is almost twice that of‘the
white-collar workers in the first zone, while the percentage of

A ‘

o white-collar ‘workers in the 5 to 6 mile zone {8 more than twice
that of the manual workers. In addition, 1t should be noted
that the percentage -of white-collar workers in the first zone is
far lower than, and in the & to 6 mlle zZone considerably higher
then, the corresponding percentages of m&nnal'workers and total ;

,employeeé; ‘This cin be/lnterpreted as an indication that white=
" collar workers are not found in as great conoentrations-as manﬁgl

B workers or as totalremploYee; near ﬁﬁ; plant. Ityoan“also mean
that a fair concentration of white-collar workers is located
further rrom the plant than any similar concentration of ‘manual’

T~ " " workers or total.employees, : -

The zone within which the concentration of white-collari . K
hworkers is greatest is that which dies between 9 and 10 miles
‘from the plant; in which this group comprises 20.69 per cent of
. ‘--the employees. Only 8.32 per cent of the total employees fall
<« . 3in the white;dollar class.’ See Table 29, However, Table 28
. shows tﬁa;fonlyf;Bh per cent .of the total employees reside in
this zone.' Other zones.wlthin»which the concentration of white-

o

collar workers is higher than the proportion of white-collar em-

ployees in the sample are those 5:to 6 miles from the plent
(l8.91 per cent), 20 to 25 miles from the plant.(l7.2h per cent),
and 8 to-9 miles from the plant (15.67 per cent).

The next highest proportion of white-collar employees 13
distributed over six zones, 7, 29 per cent of" the white collar
class in the 8 to 9 mile zone, and the 10 to 15 mile zone, 6.60

~
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'per cent in the ly to 5 mile zone, 6 25 per cent in the 2.to 3 7

- mile zone,.- and the 3 . %o. 4 mile zone, and- 5 56 per cent in the 7
to B.mile zone, In the '8 to 9 mile zone are found 3.56 per cent

. 5% the total manual workers, and 3,87 per cent of the totgl em=
ployees, In the:10.§0‘15'?11efzohe are 1,82 per cent of the to-
tal manual workers, and 5,03 ﬁer cent of theftotal'eméioyees.

-fhé A to 5 mile zone 1pc1udes 9,08 per cent of the total manual
workers, and 8,87 per cent ofrthe total employees. The percent-
age of white-collar workers in this~zZone is lower than would be
expected, The percentage of meanual workers in the 2 to 3 mile
zone 1s 5:39 per cent; that of the total employees is 5. 116 per
cent, Thus the‘percentage of white-collar workers here 1s higher‘
than expected. The percentages of the white-collarrand'manualn s

workers in the~3 to 4 mile zohe are proportionate to the pereent-
age of total employees therein. However,vin the 7 .to 8 mile zons

‘the percentages of manual workers and total employees are higher

than 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.lo'ind 15 per ceﬁt of the employees who reside therein
are et a distance of from 10 to 15 miles away from the plaet
(12,07 per cent) and beyond 25 miles away (11,11 per cent),

The zones whereln are feund from 1 to 5 per cent of the
white-collar workefs are 6 to 7 miles, 9 to 10 mlles, 20 to 25
miles, and be&ond 25 milés.v The percentages of white-collar oni=

_ ployees in the first-meﬁtioned is lower than would be expected}on

the basis of the percentaege of total employees in that éone; The




TABLE 28 * ,
PERCENT OF EMPLOYEES IN EACH WORK GROUP BY DISTANCE FROM PLANT

AT o

Pet. of="] )

Distance Wnite | Manual. .| Tota:i || Pob. Pot,
: Collar o U W.C. | Man, Total
1m. 53 1,045 - | 1,098 ' 18.40| 32.93 | 31.72
1-2 mi, hr - 479 7 B26 - 16.32| 15,10 | . 15.20
"2-3 mi, 18 o171 189 6.25| 5.39 | 5.6
3-4mi, || 18 T 195 . 213 , 6.25" 6.15 6.18°
h=5 mi;. 19 1 288 | 307 6.60] 9.08 Y 8.87
56 mi. L5 193 - 238 , 15,62 6,08 $.88
o 6-7 mi, 5 S 79 8l : L7k| 2.9 | 243 -
2 7-8 m1. 16 268 . 28l 5.56| 8.5 ‘8,21
© 8-9 mi, 21 - 113 13k 7.29| 3.56 3.87
1 9-10 mi. 6 23 | 29 2.08| / .72 |- .84
10-15 mi, 21 153 17k 7.29| L.82 5.03
15-20 mi, | - 2 62 . | - 6l ' 69| - 1.95 1.85
20-28 mi. | 10 L8 58 -~ 37 151 | 168
25 mi. or 7 86, | . 63 ' 2,431 1.76 |- 1.8
more o . e
Total || 288 35173 3,161 ' 100,00 [100.00 . '}ep.oo

S
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o " TABLE 29
PERCENT OF WORK GROUP . IN FACH ZONE BY PERCEN?AGE OF ZONE BY DISTANCE FROM PLANT

Distance ‘White Manue.l- Total Pet,of Pet,of Pé%:-. 'of
in miles Collsr oo | -in Zone ' 'Zone Zone . Total .
1 I s3 . | 1,045 | 1,098 = . 4.83 95.17 | . 100.00
122 ! 47 479 |, s26 o 8.9l 91.06: 100,00, -
-3 |- - 171 - 189 9.52 90.48 |  100.00-
3l 18 " 198 213 8.45 91.55 - 100.00
s 19 288 307 6.1 93.61 - | 100,00 ;
5-6 ” 45 193 | 238 18,91 81.09 , 100,00
6-7 5 79 8ly : 5.95 | 9i.05 ° 100,00
= 7-8 S 26 208 28l e 5,63 | 9437 - | 200,00
@ 8-9 I 21 o113 | o1 15.67 84.33 | 100,00
9-10 . 6 23 29 20,69 | - 79.31° 100,00 -
10-15 21 153 Cooa7h 12.07 87.93 - 100,00
15-20 2 62 o6l © 3,13 ‘ 96.87 100..00 oo
2e-25 10 48 | 58 . 17.2k . 82,76 100,00, :
. over 25 | 7 56 1 63 1101 88.89 100,00
- Total 288 3,173 3,461 - 8.32 91.68 | 100,00
. N ’ . ( .

A}




=1

|

- =
| y

|

\ .

"o

[

MAP H)

Spcmal Locahon
f All White Collar Workers.
By Mile Zones
From

‘East Chicago Steel Plant

Per Cent

S~ of' White Co!lqr Wdrke'rs‘,w”'

i5 % to 20%

5% to I_O%
1% to 5%

under 1%

—~ —-ar
. 0
/ / 3 ! /|
A A% 4 Vi & A 1
/7 SR P ) A AN RN
/ : I\ dpe . N
Y ‘{ 6
/ ) R\ LA LY X o
/ \ - h g :
CRY —
Kl 2 |1 o A v
//) : '
/ . 1 4 N 79 ‘_ {3
/ / 20 i ) 7
Z 2
) X N\ NMSEAN N\
: A
) CQ\ 26" .1 \
CH 7
: 3
\ S .
1Y
2 ’ll‘lllbl"h‘ CHICAGO COMMUNITY INVENTORY

~— wr

THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO




5 ;
M HP3 23
. - o -
A
e
. v
. Q "
"
N
-
. c 2
%
1 \3e ~
(&) cc- VN2 Neva
. IR -~
" R
T SN 22
. er2 Tl NY NINSAT
R 5
N 3 Jé :
,>{,_ 5 oY
C AN 7 ¢ Piias
O
cc
.

Lot ~i/

\ m Do PAGE
N

0

CMAP I -
. Per Cent '

“of White Collar Workers

In Each Mile Zone
‘ From .
East Chicago Steel-Plant

-

" Per Cent of All Employees..
o In Eueh: Z_one . -
oyer 20%

15% to 20%

10% to 15%

‘under 5%

GA 2

5% to 10%

3
o
'
S PREMRED AY THECHCACO CONRONITY, INVINTORY
- THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO




121

percentages of white-collar employees in- the remaining ZOnes are
. all higher thari- aré 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 and 10, 20
A-EO 25k and beyond 25, miles away from the plant. The percentages

of white-collar workers 1 "zZonss 6 to 7 and 15 to 20 miles away

from the plant are lower than is proportionate to the correspond—

ce

ing percentages of total employees and manual workers,

The concentration of white-collar workers is notloeaplf.m
low within the zones at phe following aistances'fron‘fhe plant:
15 to 20 miles (3.13 per cent), within 1 mile (4.85 per cent),

7 to 8 miles (5.63 per cent), &6 to 7 miles (5 95 per cent), and

L to 5 miles (b 19 per cent) Thus it would appear from Map 10 -
N phat the highest percentages of white-collar w0rkers reside with-
"in 2 miles of the plant, and between 5 'and b miles sway from it.

On the other ﬁand, Map 12 shows that in the zone imnediately an-

jacent to the planﬁ, the percentage of manual workers is far

greater tnan_in,any other zone, However, in terms of the devia-

tions of tng percentages of white-collar workers‘in each zone

from phevperoentages of total employees in each zone beyond the

value of twlce 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,

Manual Workers
- The hypothesis tolbe-investigated in this section is that

manual workers are less widely dispersed than white4collar work-
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ers, The percentage distribution of manugl workers in The zonal

7'system is so closely related to the percentages of total employ-
:ees 1n each zone, that not'.one of the former shows any- appreci—
able deviation from the latter in any Zone . See Table 28, This
Aclose k: relationship between the two distributions a8 opposed to
the more varyling one of the distribution of white-collar workers
with that of total employees,-especially in the areas close to
theAplant; can be interppeted as an indication that manualfﬁork-‘
.ers tend to 1live closer.tohtheir piece of employment:tnan.white-
collar workers, E
The higheét concentration of menual workers, 32.93 perr
cent, 1s found in the 1l mile zone, The-area from 1 to-2 miles
contains the next highest concentration of employees in this- '
.category, 15, 01 per cent, Zonee 2 %0 3, 3 toh, h 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, ' .

- Zomes 6'to 7, 8 to 9, 10 to 15, 15 to 20, 20 to 25, and .
beyondRZS'miIGS) each contain 1 to 5 per cent of the manusal
worker gfoup. 6f/these; the percentage of manual workers in
eone 6 to 7 niles and 15 to 20 miles from the plant are higher
than the percentages of White-collar workers.‘

| To compare the distribution of whlte-collar and manual
" workers, 34.72 per cent,of the formep 1live witnin 2 miles of the
plent, while 48;03>per cent of the latter group a;e.to be found

"in the same area, The proportion of white-=collar workers in the
first zome is lower than that of the manuel workers, or of the

total employees, More than ;5 per cent of~the white~collar
' ] e T
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group is found in: each of three zonee,—while that large a con-

;oentration of manue; workers is found in’ only two zones. ~Further-
:(Q:ﬂ o .more, the percentages of white-collar workers in the zones far- e

ther away than 8 0.9 miles ‘from the .plant are all higher than f'v

“the percentages of ‘the total employees in these areas, except forv

the..69 per cent of the white-collar group in the. 10° “to 15 mile

zone.
’ Thus it would appegr that the hy?othesis which states' 4
that white-collar workers will be more diepersee over the aree“e
. rlhan'manual workers is confirmed. Higher"percenﬁeges:ofﬂwhgie-.
collar workers live at the edges of the spatial di&tributioh as
-shown on ﬁie maps. The‘concentration of this gfouprin arees'ad-
o~ o jacent to the plant is smaller than might be- expected, and much

LS
1owar than thet of the manual workers, . N -

The manual workers tend to concentrate in areas fa;fly
close to the plaht. with 32,93 per cent of this éroup living -
within.a ﬁile of the plant it would seem p?obable'that one'ef the -
3reasone for. this is the advantage of being abIe\Fo walk to work,
Another feaeon‘miéht be that rents are cheaper near the-plant;

A new employee. on the meppal level enter the occupational hier-
archy of»the_plant as a gepefal laborer, Thus his salary is low,
-and he may not know whether he will remain in the employ of fhe
company. There are a number of rooming houses and cheap ﬁotels
within the 1 mile zone, There is else e feirly large Mexican

- settlement in this district which naturally attracts the Mexican

workers coming into the area for the first time.
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.In %his chapter an. attempt has been made to trace fhe

™~

~1ocational influence of place of work on place of residence, The

distribution of employees in two occupational groups;\white-collar

. and manial workers was analyzed to determinethe areas in which-

each of these classes lives, It 1s apparent that the employees

of a plant make their places 'of residence aocording to some spae-

© tial pettern in relationship to the plant, In this chapter, by

dividing the total distribution into the two occupational groups,

1t was poseible to trace and compare the spatial distributiohe of

. each, and to confirm the hypothesis that white-collar workers

tend to be more dispersed'ae.a group than manual workers, iher

‘relative concentrations of the two groups were compared with the
.coﬁclusions'that manual workers were found in large ooncentra—'

,'tions in only two zones, while white-collar workers- were found

in large concentrations In-three zones, the third up to 6 miles
from the plent._'In certain of "the zones farther away from the

plant a higher concentration of white-collar workers than of méan-

ual workers was observed, although only 8.35 per cent of the total

employees belong in the white-collar category.

The concentration of menual workers in the zone adjacent
to.the”plant was almost twice that of the white-oollar group,
while in the 5 "to 6 mile zone, the concentration of the white~-
coller group was moré than twice ‘that of the manual workers.

The relative distributions of white-collar and manual

workers within eech zone indlcate that the concentration of man~
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. ual workers 1n areas further away from the -plant is: lowsr than

S "‘the percentage of menual workers 1n’ the tot&l distribution.

Conversely, the. concentration of white-collar workers . 1n thess
_ more remote zones 1s greater than might be expected compared to
i the percentage of white-collar workers in the total‘distribution.

. There.appears to-be a close assqciation.between the per=
eeﬁeage of total manual workere end the percentage of totai em~
ployees in each area, while thelpercentage distribution of totel
‘white-collar workers is.not so cloéély related’Eo that ofzpre ‘
total employees. Given these relationships, it weuld apﬁeer that
place of residence:of empioyees in the white-collar group is less_‘
influenced by place of work, while place of resldence of members
of the manual worker groupﬁis mors influenced by the 1oeation of ™ .

* ~the firm,
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As large-scale industrial plants hévé‘grdwn, 1t has be-
cgﬂé,ﬂecessafy to recruit workers from more distant aréés,‘es-rl o -
pecially in the case of heavy industry situated in an 1ndustrial ‘ o
suburb within an industrial aresa, Part of the,necessary labor

force can be supplied_by the population of the city in thch the

.plant 15‘located. But in the case of a group of large plénté ) x.

within the same city, competing for workers, it becomes- necessary .

to hire workers who 1ive 1n nearby, or not-so-nearby areas,. The b

" plant discussed in this thesis, with a labor forcg of approximate—‘; R
1y 16,500 emﬁloyeéé, is only one of the many steel mills in the o #
Calumet Area. Even were this not so, the families of these J
lb 500 workers and the service workers necessanx\to provide for |

.their needs,'would alone constitute a fair-size city; from nany
secfions theggéf employeég would still have to travel consider-
able disfancééﬂfrom place of residence to place of work,

The spyj&al relationship between place of work and place
of residerce has provided subject matter for many 1nvest1gations.
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 ‘work hag

been treated, with an assessment of the strains-on the employee of

128




the several modes of - transportation., The problems of commuting
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-~ and 1ts influence on the 11fe of the.: suburban dweller has been
‘studied by other investigators. The vast accumulation of re-
gearéh in the general field of suburbanization touches “on one
part of the problem, the/Iocation_of & particuler group of em~ -
ployees with rogpect,to th@acentnai clty in which théywwbrk.
Several intenéivéiinvestigations of'individdéiifirms have shown
that the area within which:the-employeeé live is limited to ‘
7 _slightly more than 20 miles at ‘the Austin Longbridge Plant in’ ) ;
England, and the 1nvestigation of the Leuna Works in’ central l
Germany, 1929, where 20 per cent of the labor forcé,travelled
one/nour or more eacn.day.l Both of these studies were'done:in .H ‘E
Europe and are not directly comparable to an ‘American situation,‘ |
where the private automobile is commonly used as the means of - o J
- transportation to work. ) ‘ . _ : o ’jl : ‘w
The bibliographieal research of this writer unearthed no |
study which attempted to define or describe the 1obatioﬁal in- |
'fluencc of‘périodAof employment or type of occugation within a . | ¢
spocific-ﬁlant.on place'of reéidence of its employees, These
factorarare nelevant and necessary to an understanding of the
distribution of-enployees of a given plant, The present study is
concerned with these two problems, - It deals with the spatial
' distribution of tne employeeé of a steel plant in East Chicago,
Indiana, ‘ |

The hypotheses developed as a framework for this study
ares (1) the longer an 'individual has been employed by a firm,

liiepmann, op: cit., pp. 147 and 117, ‘.
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the. more 1ikely he is to live close to his place of work*. Sub-i '} j;:
:fsidiary hypotheses oonoerning the residential distribution~of .
'employees of the steel plant who had been subject to whatever
locational influence might be exerted by virtue of their employ-
ment at the plant over different periods of time were set up in
order to investigate the first hypothesist)Workers of higher
sooio-econohic status will tend to be dispersed over a wider
area than workers of lower socio-economio status. In the case'
of the second hypothesis, employeesxwere grouped into two classes,
white~collar and manual workers, as an indication of socio-eco-
nomic status, -

Period of employment was analyzed in terms of four time
classes, recent-hire, five-year, long-term,’and_multiple-hire cw
.employees. The purposerf this separation was to discover‘ ;
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 employeeslin
each time class.were computed'in two wayss (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 glven area which falls in each time class,

The‘first,hypothesis wes investigated within the frame-

.work of the above mentioned time periods, Separate hypotheses

were derived in order to describe the spatial relationship of

1The standard error of the sample proportion was'used
for thls purpose, See footnote n, 1, chap. ii, p. 30, for a
discussion of the method employed. .
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'eaCh group te the"whole distrigﬁtion. As well as - showing the

‘s distribution of eacht:ime class of employees by cities and

census traets, a: concentric zonal system was employed to show ;r
- the exact spatial distribution of each. - .

The largest part of the 1abor force of the East Chicago
steel plant is located in the citles of East Chicago, Hammond,
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 Ehat the cities of Hgmmogd-
and Gary show'a dieproporfionately large nﬁﬁberfof;reeent-hihe
and five~year employees, while in East Chicago and dhicago the

Icontrary situation exists, The percentage’of long~term emﬁlofees

.who 11§e in“éhicago is far greater andin GEry,fer smaller, tﬁan

Hwould be the case were there no- selective facters present, Like:
wise the percentage of multiple-hire employees rasiding Iin East
Chicago 1s so ﬁuch higher than the preportion of Eotel employeee

.1n thatjcity.and consistently lower in all ether areas fhat it
is beyond ;ﬁe_limits of a chance occurrance; The;areas in vhich
recent—hirelemgieyees are.concentrated in greater numbers than

might be expected-are located further away from the ‘plant, and,

in the main, are chief}y:residential areas er mixed residential

and industrial areas where the two are well:separated.. It is to
be noted that in.none of these areas 1s there-a large proportion
or concentration of multiple-hire employees, In addition, of

‘these'ereas with high_proportions of recent-hire employees, none

show a comparably high proportion efAlong-term employees, Rathér;'

the areas in which reside greater proportions of thelungierm gfoup

.
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) usually are those with few recent-hire employees. Close'to phe
'[tplant,_namely within East Chicago, the areas in, which reside
large numbers of long-term employees are also those wherein are
- found disproportionately 1arge numbers of multiple-hire employees.
This does not hold ‘true of any other area., The areas in which
are located greater pereehtageg of five-year employees a}é‘more
often ﬁhe 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 3

-each time class was found in East Chicago, and located within 1

mile of the plant. However, the percentages of emplofees in each

- group ranged from 25,00 per cent of the total'recent-hire employ-

ees, 27.48 per cent of the total five-year employees, 31.87 per

cent of the total long-term employees, to 36.03 per cent of the - ,

tofalbmultiple;hire employees, and 31.72 per cent of all employ- '

ees to/be found within this zone, It was also found thst the )

zones in which were\located from 10 to 15 per cent of the total

employees in each class weres Co -~ R l‘ K
Recent-ﬁire- 1to 2,5 to 6, 7 to 8 miles from plant
Five-Year: 1 to 2, 3 to L4, 7 to 8 miles from plant

Long-Term: 1 to 2 miles from plant.
Multiple=Hire: 1 to 2 miles from plent

The two highest concentrations of employees living within

a zone classed in each of the time periods were:
Recent~- dire- over 25, 7 to 8 miles from plant
Five-Year: 3 to 4, 20 to 25 miles from plant -
Long~Term: 10 to 15, 9 to 10 miles from plant- = o
Multiple-Hire: 6 to 7, 1 to 2 miles from plant - e
Thus it appears that multiple-hire employeee tend to 1ivei

closest to the plant, 1ong-term employees at a slightly greater
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distance, five-year employees st111 further” away, and recen_-
hire employees dispersed over the greatest distance. From this
- one:ean conclude tbat period of employment at the plant influ—
ences place of residence' the longer an employee works there,
the closer he’ tends to live- to the plant. ) . 'L\&
 The second. hypothesis, that the residences’ of white-

collar workers temd to be dispersed over a wider area than those

of manual workers, nas~investigated by dividing'the entire sample

"into white-collar and menual workers categories, If was seen'
that the highest percentages of both total white;collar and to—'

, tal manual workers lived in East Chicago, and within 1 mile of.
the plent. However, compared to the percentage_of total employ-
ees in East Chicago, the percentage of total White-colldriworkers
was lower, while the percentagevof total manual workers was not-
naterislly different. Throughout both the cities andlzonal dis~-
tributions, the percentage of total manual workers in each arsa

was closely associated with the percentage of tatal employees

< -

. for that area,

) Unless other intervening factors influence’ the residen-
tial Jocation of white-collar workers, it would be loglcal to

asgsime that the distribution of workers in thils group would have

the same close agsociation with the distribution of total employ
ees as holds for the ‘distribution of manual workers. This re-
1ationship daid not hold true for the zonal or city distributions
" of the percentage of white-collar employees. a

“ The proportion of white-collar workers in East Chicago

‘ and the area designated as LI-2 was considerably less than could
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-old or more, a lower percentage of Negroes, and a greater pro-

be'explained by chance'fectors. The proportions of this group’
'found An Hammond, Chicago, Calumet City, the areas designated as
LI-1 and LI~3, and Chesterten were far greater than could be ex-
pected, These latter areas are situated at considerable distances
from the plant.T Furthermore,'it sheuid te noted that epproximate;
ly one-third of the managerial and officlals group was found to

reside in Chicago. ’ : -

As of 1940, East Chicago, &as & whole, showed the 1owest .-

rate of owner-occupied dwelling units, ‘the. highest_rete.or,dwell-
ing units needing major repairs, the lowest average.value ef the
.5@ne?—occupied dnelliﬁg units, and the lowest average contrect* |
lmonthly rent for tenant-occupied units of any of the five.cltles
anduthe two Chicago community areas for-which these'data were
exeﬁined. The median nnmber of sehool years completed by the
population twenty-five years old or over was aiso lewest for
Eest Chicago., Despite these factors, certain areas within East
Chicago.conteined high pronontiene of white~collar workers,
These &reas dare mainij the.residential areas of the\eity, none
of which are located adjacent-to the plant or nearby,

In éener51;'tne areaSgin»whichlreside high perceﬁtages of
white-collaf‘workers are furtner removed from the plant and are
areas 1njnhich housing ie_newer, rents and values of dwelling
units are higher, and fewer ef the units are. in need of major
repaira, These are scattered over & wider distance. Further-

‘more, the population within these areas shows avgreater median

number of school years completed among those twenty-five years
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portion of employed person3~1n the professional’occupationS.?—

The concentration‘of white-collar employees within any
given area reflects the concentration of manual workers witnin
that area, inasmuch-as only these two employment categories were

distinguished in this study, R ) o

The zones Ain.which are found between 10 and 15 per cent

of the total white-collar workers are 1l to 2 and 5 to 6 miles

‘from the plant. The percentage of total manual workers in .the . .-

first-mentioned zone is approximately thé same, but thelpereenp-

- - age of manual workers in the second-mentioned zohe'falls to 6.08

per cent,
~
In generalg the concentration of white-collar workers is
greatest in the zones 5 to & miles away from the plant, apdrbe-<
tween 8 and 10 miles away. ‘
Hammond, where the percentage of employees liring in the

city classed in the white-collar group is greater then.the per-

centage of total whiﬁercollar.employees, and Chicago and Calumet
- b

City where-the“same‘situation holds, are located in these two

‘ZoNes.,

The concentration of manual workers in the zones closer

v han 8 miles ‘from the plant are approximately the ‘same 'ag, or

greater.than, the proportion of manual workers-in the total
distribution, HoweVeE;ﬁat distances of 8 or more miles, the
percentage of employees 1i#iqg in each zone;iciassedlss manual
workers drops to’below the percentage of manual workers in fhe
total distribution. '

Thus it can be seen that pype‘of work witﬁiﬁAthe plant,’
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as’ well as period of employment, 1nf1uenees the location of
employees' residences.} The greatest conﬂentration 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 fer
long-term, mﬁltiple-hire) and;wenuai werkers; lower for nggent-‘
hire, five‘yeer,'ehﬁ‘ﬁhite-collar workere.' As‘the“disfance from

the pl&nt increases, the differences in concentration of employ-'

ees in each group becomes more apparent . ’ . S

Although these conclusions wers..reached In. the present::

" study, other plant in different industries and different areas

should be investigated before any broagder generalizations can be’

made, The most that can be sald at this point is that in the

particular steel plant discussed, loceted in & general industriel‘

area ad jdcent to a large central city, the relationships vere

found to exist which wers described in this study. o f

s -
¥
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- TABLE 30

PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT - . -
. EAST CHICAGO ,

Census Total Recent.| 5-yr.| Long- | Mult. Twice |- Three | .Four, | Five
Tract ||. Employees . Hire Empl.| Term Hire . Hire Hire | Hire |~ Hire
. ‘ : {1 Empl, | (Total) :
.52 . U R TR AT 2y | . 5

“172 . |10 .| 58 | 38 66 L9 - | 10
361 | 26 110 | 84 1 85 . | 38 1
313 1w . |73 |8 |-134 9l 29
. 226 c12 Lo 77 88 58 16
198 6 26 | 70 96 71 | 13
197 7 0130 .| 71 . 89 . 58 .18 l
61 6 . |1 |19 20 15 . |
5
2

o = =

o~ N @

otit
HOHEH NN W o w

4= 0

. 82 17 25 35 19 11
by 8 12 | 19. 9 10 1 o . :

‘Totalfl1,703 - | 95 koo  |L96 712 k72 | 15k 50

1 s
O W ®~N.OC\VLF W D |

I
o~
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TABLE 31 2 i ST 7’ -
. . LABOR FORCE oE_STEEL\ngnp-BY PERIOEhOF EMPLOYMENT / | - o
4 . | H%MM(.)ND; IND. . .
Census Total .~ Recent| S-yr| Lc;ng'- Total Muffibié Hire - -
Tract Employees Hire Empl}, Term , 2 . E 4L 1.5 or more
‘ N o Emp1., . times | times times.'; stimesg
T sttty e b7 | s 2 . .
2. 2§' ) 2‘;‘ s 9 9 7 2 1 . ‘
s 3 37 3 18 | L 12 11 1 . . v
b 43 7 7 |15 U 8 6. S .
_ E 5 .| 4 53 | 9 | 28" 18 50 41 1
6 510 |7 17t fw oo on 2 1] .
7 - |2 7 | 13 12 - T ; .
8 |3 4 10 8 12 9 2 1 .
9 105 5 27 | 29 W 31 | 6 - 3
10 34 2 A 15 | 1l 6. In 2 . ;f
11 37 8 7 13 10 2 1 .
12 133 b 9 12 8- 1 .2 1
, 13 35 6 0 |l 9 .| 1 1.(*1 2
) 59 195 (17 193 139, | 35 12 Ty
. R '4 : I



. TABOR FORQE OF STEEL\fLANT~BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT - .
,f wiiom, 1o
© Censud Tatal Recent| S-yr} L&ng‘- ‘Togal B Multiple Hire :
Tract Employees Hire | Empl{ Term . 2. B -] .5 or more. , : °
g N ' Empl.| .= . times | times | times |  times T
1 3l TR BT T R 7.4 s 2 . .
3 37 3 18| 4 S 12 J 11 1 . . '
. )_Li k3 7 i 7 15 U N 8 6 . Coe F .
E 5 91 L 5300 9 || s 18 5' 1- 1
6 510 |7 7 |13 14‘.‘-_ 11 2 | 1| e
T 3 - -2 7 |13 12 .8 N . .
8- 3l L 10 | 8 12 .9 2 1 .
9 105 507 |27 |29 | by 31 6 I T
10 3l 2 1 |un || e N 2 . e
11 37 8 . 7179 13 10 2 1 ;oo
12 33 N 9 o 12 8 1 2 1 -
13 | 35 6 | 0 ‘13 9 1. st 2 '
. Total | 5ok B 193 139 35 12 |7
;
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'. TABLE 32
, LABOR FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY PERIOD OF EMPLO ¢
o , GARY, IND. C Sy
~ Census!|| Total Recent | 5-year | Long- || Total : WMultiple Hire
, Tract ||Employees| Hire “Empl... |- .Term ' 2 times| 3 times | L times [ 5 or mpre
- No. C . - Empl, | . | Fmpl, Hired Hired Hired |.times Hired
1 11 . i T 2 T I T . 1 . - -
a 15 . 2" L 3 6 5 1 .
, 9 o 2. 5. 2 . 2 . . A
5 %9 1 L L 3. 1 . ‘ :
6 82. 6 21 23 32 19 : 9 Iy
7 7 - . 3 Ll- . 3 ! 1 ° [
8 12 1 \5 2 L 3, 1 e o
9 L 22 2 5 I iNR .9 2 "
10 10 . 6 2 .2 1 o 1 e
11 7 2 . 2 1 , 2 2 . o e
12 - 15 1 8 3 3 1 1 L 1 - .
A I N - T R N S S
15 5 1 1. . i : 1 2. o .
16 37 8 17 8 2 2 . .
17 7 2 h— ' 1 ™ . . o ’ iew,
18 5 . 3 . 2 T2 ‘e [ 3
19 15 1 5 5 L. 1 1 1 x
20 7 - S 2 o . . . .
21 6 2 2 1 15 1 . . .
22 | 5 . 2 2 1 1 e e .
2 20 2 6 6 6. I 1 B . 1.
el 6 1 1, . % L o . .
25 16 1 ﬁ/ L 5 1 . .
26 8 o = 3 1 1 N . .
27 Iy 1 1 . 2 1" 1 N .
. . _
Total ||355. 35 122 87 111 . - |77 S 25, "7 2
B * - 5. [




_ TABLE 33 - _
LABOR FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY [PERTOD OF ENPLOYMENT
] I ,
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TABLE 33

PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT

'Jm.

CHICAGO, I

LABOR FORCE OF STEEL, PLANT BY

Multiple Hire
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. TABIE 33--Continued,
Comm, || Total TRecent D-year Long-f Total . Multiple Hix% ‘
.Area | Employ-| Hire Empl..'| Term 2-times| 3 times | I timeS [5 or more times
No. ees Empl, oo} Bmpl,] - hired | - hired hired | hired
,51 8 - ) N *» ' 1 - 7 6 . 1 [ : ‘ ' L]
, 52 |-6Q Ly 11 .| 26 19 13 5 1 e
Eﬁ 1 . . . -1 . 1 . N
3. . 1 1 1 1 . .. o
55 10 . L 2 b 3 1 .
20 l];. . é : 1 . . . ‘. ) ..
4 1 ' . 1 . ) 1 . 3 e - LR .
62 1 . . . 1 .- . 1 .
! 65 I 1 . 1 . . . . . ..
66 || . 2. 1 T 1 . .. . . .
67 I R o .2 1 1 . .
~ E 68 lﬁ . 8 3 3 2 1 .y e
69 1 ’ i 1 L. ! * 9 S 5 ' . . : - .
7l ¢ . 1 2 1 1 . . .
72 1 T, . 1 . . . . . .
73 ,4. - X 2 1 ° . .. ° .
' 75 2 ! . 1 1 . . .. . Ll
y . . - . s
. Totall 332 18 71 (137 pob. | 76 22 n b
/ L
_ &
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. TABLE 3l - ' e C
. = A . I
‘ "-LABOR. FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY PERIOD OF EMPLOYMENT . -
‘  Tonsus [Total |Hecent | Dboyear | engTrotai| —— - Multiple Hire. i
: Tract Employ-| Hire - | Empl,,| Term 1 2 times [ 3 times [ 4 times | 5 or -more, times . o
oo ~ No. iees | Empl. |- -Empl.f hired hired hired |- hired - Co
[ LI-28 )71 5 2§1;. ~ 1 20 25 | 17 5 Pl 1 T
\ cc-1 . |10 1 . |6 3 g1 . A ok
‘ ‘0C-2 31 S 2 -} 9 |- 6 5 1 R o
{ cC-3 23 1. iz . 5 6 I 1 . 1.0 s
TotsI- |BL | 6 23 20 s | 1T 2 s RN
_ E‘ L1-1° (63 [6- |15 |21 4f 22 | a5 3 2 R
w1 o w1 2 2 8 6 . 1, U S
Wh-2 = |27 - 3 L9 | 4 1§ 6 4 .« o R
. ‘l’ N . - . ; :
Potal i1 . Iy 11 7 19 - 12 b 1 2 S
Lensing |37 3 9 * |15 10 9 1 N E R T
. ‘ i ’ —= : — : S
Crown Pt 30 3 10 6 11 9 1 .. 1 S L
Chester- |27 1 9 | 9 |- 8 6 2. | . R
ton : - ' E ' : -‘ L o
LI—2 indicates census )(;ract 2 of L&ke County, Indiana- Bl&ck Oak, St. John. ) ,‘ . :
bLI-:L indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana- Griﬁ‘ith/Munﬁter Highland. Q';'  - j
’. ; L8 : SRR A-'V'.-::V
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TABLE 3lL--Continued

Total. -

Total -

- Multiple Hire -

Censu
Tract
No.

Employ-
€es

Recent
‘Hire
Empl.

S5-year
- Empl.:

Lo
T
Emp,

2 times

_hired

3 times

hired

u times
“hired .

5 or -more times

Iy

2,

1

10

3

. hired.

[

Cedar
Lake

13

1

3

East
Gary

12

W,

-; f i Lo .
Gl T T D
Ind. . : I ’ -
Elsewh| 7k 6. 2y | 2O 2l 19 5 . .

I11,
Elsewh.

21

P

Grand
Total

10,

L

5

——

e T

,ubl

"

2l),

i

939

1,00l

1,27lp '

266

7

(&

57

LI-3 1nd1cates census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana- Hobart.

Includes one employee listing address &s Ripon, Wisconsin.
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TABLE 35 T

‘I‘YPE OF WORK oF SAMPLE ‘EMPLOYEES IN AN EAS‘I' CHIGAGO INDIANA -
e o STEEL PLAN'I‘, BY TYPE OF WORK .' = .
o mype of werk - R .
|9 o " ot - o
(ol =] n w 1S S om -
98 | AERELIENE .
- A wd| G| SRl 4 g .
gw | 8. | 8| « o8y |- s |
5e | Zal-38] 2| 2| 2 | -
- o | me — @ > et
0 N £ o - == g P m ]
- o o D 1 QO | O 2 0 o (3} ) -,
- [ ] & o ool f PEH|I. 4| OO o o — :
_E St ot g o fd — o fg [N e 5% o
5 25 | 55| 35| 28| S5 25|55l - -
L) ] ol | EO0.| OM| OR| OM | E| | A |&= " -
East Chicago™ [22 4| 80 | 389 | 561 7 15| 62s5. 17,‘70&'
Hammond 17 2| 43 {137 p2ak | 7 | 5159 59 ™~
Gary 10 2| 16 4 88 | 119 . 5| 115|° 355/
~ Chicago i 5| 22 | 119 91 37 ¥ 77 332
TI-2% 2 el 23 26 1 1 71
Calumet City Iy 1 5 15 | 23 . .1 1 6l
ToLI-1b: . 1 8 19 23 . .| 12 163
Whiting 1 . 2 9~ 21~ . 1l L1 .
- Lansing 3 . . S 19 . . 10 ) 37‘ :
Crown Point . . 1 2 15 . .| 12 30
Chesterton 3 . 3 0| 7 PR S PO ' Y A
- LI-3¢ 1 . 3 7 ‘ Z o {51 3 2l
. Cedar lake 1 . 1 2 i . 1 2 ‘13
East Gery - 4 . . . | b N Ly 12 .
. Indiena Uncl,™| 1 o5 21 32 . o 13| 7l
© Tliols Unel. | b4 Sl 2 7 S S - 21
“Total 83 - | 15191 _857'. 1,188 | 18 | 291080 | 3,461

LI-Z indicates census tracﬁ 2 of Lake GCounty, Indiéha:
Black 0Oak, St John. . ’ o oo

LI-l indicates census tract 1 of Lake County, Indlana:
) Griffith, ‘Munster, Highland.,. . :

: ®r1-3 indicates census tréct 3'of Leke County, Indiana:. -
Hobart. . : : : .

!
{ o B, -

dIndludes.oné employee listing AHQressvas-Ripon,}WisconsﬁxA

W




T e e LTABLE B5--Continued . - . "~ e
g YRR -} ) ) ‘ oL -
. O ke k= = [ : . L . ' " S
w e =] =] RO - O . =
oo o o .0 o " . o'm (]
on . S RN B -3 O P B
— 0 [} — o o > 0 Q@ . L
0 64 & Lol A g oM R [ . LN
0 o .0 oY o o O o .
o & Bl O T4 e o0 o] L] Lt
G4 P, o w = 84 TRE P E b o i
£ 59 &g fe g | fo.| B 3. |o-
aE | 25| 859 | 88§ &o a0l m A £ - .
sd | .S .y o5 - I B . . v 0
o Pl g ey LR T P £ IR L I -
3] . O G+ O 00 O O 0 O Q .
65T 26,67 L. 08 1539 B7.22 | 30.89| BrpE | orE “l5:1
260ﬁ 26. . 3 : (X o L ’ . .
20.48| 13,33| 22.h6| 16,22 18,86 | 38.89| “5.56 m.Zz 17.16
12,05/ 13,33 8.38| 10,27 10,02 . 5.56 | 10,65| 10.26. ~
7 16.87| 33.33| 11.52] 13.82 7.661°16.67| 1.11| 7.13] 9.59
’ - 0%1 N L] . -o 206 2-19 5.56 . 1076 2005 °
h.82| 6,67 2.621 1,75 1.94| .| . 148 1,85
. — 6,67 -hloigl 2,17 1.94 . . 2411 1,82 .
S 1,200 -, f 1,050 1,05 1.77| .. 1,11} L,65| 1.18
£ 3.61 . i52 .58 1.60 . « | .93f 1.07 - h
' e, e .62 1,23 1.26| - e 1.11 .87 :
3.61 . 1.62| 1.17 5 . D .37 °ZB
© o 1.20] . 52 .82 .7 . " 1.11 o281 - 8 :
- ) 1.20 ‘e -23 051 . h l-ll '19 .
. ° T -. oLI»? \.3 . . -3? ' L[] )
" l.,20| -, 2,62 25| 2,8 . . 1.20| 2,1
.82} . 1.05| -~ .B2 «51 . . 2191 6L
10000 100,00, | 100. 00/ 100.00 | 100.00 [ 100,00 |1200.00 | 10.00 100,00




TABLE 36
o TYPE OF WORK OF SAMPLE EMPLOYEES IN AN, EAST cnch@o,
“. 7., INDIANA STEEL.PLANT BY CITIES

L Type of Work -
. =~ ()] w 1-
~ &% 5l | 3E 5 | B
A ] ke Lo QA ] <3 o M (<2 I =
Cld m =] [N B R . )
el ol 320 s | 88| 25| | o
. | 0 o - =g B Ak ~
1R v ofaed - o o == T - LY. ] :
0o JEN I B SRR B ] 0 o L o © O e - .
] RS Hé 4 g o & o= ol 15 ~
P> - G ol o 4 “« o g B > [+] [ ]
+ 0 8 =2 oo d&| of [ X3 £ Qb 4
et R ‘o o o fr O], Qued . £ O [ o [=}
[&] 2N /5] =0 O M oK 'O,-fd m-H» /2] [ B
East Chicago |22 L 80 | 389 | 561 .7 | 181625 [1703
* Hammond 17 2 - /hg 137 |22k~ 7 5.1:159:| 59
Gary 10 2 1 8 | 119 . 511157 355
Chicago 1 5 22 119 |° 91 3 1| 77332
LI-28 2 | . . 23 | 26 1 oo 19| =71
.-~ Calumet City | L 1 5 15 23 . ! 6l
. LI-1b | 1. 8 -1 19 |. 23 . .| 12] 63
. Whiting 1 o 2 9 21 e 1 717
. "™ Lansing 3 . .. 5 19 . .| 10| 37
© Crown Point JO R -1 2 15 © .| 124 30
Chésterton 3 R 3 10 . 7 . . 4| 27 -
LI-3¢" - 1 . 3 7 Z . 1] 3| 24
. Cedar Lake 1 . l 2 | e - 1 2 13
.East Gery . . . I Iy . . 4 12
-Ind.Unclass,q 1 . 5 21 32 . B I A B B T
I11,Unclass, | 4 | . 2 7 : el 2 22
Total 83 1sr 191 " |-857 1188 118 23\1980 461

’ ) -

LI 2 indicates census tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana:
, Black Oak, St, John..

: Lt 1 indicates‘cénsus tract 1 ofAL&ke County, Indiaﬁa:
Griffith, Munater, Highland

: Li -3 indicates’ census tract 3 of Lake County, Indiana-
Hobgrt. ; :g

i .
dIndludes one.eﬁbloyee 1isting'addregg as Riponj. Wise,
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. - TABLE . 36~-Continued
: ‘.Per.'cent of‘:ﬁployees n E.ach: Occuﬁa,tional_-eroup By .Citiesr. T
<3~ 0 . 2] @ o, .
c@ - =~ =] [ > &M . .
o Gy 0 ~ o - w® -3 -~ O .
n 0 S [ £ s . P M L@ "
-~ oy [oR A oK @ o g O |0 o
_______ R 7l (- S SfCS8 k R D S - T -
O = o @ © T, . o & -1 e} -
& E o H g h‘h‘_" ;_xﬂ‘.ﬁw hw‘ [ ] 3 .o
Mo ] o .00 Ol 5y Mo 72 I 1 =]
2] (<] .. 8 f Mo ot M
° . ey . e M [ ° °
Codie] g 2 0 Eodie] Rl o PEEL PN 4 -4
[ 8= o € o Q5 o & o OO’ o0 O [3] 4]
P of a Py M- e [V o - AR [T R [ - 1Y
1:29 | .2 .39 | 22.84| 32.94 | Q41| .88 |-36.70| 100.00
2.82 .3§ 7.2 | 2.31) "3.77 | 1.18 L8l 26,77 100,00
2,82 | .5¢ 2.51 2h,79| -33.52 « | 1Ji1 | 29.58| 100,00°
e2311.51| 6,63 | 35.84 27.%1 .90 |- .30 | 23.19| 100,00
2,82 . | . 32.34 1 36.62 | 141 . 26, 100,00
6,25 | 1,57 |s 7.81 23.&% 35.94 . . 25,00( 100,00
. 1.59] 12.70 [-30.16 | 36,51 . . 30,16 100,00
2 1o T 488 | 21,95 | 5I.22 $ 2.4}y | 17.07| 100,00
T £ A 13.51| 51,35 | . . 27.03| 100,00
s .. . 3.33 671 50.00 . . lio.00| 100.00
' ALl . 11,11 | 37.04 | 25.93 . . ‘U811 100.00 -
h.17 | . 12.50 | 29.17 &7.50 . 4.17 | 12.50(.100.00
7.67 1 . 7.67 | 15.38 6.15 . 7.67 | 15.38] 100,00
o | o .| 33.33] 33.33 | . o | 33.33] 100.00
1.35 1 6,76 | 28,38 | 45.95 . . 1| 17.57| 100.00
19.05 | - 9.52 | 33,33 | 28.57 . . 9.52| 100,00
200 [ G3| 5.52 | 276 | .33 | 52 .26 [ 3T.20| 100.00
) 150 - i
- e
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TABLE 37/
B . . ' o ™
- .LABOR- FORCE .OF STEEL'PLANT BY TYPE OF WORK '
EAST CHICAGO' S : L ‘ .
Census|Professional[Managers |Clerical| lraltsmen|Operatives [Protective[Serv-[Labor .|| Total -
" Tract |and Semi- -:| and and - and © and Service ice . -
. No. Professional |0fficials| Kindred | Foremen Kindred ' . o
1. S e 119 ST . . 113 52
2 . . 2 38 L8 . . | -8L 172
3 1 e 3 s . .81 . b 22y . 361
L b 1 12 71 113 2" 1] 109, || 313"
-5 . ! b 48 96 . 5. | 712 | . 226
) \ 8 1 18, ‘53 - 72 5 2 39 7 2198
7 - o 1, ] 18 . 65 65 . 2 - Lo 197
8. - N D12 11 23 . o] 13 61
9 T2 . - 2 29 . 11 - 21 82
10 T . i 12 16 K ) 1
' Total 22 oy 80 389 561 7 15 625 || 1,703
. /
Y ¥
) .
oo




- Hammond -

. ( " LABOR FORCE

TABLE 38

”’

J

OF STEEL PLANT BY TYPE OF WDRK.

~Census
Tract

ProfeSsipna%

and Semi-

‘Managers

and

Clerical

and.

Craftsmen
and
Forenen

Operatives
and/ .

Protective
Service

- No,..
1

2st

£,

© @NOVUE W N
.

. Ty
=
= O

cL 12
T 713

Profpssionalf

1

* P = e

N

N e

-~

kil

O0fficidls

oy

.ﬂl.‘

Kindrqd
3

H o~ o e

Fnoow .

7
7
12
11
10
12
10
2l
8
10

9
10

7 :

Kindred

.15
7
12
15
33
Sel
15
e
51
7 .
8
12
11

I VO

. |—ln_. .

=

il 33

105
37

33

... Total.

17°

| 43

137

22l

9 -

ZJ‘SQR -

S
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~ | o PABLE 39 J :
(. N : LABOR FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY TYPE OF WORK T
GARY — ) ) C TR - L —— LA
Census| Professional|Managers. ClericdI|Craftsmen| Operatives| Prote6ctive | Serv-| Labor { Total
“ Tract [&and Semi- and | ‘and and ‘and - Service |ice | - -
.&o. _ I Professional |0fficials| Kindred |Foreme Kindred ISR I R R
1 . * .. i 1 -5 2 . Te 3 11
v 2 . a . » Te . ° . * . L '
A ] 3 -8 . ol k[
' . 1 .2 3 2 . . N 9 . ,
5 . K - 3 ! 2 . .. 1 ) 9
6 1 EL 28 29 » . leo 82 :
? : L 2K 1 1 J2 \3 .. 0 C e . 7
.9 1 . 1. 4 10 . o | 22
10 . 1 . .. . * 5 h’ .« , ® -.. ! A_~10 -
o011 1 . . 2 3 . . 1.7
B2 1 . " 5 6 . . 3 15
\ﬁ" - %& e ' L. 1. L;_ ° . et 1}1 I
. . N . ‘> 1 .. L 9 :
s . ’ . L 1 3 . 1| i 5
S 16 . . e Lo - 5 . 1l 731 3T
17 . P . 2 2 . . 3 L
= : 18’ . . ° LI 1 . 2 4 . 1 1 5 .
©19. |k . . s 6 E . i b 15 |
20 . . L] . ° ° . ﬁ . 7 .o
- 21 e . . . . 2 Y { ‘e : h ' 6 éf‘ b '
h 22 e . .« 1 2 ° ‘e 2 il 5 . .
2 e n e 2 8 . 2 g~ . 20
a2l Sl . 1 -2 2 . . . .6 {
25 1 . 3 C3 4 . - |5, |16
26 ) . ‘e 5 3 . . o o i 8 !
27 |l . /. . 2 . . 2 L
LT Total 10. 2 16 V| 88 119 7 o 5 pis 355
i . , ) : 7 ' B




]

© TABLE Lo
'LABOR FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY TYPE OF WORK

‘ CHICAGO, ILL. -

B \L ) )
.m. . o . - T . .-

r e O H A e N e A A O GRS O B - OO D
o .. .,.1 i e - O R ~
N IR | ' ..h
e daerH e s eniHOHSHAN e SN sedrt erie
.- B - e
o | . .

| THE < B S 8 & o 8 s 6 8 s s 8 8 0 s 8 4 & s 0 s s s s s 0 8 008
© - : : . E : ;

(72 S -t N
T s
LA .

D G i .

0 0. .o.t.-.oooncttoooo"-ooollo..ocolo\
© o : . i A ! A .
Py o

[ 28 7] -
O

(ST /2] e N

n —

W ‘ e e B

- g .- : <
‘M.de ) . . 4 . .
rmm, erd e v 0 e e HFO. &0 sUANANNN HHM o NN
[] - ' . .
Q- { . - L .

O S A -

g N

(V] . T,

o8B : C h
m&.am N o S0 e @ ot 00 0 e e .381“3%“/ O = ST
= o- - T T
o &

—t

[ =

o™ o | ‘
-lnnu . . . -

oo n 1 @ ® 6 o & 0 e 6 0 0 0 s 0 0 2 s s s sV s (Y = o
] -l =

‘) K ~ .

. 0.

[

&~ o«

O e e .

g o - - - E . - -

=] ® 9-0 0 8 6 6 o 0 0 8 9 s 0 e s e e 0o o\] €@ o(N\ ® ¢ & o+ o
[N BT : - - - .

g G
= o

~

[} o

g g -

45

A Em

n o on Lo . . . .
O O el ® o 0 o ¢ ® o ¢ o 20 .0 0 ¢ ol eI SO s o o
- . . o T - . - . .
og o . :

IS _ -

B @ A4

o E

M& . . N o .

oo [[F0 0N 0O N LD OV U D OO H N OO D O
mh.b. 11222222333333&&&&&“&&&5
[&] “ . . . . - ) =

HmP = A




sS4l

TABLE L40--Continued

‘Professional
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i TABLE h1) SO
-’IABOR FORCE OF STEEL PLANT BY TYPE.OF WORK - X A
L\ . e - : ' ol N R h )
... Cénsus [Professional{Managers |Clerickl|Craftsmen|Operatives|Protective]Sery~|Labor || Total
-. Tract and Semi= - | and’ and- and - and- g |Service * |ice ' - [ -
iNo. [Professional Off;éials'Kindred {Foremen [Kindred . I AR Sl .
crmm-2® o2 0 23 G . R o R R
) '-CC-l 1 Y - e 3 -~ 3 1 e . N 10 . U
CcC-2 e o1 2 A L0 b e . 11 31"
J€CC-3 4 -3 e 3 5 20 - ). e 2 ) 23,
. Total [y Ll 5 15 B
LI-1% ‘e i1 8 19 23 . N R TR TR
. Wh“‘l : . 1 . i e S e 5 - v 1o R :, . o ’ lLI-
 Wn-2 ") i 3 2. L <16 e 1 *»i ol oe7
Total |- 1 L. 2 9 21 -opr ]
 Grgem o] . - 1. 2 5 - « 7w 1E - 30.\‘.
Chggter] 3 Sk |3 10 7 | e bl e |
11-3% N1 . ~3 7 9 Ce o jelo3 ay o, o

. BLI-2 indlcates census tract 2 of .Lake County, Indienai Black Osk, St. Johm, ..

“PLI-1 indicates)census/tract 1 of Lake County, Indiena: GPiffith, Manster,Highland.

3

'cLI-B-inq1cates census tract 3. of Take Couﬁty,“i@diana: Hobart, - : S w0

-
4
i

N




. TABLE Lj1--Continued

Census
Tract
_Noa

Proféessional
and Seml- .
Profgssional

Menagers
and .

Clerical
pend
Kindred

Craftsmen
and
Foremen

Operatives:
~and
_Kindred

Protective
. Servies

+ Labor

. Gedar.
‘Take

1

officials

Z
1

2

6

| .2

X

-East
Gary

" Ind.d

Eiséwh S

21

13

I11,

Elsewhj| - -

Gfand

“Total

83-

RN

191

857

1,188

18

- N - B . ) . o 1
- J”dIanudes one employee listing address as Ripon, Wiscomsin, = .
\',,.):. N _? Tl B . . - o ) » .
s L .‘ .. .;;/{){f
.f A .
) J .
] ' :
. i .
. . v . \ .A .
- . \ : o
b )
M ° } .
AR N K " ,l_A;,
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TABLE uz

" CENSUS' TRACTS BY MIIE DISTANCES Fhom
EAST ‘CHICAGO, INDIANK, | STEEL PIANT .

' Distance Census Tracts ™ B
in Miles - . . ) B
within 1 East'Chicago tracts 3. h, 5;’ L

. AL

1 to 2 " East Chicago ﬁracts “2, 7, 8,9 = . . CLTE
: ’ Whiting tract 1 - e .

2 to 3 . East Chicago tracts 1,10 "' .
T . Hammond tracts 2, - z

' "Whiting tract 2

3 to L Hammond frécts.l, 3,5, 6 a
L to 5 Calumet Citg tracts 1, 2 - : -

o Gary tract : .
~ Hammond tracts 7, 8 9 ’
Chicago tracts 709, 718
7B to 6 Calumet City trect 3 . .
. Gary tract K -

- ° Hammond tracts: lO, 11, 12, 13
o .Chicago tracts 705,. 706, 707;- 708

. 6t0 7 . Gary tracts 3,'2; , 18, 19 ’

I Chicego tracts 670, 671, 701, 703, 70&, 719

7 to 8 cca3?. B i -

< LI-2b ‘
.Gary tracts 9) 11, 12, 15 61 17; 20\ 21: 23 -
_Chicego tracts 665, 666, 667, 668, 669, 679, 702,
717

R Lansing.
8 to 9 . ._ggicaga'tracts 642, 659, 662, 663, eeu, 673, 678,
. ) o K IR 9, 712 :
" Gary tracts 1, 22, 25

LI--lc

0023 includss Dolton and South Holland, Illinois.'

. LI -2 indicétes census- tract 2 of Lake County, Indiana- B
‘Black Oek, St, John. . ‘ : Lo o

°LI-1 indicates census’ tract 1 of Lake County, Indiana-
Griffith, Munster, Highl&nd. i o ‘ T

—
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TABLE L2--Gontinued

5. Distance . |

WL

_ - o Census Tracts
An Miles - ‘ B s .
.9 -to. 10 Chicago tracts 6% ,6 3, oLl , 650, 656, 657;
. ; 687, 688, 690, 691, .695
Gary tracts 13, 2h, 27 o
10 to 15 ' Gary tracts 1, 26 - -
T > “East Gary tract . .
- LI-3 S Co .
B Chicago tI‘aCtS sLh7, 557’ 559, 560, 562, 563, 565,
577» 581, .58l5 587, 591, 52&. 59k,
399, 600, 602, 60l , 612y 61 ; 6i7,
620, 623, b2, 625, 627, 629, 630,
: 632, 633, 63L, 636, 639, 645, 6L6,
69L., 791, 842, 846, 851, 855, 867,
87,4-: 876: 877: 879’ 8801 8.81: 882’
- - 883,. 885, 888, 889, 890, 892, 893,
- 89k, 903, 9oL, 912, 923, 92h, 926,
: o ;T 927, 932, 933
" 15 to 20  Steger
. - Crete -
BalE " Palos Park
‘Crown Point - L
- ‘Wheeler ~ .-' . . - -
. T 4 .
20 to 25 . La  Grange .
‘ B Cedar Lake
. Chesterton
T Porter -
© 25 and - "Hebron -+ Knox Mighgawaka Mt, Alp .-~
beyond . Wanateh Kouts :Bartlett - Wheatfield
T Roberts Joliet . Lowell Lake Village .
Evanston’ Michigan City Shelby . .Roby
N . La Porte Schneider Morocco Goodland
. : . . De Motte

Valparaiso

-
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