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ABSTRACT

The  objective  of  this  thesis  is  to  investigate  cer-

tain  factors  which  contribute  to  the  quality  of  'life  as  it

is  spatially  distributed  throughout  the  Appalachian  Region

of  North  Carolina.     Attention  will  be  dil`ected  toward  formu-

lating  a  quantificat.ion  procedure  from  which  a  comparative

basis  for  geographical  analysis  can  be  established.

The  study  is.designed  to  create  a  set  of  regional

socia.i  indicators  to  function  as  an  aid  to  the  decision-

making  and  planning  processes.     With  such  indicators,

discriminatory  practices  can  1)e  formulated  to  dir'ect  reha-

bilitating  programs  into  the  areas  of  greatest  need.
In  summary,  the  better  life  styles  are  found  in  the

more  densely  populated  counties  of  the  regi.on  reflecting

the  greater  social  opportunities  afforded  by  the  concen-

tration  of  people,   goods,  and  services  in  the  spa-rsely

settled  and  isolated  mountainous  portion  of  the  State.
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CHAPTER   I

AN   INTRODUCTION   T0   TRE   QUAljlTY   0F`   LIFE

Introduction

The  economic,   environmental,   psychological,   and

social  forces  which  contribute  to  the  quality  of  life  of

each  individual  vary  in  impact,  resulting  in  a  diverse  range

of  lifestyles.1    It  is  the  intent  of  this  thesis  to  define
` the  components  of  quality  living  and  to  organize  them  into  a

system  of  spatial  social  indicators  by which  the  relative

level  of  satisfaction  ctf  life  experienced  by  the  inhabitants

of  an  area  can  be  quantified.2

Delineation  of  the  Studv  Area.

The  regional  focus  for  this  study  is  the  twenty-nine

county  area  of  North  Carolina  classified  as  the  mountainous

portion  of  the  State  by  the  Appalachian  Regiona.1  Development
Act  of  1965   (see  Figure   1.1)3     This  location  was  selected

for  its  relative,  internal  homogeneity  and  geographi6al

uniqueness  as  compared  to  the  Piedmont  of  the  State  which

bounds  it.     The  mountainous  terrain  has  pl.omoted  a  trans-

portation  and  communication  isolation  of  the  inhabitants  who
aLre  further  handicapped  by  the  shift  away  from  occupations

in  agriculture  without  a  corl`esponding  increase  in  alter-

1
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native  employment  opportunities.4    The  net  result  is  that

not  only  do  the  rural  areas  of  the  study  region  lag  behind

national  rural  averages  in  nearly  all  social  and  economic

comparisons.  but  its  metropolitan  centers  are  also  below

national  urban  levels. 5

B£Jci±±aL...Q£.=ihe..Lit.erature.

Geographers  have  long  studied  the  dynamic`s  of  dig-

tribution  of  phenomena,   including  the  components  of  the

quality  of  life  though  they  have  tended  to  emphasize  the
' distribution  of  the  individual  components  of  an  overall  life

`  style  than  to  synthesize  the  factors  into  a  quantitative
areal  investigation  of  the  regional  quality  of  living  con-

ditions.6    Recently,   however,   there  has  been  increased

interest  on  the  part  of  geographers  to  expand  their  spatial-

analytical  perspective  to  provide  a  more  holistic  interpre-

tation  of  the  factors  of  living.
Wilson  devised  a  system  whereby  he  ranked  each` state

in  regard  to  the  individual  qualities  of  his  index.7    Liu

also  attempted  to  expose  states  of  deviation  from  his  system

of  indicators.     lie,   riowever,   felt  that  it  was  sounder  to  use

each  of  several  indices  separately  for  an  overall,   social-

economic-political-environmental  index  based  on  the  assump-

tion  of  congruent  importance  of  the  individual  components  in

determining  the  quality  of  life  rather  than  to  aggregate

findings  into  one  master  indicator. 8

Flax  defined  fourteen  facets  o.f  life  which  through
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analysis  will  aid  the  planning  and  decision-making  processes

by  providing  a  more  quantifiable  pictul`e  of  many  complex

functions.     These  indicators  were  applied  to  eighteen'of  the

nation's  largest  metropolitan  centers  for  comparison  with  the

past  conditions  of  each  city,   for  comparison  with  the  other
urban  regions,   and  for  comparison  of  the  rates  of  change

occuring  in  each  area.9

Dickinson,   Gray,  and  Smith  studied  the  levels  of

living  in  Gainesville,  Florida.  with  social  well-being  in-

vestigated  as  a  spatial  phenomenon.     Bederman  compiled  a

corresponding  assessment  of  Atlanta.   Georgia.     In  each  case

information  at  the  census  block  level  Was  spatially  analyzed

t>y  com.ponent  and  then  synthesized  to  reveal  intraurban

disparities  in  living  conditions.1°
These  geographical  efforts  gained  theoretical  sub-

stance  within  their  own  discipline  with  the  aid  of  Smith  who

created  a  spatial  model  for  quality-life  assessment  on  a

regional  basis.11

However,   even  with  these  contributions  to  the  field

of  spatial  social  indicators.  there  are  many  asp,ects  ne-

glected  by  geograLphers.     The  most  apparent  of  these  hag  been

toted  in  the  primarily  individual-component  focus  of  quality

}f  life  investigaition  followed  t)y  most  geographers.     Of  those

iho  have  adopted  the  all-encompassing  style  of  research,   the

;endency  has  been  to  work  at  the  macrolevel   (the  individual

itate)   or  the  microlevel  (the  individual  city)   and  to

5

neglect  the  regional  model  expounded  by  Smith.     It  is  to

this  regional  plane  left  void  by  other  spatial  scientists

that  this  comprehensive  study  will  be  directed.

His_e_a_r_ch_Met_ho_dLQlo=g±z

The  technique  which  will  be  incorporated  for  the

development  of  an  overall,  areally-based.  quality  of  life

index  is  four-fold!     1)   selection  of  quality  of  life  var-

iables.   2)   classification  of  the  variables  into  component

subsystems,   3)   quantification  to  emphasize  the  relationships

among  the  variables  and  to  provide  a  medium  of  comparison,
`and  4)   synthesis  of  the  weighted  components  into  a  single

index  for  geographical  analysis  and  application.12

Selection  of  Variables

Ijittle  consensus  exists  among  social  scientists  as

to  specific  variables  to  be  employed  in  a  quality  of  life

survey.     Of  general  agreement,   however,   is  that  theJvar-

iables  must  t>e  appropr.late  to  their  designated  task  and

that  sufficient,  reliable  data  are  readily  obtainable.13
These  factors  will  gover.n  the  selection  of  variables  in

this  study  in  addition  to  the  applicability  of  indicators
used  previously  in  other  geographical  investigations.

Variable  Components

lhe  purpose  of  grouping  the  variables  into  indica-

tors  is  to  allow  for  component  analysis  of  the  overall

quality  of  life.     Combining  the  variables  will  rely  on  the
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appropriateness  of  the  agglomeration  to  the  analytical

purpose  of  this  inquiry  and  on  spatial  social  indicator

precedents.     In  addition,   the  components  of  t}iis  study  will
be  further  grouped,   for  the  purpose  of  assessment,   in  terms

of  specific  types  of  human  needs!     physical  needs,   social

needs,   and  higher  order  needs.14

Quanti fi cati on
There  will  be  two  mathematical  processes  required  to

establish  a  comparative.  areal,  quality  of  life  index  and  to

analyze  itl     factor  analysis  and  regression  analysis.

Numerical  value  will  be  assigned  to  each  variable, by

county  according  to  the  formula

Ij  =    i¥1  I,aizi

where

I  =  the  index  for  category  j

Z  =  the  standard  score  on  X

X  =  the  individual  variable

a  =  the  assigned  weighting  value

b  =  i88im:LC£::::::.±9  eliminate  small

Scores  for  each  county  will  be  standardized,  multiplied  by

an  assigned  weight  to  note  the  relative  importance  of  t,he

variable,  and  finally  multiplied  t)y  a  constant  of  100.

Weighting  of  the  variables  will  be  accomplished  by

factor  analysis.     Factor  analysis  mathematically  reduces  a

7

nuntter  of  variables  into  "factors"  which  ar.e  assumed  to

account  for  the  major  consistencies  of  the   system  (these

proportions  are  known  as  "factor  loadings'').16     In  all

methods  of  facto`r  analysis  the  first  factor  for  which  load-

ings  are  obtained  is  the  most  important--

:;;::u:c::;;:;::::'¥€;:c;:i::::::3:;i:i;;;:i:;:ig::'
a  composite  index  Si  defined  by  the  equation

S   =  aizi  +.  a2Z2  +   a3Z3  +   .    .    .aizi  +   .    .    .anzn

where

Zi  =  xi   -Ivii   ,   the   standard  score  on  xi

Si

and

ai  =  :#:I:::::i::f:a:.±9ading  for  the

It  will  be  the  first  factor  loadings,  then, .derived  from  a

matrix  of  the  statistical  components  that  will  serve  as

means  to  denote  the  relative  importance   (weight)   among  the

variables.
Once  variable  scores  of  component  indicators  have

been  standardized  and  weighted,   they  will  be   summed  to  re-

veal  a  total  score  for  each  category  of  quality  of  life.

The  aggregate  scores,   then,  will  1)e  restandardized  to  note

the  relative  performance  of  each  county  which  will  be  napped

accordingly  for  analysis  on  the   scalel   1)   excellent,

greater  than  +1.5  standard  deviations!   2)   above  average,
+0.5  to  +1.5  deviations;   3)   average,   -0.5   to  +0.5  deviationsi

4)   below  average,   -1.5  to  -0.5  deviations,   and  5)   poor,
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less  than  -1.5  standard  deviations.     Components  of  the

designated  categories  of  human  needs  will  also  be  handled

and  napped  in  this  fashion.18

Regression  analysis  will  be  used  after  the  derivation

of  an  overall  index.     This  technique  measures  the  strength

of  linear.  relationships  between  variables  and  will  employ

the  factor  matrix  of  the  relationships  of  the  variables  and

the  correlation  matrix  of  the  interplay  of  the  quality  of .

life  variables. t9    Correlations  of  +0.35  will  be  designated

as  the  critical  points  of  meaningful  correlation  at  the  0.05

level  of  significance  for  the  purpose  of  geographically

assessing  the  distribution  of  the  quality  of  life.20

Unification  of  Components  into  an  Overall,  Quality  of  Ijife
Index  and  Final  Analysis

Once  each  component  has  t>een  mathematically  deter-

mined  and  appraised.  a  final  amalgamation  of  all  variables

will  result  in  an  overall,  quality  of  life  index  which  in

turn  is  to  be  napped  and  given  analytical  crjnsideration.

This `step  is  to  be  followed  by  the  regression  procedure,

mentioned  previously,  for  final,  geographical  analysis  of

the  spatial  relationships  of  the  variables  employed  in  the
study.     Ultimately,  thoughts  on  the  application  of  this

study  will  be  presented.

FOOTNOTES

tQuality  of  life  is  a  measure  of  the  personal  sense
of  well-being,  a  level  of  satisfaction  of  both  physical  and
psychological  needs.

2Spatial  social  indicators  form  a  statistical  index
of  a  social  event  which  will  allow  temporal  and/or  areal
comparison  and  analysis,  viewed  geographically, to  answer
how  and  why  one  portion  of  the  earth's  surface  deviates
from  another  in  terms  of  select  conditions.

Effi,jig:::::¥;i::§5£8T:L£3p¥:::::£E±:iffap=L88EL=Bs±on,

ee;,(#g£::#::nD?e8i:na±p§:E:£f#nfie€£n¥±53E¥::ion,

RE„iiiiiiiiiiEENiEEiiillEEiiEiiiifiEEiiiiiiEiiE==EE=
6Norton  Ginsburg.   ed. .  EssaLvs  on  GeopraDhv  and

:rfe::o::::i:!i::cago!     The  University  of  Chicago,
d  L.   Morrill  and  Ernest  H.  Wohlenberg,  Ehg

(New   Y6ikf
MCGraw-Hill   Book   Co.. i   1971

IIHDeath
Press,   19 i  Isobel  Cosgrove  and  Richard  Jackson,  !nji

thica,  N.   Y.I     Comell  University

(London     HutcrilHson
yer,  "Interurbang#E#fr::gfaF#ghaB!v#!ue,

Me
Differences  in  Black  Housing  Quality-,
atia_n±?_£  A=m_e_ri c_a_n  _G±Qg:r_aphgig  63   ( Sa

7John  Oliver  Wilson,
/T,                               A,IS±a_t=e_§,   (Kansas  Cityl

ptemberi   1973 347-52.

Midwest  Research  Institu.te,   1969

s±abe,8P£::g£:egiES?'#3in:REe¥.e'££clri±g±Ft-¥-ipT-i#;i.

ae#i-F:3;:i:±-!=±F#£:EL£##EL



10

t°LTos}\,ira   a.    Dlr.ki.fi,i,,'`j.„    n  i  ,    :{``;.rier.r.   `j..    {}riL}'.,    a,rt`}   David

M.   Smith,   "The   'Quality  of  Life'   in  Gainesville,   Floridal

!gfg!:iiggfioge:i::Hit:5iiios::i:: I I:?;2??or;!i'-32.  and

;:i:::::::fe!:=E:i:f¥is;#f;;#;:? i;:;;¥?i ty of
llDavid  M.   Smith.   The  GeoaraDhv  of  Social   Well-Beinff

±ELd.±g:i.:P:?e{N:*.a±:#..,.A-frcE¥#gfi
udi
ill  Book  Co. ,   1973

±20f  the  five  quality  studies  cited  (Wilson|  Liui
Flax|   Dickinson,   Gray,   and  Smiths   and  Bederman)   all  make
selection  of  variables,   combine  them  into  component  indica-
tors,  and  arrive  at  an  over.all  assessment,  with  the
exception  of  Wilsori.     Each  report,   howevel`,   employs  a  dif-
ferent  quantitative  technique.    Wilson,
analyzes  the  product  of  the  standard  scores  of  his  va.riables

a::c£¥:Egh€£:gp£::g3nj::tt:r;:v:gL£:w:3r::g€hf:c:::d#:Lys±s
Ijiu,  Ihe  Qualitv  of  Ijife.   concurs  with  Wilson  in  terms  of
value  assessment  by  standard  score  but  assumes  the  equal
status  of  the  component  indicators  as  opposed  to  weighting.
Flax.  ±ftudv  in  Comttarative  Urban  Indicators.  merely  notes
a  relative  ranking  via  raw  scores.    Dickinson,  Gray,  and
Smith,   "Gainesville,  Florida,"  convert  their  raw  data  to  a
scale  of  from  0  to  loo  with  the  lowest  score  assigned  a
rating  of  0  ahd  the  highest  loo.     Bederman,   "Atlanta,
Georgia,"   follows  the  model  of  Wilson  with  the  exception
that  his  weighting  technique  is  arbitrarily  dependent  upon
the  number  of  variables  per  component.

13Amitai  Etzioni  and  Edward  W.   Iiehman.   "Some  Dangers
in   'Valid'   Social  Measurement,

September,

I.±v±ng  ::::£,pr£#:¥:g:  g3dtx3:fL:C:;E6, :Th26g:g:1  of
±3Bederman,   "Atlanta,   Georgia"I     31.

frofiic:6£;s:iu:=e:i  {¥;8;I:ta#Pg. Factor Analysis, w

coriin::Mg:g::e*A:aEng¥anH:a%::£'o¥a€)±`:3::i:;VF:¥to:nd
Analysis  in  the  Prot>1em  of  Subregional  Delineation,"  B_ur_al
Sg_QiQIQg][  6   (September.1941)I      222.

11

£8Again,   of  the  five  cited  works,  Wilson,   Qualitw  of
Life,  uses  no  mapping  pro.cedure,  rather  the  states  are  rela-
tively  ranked  according  to  the  component  indicators  arrived
at  through  quantification.     Ijiu,  Ihe  Qualitv  of J±ife.  most
resembles  the  procedure  to  be  employed  in  this  study  as  each
component  and  the  overall  index  are  plotted  in  terms  of

i::;::::;::fi::i:::;i:;'5a:;:i:::!#;i:::::i:;3:;:b:ive
of  this  work.     Flax,  4.m£J2]|dv  in  Comparative  Urban  Indicators
as  Wilson,   employs  only  relative  rankings  and  does  not  map
the   comparisons.     Dickinson,   Gray,   and  Smith,   "Gainesville,
Florida,"  chart  each  indicator  and  the  index  but  on  somewhat
of  an  arbitl`ary  basis,  quartering  the  0  to  100  scale  em-
ployed  in  their  analysis.     Bederman.   "Atlanta,   Georgia,"
graphically  displays  only  the  overall  index  which  also  is
arbitrary  in  nature,  estat>1ishing  six  categories  on  a  per-
centage  of  occurrence  basis.

19|`,`laurice  Yeats.

Company.   1

uction  to  Quantitative
New   Yorkl      IVJCGraw-Hill   Book

2°Robert  Hammond  and  Patrick  Mcculla

Clarendon  Press,   197 !212
fs±f3=3¥t±=3±±=3!



CRAPTER   11

QUALITY   OF   LIFE   INDICATORS

SeleLc±lQ__rL.___a_nd   Cia_s_s_i±i ca_t_i_a_nLo f_  VariaEL_e_a

The  selection  and  classification, of  quality  of  life

variabl.es  is  dependent  primarily  upon  the  appropriateness

of  the  variable  to  meet  the  requirements  of  this  research

and  the  availaibility  of  pertinent  daLta.     Some  guidance  is

also  obtained  from  the  lists  of  variables  used  in  previous,

similar  efforts.     Ihe  variables  chosen  do  not  represent  all

categories  which  are  essential  to  a  quality  life  but  rather

have  been  selected  to  limit  the  scope  of  investigation.

Physical  Needs  Variables

For  people  to  realize  a  truly  satisfactory  life,
their  physical  needs  for  survivaLl  must  adequately  be  met.

Man's  primary,  physical  requirements  include  health  and

shelter,  which  are  to  be  considered  as  component  indicators

of  the  overall,  physical  quality  of  life.1

_H_e__alth_=Irtdica_t=Q_¥

Health  quality  is  represented  by  .two  val`iablesl   1)

perinatal  mortality  and  2)   medical  per'sonnel  per  1,000  pop-
ulation. 2

12

13

The  perinatal  mortality  rate  is  the  total  of  regis-

tered  fetal  deaths  a.nd  neonatal   (under  28  days  from  birth)

deaths  per  1,000  deliveries.3    This  quantity  reflects  health

quality  in  terms  of  prenatal  car.e,  medical  facilities,  and
mdeical  personnel  available.     In  order  to  reduce  the  pos-

sibility  of  chance  influencing  the  perinatal  mortality  rate

of  any  county  for  a  single-year  period,  a  three-year  average

has  been  compiled.I    This   safeguard  seems  reasonable  when.

one  notes  the  variation  in  rate  of  from  73.2  in  1969  in  Clay

County  to  a  rate  of  only  25.0  for  the  County  two  years

later.     The  average  perinatal  mortality  rates  of  the  twenty-

nine  counties  under  study  range  from  a  maximum  of  49.8  in

Clay  County  to  a  minimum  of  14.2  in  Graham  County  with  only

seven  counties  outside  of  a  midrange  of  from  20  to  40  (see

Table  2.1).     It  would  be  expected  that  perinatal  mortality

is  inversely  correlated  with  quality  of  life.
Medical  personnel  include  physicians,   dentists,

related  practitioners.  and  health  workers.     The  proportion

of  health  personnel  per  1,000  population  varies  from  slight-

ly  more  than  11   in  Buncombe  County  to  less  than  1   in  Madison

County  which  notes  only  6  practitioners  and  6  associated

health  employees  for  nor  than  16,000  inhabitants.     There  are

6  additional  instances  of  more  than  6  personnel  per  1,000

population  while  only  2  additional  of  less  than  2,   the
majority  ranging  between  these  extremes   (see  Table  2.2).

This  variable  is  perceived  to  relate  to  the  quality  of
qt



14

TABLE   2.1

PERINATAL   MORTALITY

County Average*'t

Alexa.nder
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
Transylvania.
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

#North  Carolina  State  Board  of  Hea.Ith,  North  Carolina

93_E#£::}ec:::::_:_fia|i::?±#:¥e.5gfah?i.E#:#fing:

##Compiled  by  author.

i9.    1970.    19711
lrolina  State

13

TABLE   2.2

It'mDlcAL  pERsoNNL`L  PER   1 , ooo  PoPUI,ATloN

County

Physi clans ,
Dentists,

and  Related
Practi-

tioners#

Health
Workers,
Except

Practi-
tioner.s#

Iviedical
Total        Personnel

Population#        per
1, 000

Populationl'#

Alexander

#:8hany
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Ru.therford
Stokes

!::rx
lransylvaLniaL
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

#United  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Bureau  of

3:n±::=±±:±±======::g±:±===;;g±±::±======::g±±=g=;;g±±=±;j.og::=a±;j±:ra,:±£zg;r:£±;a.
##Compiled  by  author.
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health  care  in  that  the  greater  the  proportion  of  medical

personnel,   the  more  individualized  and  specialized  the

treatment.     It  would  be  expected  that  higher  proportions

of  medical  personnel  are  positively  associated  with  the

quality  of  life.
Housing  Indica.tor

Housing  quality  is  composed  of  four  variables!     (1

median  housin'g  value,   2)   median  contract  rent,   3)   percentage

of  homes  with  all  rilunbing  facilities,  and  4)   percentage  of

housing  units  with  less  than  one  person  per  room.4

I/1ediaLn  housing  value  and  contract  rent  are   chosen  on

the  assumption  that  housing  quality  is  reflected  in  the

value  of  the  unit  or  the  amount  of  rent  which  it  will  bring.5

The  highest  average  worth  of  a  home  is  found  in  Forsyth

County  ($16,500)   while  the  least  expensive  is  in  Madison

County  ($8,000).     The  majority  of  counties  tend  to  lie  in

a   span  from  $9,000  to  $12,000   (see  Table   2.3).

Median  rent  is  found  to  vary  from  $83  in  Watauga

County  to  $34  in  Clay  and  M:itchell  Counties  with  the  major-

its  of  the  remaining  county  units  receiving  an  averaLge  of

from  $40  to  $60  per  rental  unit  (see  Table  2.3).     It  is

expected  that  both  housing  value  and  median  rent  will  cor-

relate  positively with  quality  of  life.
The  percentage  of  homes  with  all  plumbing  facilities

assumes  that  units  lacking  some  basic  portion.   such  as

plumbing,   are  of  lower  quality  than  complete  units.6

17

TABLE   2.3

IVEDIAN.   HOUSING   AND   CONTRACT   Rli`NT

County
Median  Dollar  Value  of
Owner  Occupied  Housing

Units#

Median  Dollar  Value  of
Contract  Rent  of  Renter
Occupied  Housing  Units#

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Hendel`son
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
lransylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

ilunited  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Bureau  of
Census,   United  Sta±es  Census  of  Housing8      1970,   Vol.I,
Housing  Characteristics  for  States.  Cities.  and  Countie
Pt.   35i   North  Carolina.
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Forsyth  Coi`Tity  lists  more   than  96  percent  of  its  homes  with

complete  plumbing.     The  lower  limit  of  t,he  range  is  occuppied

by  Madison  County  vyith  only  56  percent  of  the   homes  wit`n

all  plumbing  facilities.     These  extremes  are  filled  by

counties  reporting  primarily  between  70  and  90  percent  (see

Table  2.4).     It  is  expected  that  there  will  be  a  positive

relationship  between  the  percentage  of  housinf,r  units  with

all  plumbing  facilities  and  the  quality  of  life.
The  percentage  of  housing  units  with  less  than  one

person  per  room  variable  defines  the  amount  of  individual

privacy  which  may  be  experienced.7    The  distribution  of

scores  for  family  density  is  narrowly  confined  between  94

percent  of  the  housing  units  with  an  average  of  no  more  than
one  person  per  room  in  Allegha.ny  County  and  87  percent  in

Swain  County   (see  Table   2.j).     It  would  be  expected  that  a

positive  correlation  exists  between  this  variable  and  the

quality  of  life.

Social  Needs  Variables

There  are  certain  skills  and  qualities  which  man  must

possess  to  enable  him  to  interact  within  his  socie.'ty.     These
social  requirements  include  an  education,   to  enable  man  to

communicate  his  ideas;   recreation,   to  occupy  beneficially

leisure  time;   security,  to  ensure  that  a  style  of  life  can

continue  regardless  of  setbacks;  and  the  distribution  of  the

population  in  such  a  manner  that  certain  segments  do  not
impose  a  burden  on  productive   sectors.     These   component

19

TA13IjE   2.4

PERCENIAGE   OF  HONES   WI"  Aljlj  PliuIVIBING   FACILIT`IES

County

Alexander

A:::8hany
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee

8::fe
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood    ,
Henderson
Jackson
VlcDowell
rLacon
fladison
qitchell
)olk
luther ford
itokes
iurryI,wain
'ransylvania
atau8a
ilkes
adkin
ancey

ensus,

All,   Year  Round
Housing  Units

(Excludes  Vacant,
sl?I:::a::iy'Ed

ug::: ::c#::g p::cfi:::se
Plumbing        with  All

Facilities#      Plumbing
Facilities*#

*United  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Bureau  of
TT_I  I_  i    tl  1      1

Vol
t;.   35i   North Carolina,

##Compiled  by  author.
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TABIjE   2.5

PERCENTAGE   OF   HOUSING   WITII   LESS   THAIV   ONE
PERSON   PER   ROOM

county         AL±3§§:¥±ed    o:n:::s::;:£:::        percentage##

Alexander.
A||eghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Ma.con
Madison
Mitchell
Folk
Rutherford
Stokes

S:::x
Transylvania
Wataugr
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

#United  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Bureau  of

£¥j;;;i:!:f:fffg::!if:i£;;;!gg:!=::!£f=3:::ifs:I±fi±a±:i:±s'
##Compiled  by  author.
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indicators  (education,  recreation,   secur.ity  of  life  style,

and  demographic  composition)   that  will  be  used  to  assess

the  overall,   social  quality  of  life.8

E diic_atio_n   I rid_i_c_a_i_o__I:

Education  quality  is  defined  in  terms  of  two  vari-

ables!     1)   instructional  personnel  per  100  students  and  2)

medial.1  school  years  completed  by  males  25  years  old  and

over. 9

Instructional  personnel  per  loo  students  is  intended

to  reflect  quality  education  as  the  greater  the  proport.ion

of  teachers,  the  greater  the  individual  attention  that  can

be  bestowed  upon  each  pupil.     The  range  of  instructional

personnel  per  loo  students  is  only  slight,   from  somewhat

greater  than  5  in  Jackson  County  to  3,8  in  several  locations
(see  Table  2.6).     It  is  believed  that  a  positive  relation

will  be  found  between  this  variable  and'the  quality  of  life.

The  median  school  years  completed  by  males  25  years

old  and  over  is  a  measure  of  the  output  of  the  educational

system.     It  also  connotates  a  generalized  level  of  economic

and  social  expectations  which  can  be  obtained  by  the  inha-

bitants  of  an  area.    Scores  for  this  variable  reach  a

maximum  in  F`ors`/th  County,11.dy  years,   and  a  minimum  in  Ashe

County,   8.2  years,  with  the  majority  totaling  between  8.5

and  10.3  years   (see  Table  2.7).     A  positive  correlation  is

believed  to  exist  between  this  variable  and  the  quality  of

life ,
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"BIE  2.6

INSTRUCTI0NAI.   PERSONNElj   PER   loo -STUDENTS

County
Instructional
Personnel#

Final           Instructional
Enrollment#      Persormel  per

loo  Students##

Alexa.nder
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Folk
Rutherford
Stokes

§#a:x
Transylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

ri:§=i:#=;:|i:±£::±ri¥::fa±!±!:ifi;E:E;!§:ieffi
##Compiled  1)y  author.
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TABLE   2.7

NI3:DIAN   SCH00I-   YEARS   CORE'HTED   BY   MARES   25   YEARS   OLI)   AND   OVER

County           I`Iedian  soho?:a¥:a5:dc£:E18S::#by  Ivtales  25

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Folk
Ruther`ford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
Transylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

s:r-i:i|Iifi|fi!|:ifiEi|i:,.i_::f.±::;i:.¥;;n:;:;I:`33::-:.3:;:a
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Becreai;i cin.  I ]1.¢i.t=a±Q;I::

Recreation  quality  is  determined  by  two  variables{

1)   second  homes  per  1,000  population  and  2)   percentage  of

outdoor  recreation  aLcreage.10

The   second  homes  variable  is  to  note  the  desire  and

ability   of   the   population   to   t>fjnoricliilly   r.it..`I.f.Jil ,...       IJiilji

reveal   tha.t   more   than  20   secorid   holrieB  ar.c   owltctl   jl„   I,U(„

citizens  o`f  Alexander  County,   whereas  in  Stoker}  Crjunl,.`/   lhr:

figure   is  less  than  2  per  1,000  inhabitants.     1tJost  counties

fall  within  a  range  of  from  7  to  13  second  homes   (see  Table

2.8).     It  is  assumed  that  a  positive.relationship  will  be

expressed  t>etween  second  homes  and  quality  of  life.

Outdoor  recreation  acreage  denotes  the  availability

of  space  for  the  enjoyment  of  leisure  opportunities  and

varies  from  neal'1y  67  percent  of  the  total  area  of  Swain

County  to  less  than  1  pet.cent  of  Alexander  County  (see  Table

2.9).     It  would  be  expected  that  a  positive  correlation

exists  between  recreation  acreage  and  the  quality  of  life.
Securitv  Indicator

The  security  of  a  way  of  life  is  to  be  represented

by  the  sole  variable,   the  percentage  of  workers  with

employment  insurance,  which  provides  a  source  of  income  to

maintain  a  lifestyle  in  the  eve`nt  of  some  adversity.[t  The

largest  proportion  of  workers  insured  is  found  in  Caldwell

County,   74.9  percent,  while  the  fewest  insured  are  in

Madison  County,   20.4  percent   (see  Table  2.10).     It  is

25

TABIJE   2. 8

SEcoND   Holvms  PER   1,ooo  popuLATloN

County
Second  Homes

Owned#
Total            Second  Homes

Popu|ationifil   .   per  1,ooo
Populatiorf*%

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson ,
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
Transylvania
Watauga     .
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

#United  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Bureau
Census.   !ZnitL§d  States  Census  of  Housingi      1970,   Vol.
IIousinj=_£h_a_r_a_a._i_e I_i_s_i_±c=s_  _f_o_r_  S_ta_i_e__s=. __Tci ti e s .   _and__ _ _a_a_unti
Pt.   35,   North  Carolina.

#3Sunited  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Bureau  of
Census,  Uni_t_e_a_±t_ates  Census  of  the  PoDulatiom      1970,   Vol.
I.   £J±a±=a:£t.e_ri_a.ti=e=S= _a.i  =tlie..Popula_I.i.o]e,   pt.    35,   North   Carolina.

•  ##£+Compiled  by  author.
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TABIE   2.9

PERCENTAGE   0F   OUTDOOR   RECREAII0N   ACREAGE

County Recreation
Acreage-*

TotaLI  Acres*#
Percentage
of  Outdoor
Recreation
Acreage3'J+*

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe

£::::mbe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee

8::fe
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
I`riadison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surr`/
Swain
Transylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

seREt;!RE;;;;iieffi
f:n±::::::::::::::::::::::;:::;:::;;;is::::;i:;:I::ia.

###Compiled  by  author.
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TABIE   2.10

PERCENTAGE   0F  WORRERS   WITH  EIVPI|OYIJHNT   INSURANCE

County Monthly  Average
Insured  Workers5t

Civilian  YJork
Force#*

Percentage  of
\\J'orkers  with

Em|].I.o`/ment
Insurance#3±#

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Ha.ywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madisoh
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes

S:::x
lransylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

#North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission,

a;::a:#£::iE?iE:!#j:::JP-i:-¥i-?:-5¥:-¥+:i#,;#.;:i,8f
#%North  Carolina  Employment  Security  Commission,

g;a;;::#,:;#.fig.r!£r8:,i.:#iF!:g-i-:*gg¥s¥c£Efg+na
#j'#Compiled  by  author..
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believed  thaLt,a  positive  correlation  exists  between  this

variable  and  the  qulaity  of  life.
DemopraT>hv  Indicator

Demographic  qua.1ity  is  defined  in  terms  of  two  vari-

ables:     1)   the  percentage  of  families  with  a  fema:le  as  head

of  household  and  2)   the  percentage  of  population  over  65  or

under.18  years  of  age. 12

A  high  percentage  of  females  heading  households  is

assumed  to  reflect .low  socio-economic  conditions  since

family  abandonment  is  uncommonly  high  in  poverty  areas. 13

This  proportion  shows  13.8  percent  of  the  families  of  Polk

County  are  headed  by  a  female  whereas  only  6.3  per.cent  of  the

fa.rriilies   of   Fors`yth   Cr.urit..-/   are.       Thf;   nor.Ifl   I.uri:i   `[,I;I,vt.;...rl    '/   :irld

10  I.ercent   (see  Table   2.11).     A  nega.tive   correlatiori  is

postulated  between  the  percentage  of  families  with  a  female
aLs  head  and  the  quality  of  life.

The  percentage  of  population  over  6j  or  under  18

years  of  age  is  used  a.s  a  demographic  indicator  on  the  as-
sumption  that  these  are  dependency-age  categories  and  as  the

proportion  increases,   the  poorer  will  be  the  social  condi-
tions.14    The  greatest  portion  of  the  population  included  in

these  age  categories  is  to  be  found  in  Polk  County,   46.8

percent,  while  the  least  is  in  Wata.uga  County,   34.5  percent

(see  Table  2.12).     A  negative  relationship  between  this

variable  and  the  quality  of  life  is  expected.

29

TABm   2.11

PERCENTAGE.  OF   FAMI.LIES   \i.JITH   FEnIALE   As   mAD

County

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Ja.ckson
MCDowell
Macon
Ma.dison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
Transylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

Number  of
Families#

Families  with
Female   as  Head3[

Percentage  of
Families  with

Female   aLs
Head#.*

alrfupe6:I:::n::
##Compiled  by  author.
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TABLE   2.12

PERCENTAGE   OF   POpuljATI0N   OVER   65   0R   UNDER   18   YEARS   0F  AGE

County
p83::a::gn E:a::af5?npop:::::on,A

Percentage
of

p83::az:on

or  Under
18  Years
of Age"

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell  '
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherfor.d
Stokes

§:::x
Transylvania.
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

#United  States  Department  of  Commerce,   Burea.u  of

gi:=gtef:if=:-a-s:=f_I:i--f-EC±g-_g_!f:a_pt_fjE:pi#t53TiRE#3f6a::|in::
##Compiled  by  author.
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Higher  Order  Needs  Varial]les

Higher  order  needs  are   of  a  |>sycliolof.:ic.a].   ri..J..l,ul.„

amenities  beyond  physical  and  social  necessities.     Only  one

variable,  median  income,   is  to  act  as  indicator  for  the

higher   order  needs   of  life.15     'l`his   is  T]ased   t>ii   -l,}\L.   ai3sum|i-

tion  that  income  above  the  poverty  level  is  the  best

estimation  of  the  ability  of  an  individual  to  possess  higher

order  goods  and  services.16     The   highest  median  incoriie   i`j

noted  in  Forsyth  County.   $9,286,   and  the  lowest  in  Ivladison

County,  Sfy,652.     Only  in  three  additional  instances  do

median  incomes  not  fall  between  $5,000  and  $8,000   (see  Table

2.13).     It  would  be  expected  that  a  positive  relationship

exists  between  median  income  and  the  quality  of  life.
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TABLE   2.13

• IvtEDIAN   INC0lvE

County

Alexander

#:8hany
£#:gmbe
But.ke
Caldwell
Cherokee

:::Te
a:::::h
::n¥::son
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Folk
Rutherford
Stokes

§::r#

#::¥lvania
Yadkin
Yancey

Census,
#United  s

eau  Of
Vol.   I

Median  Incomej£

$788

I Pt.  35'_-6ai;fin:o'

1The
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FOOTNOTES

indicators  selected  to  represent  physical  needs
in  this  study  compare  with  those  of  the  studies  cited  as

±g:±g;:;: i ( K::::s°5±¥;? W#3£::tQ#:=:=¥c#:±£±#:a':±:=;;±=e±

#;g%E:-:!:?;#i£¥;5!.;#33#;f;-!¥i!#::::i::;:;d
living  conditions ;  Michael  J.   Flax,  4±udr.nL±o_mp_a_r_a=t__iJ[g_

L±ions_ _ i=n__18  I_apge=T:.'!=e_±roT] dlifap
Ihe-Urban  Ifistitute~,   1972) ,

YM:£,A:;;#: ' h::.£=#±:i:  housing

£C

Washington,   D.   C.I
health,  mental  health,  air  quality,  and  housing;  Joshua  C.
Dickinson,Ill,   Robert  J.   Gray,   and  David  Ill.   Smith,   "The'Quality  of  Ijife'   in  Gainesville,  Florida!     An  Application
of  Territoria.i  Social  Indicators, "  Southeastern _GeofrLanber
12   (November,1972),   health,   housing,   andLhori`ie   and  family|
and  Sanford  H.   Bederman,   ''The  Stratification  of   .Quality  ofI  ,-,,          ' ,         I+-        .      A                  ,   ,             A    ,,,,-,,,Life'   in  the  Black  Communit
Southeastern  Geo her  14
qua.1ity.

2These  variables  of  health  compares     Wilson,  g]rali±}[
of  Life.   doctors,   dentists,   and  nurses  per  loo,000  popu-
lation,  general  and  mental  hospital  beds  per  1,000
population,   in fa.nt  deaths  per  1,0001ive  births,  and  percent
of  population  served  by  flourinated  wa.ter;  Liu,   The  Qua.]itv
of  Iji'fe,   p]i.ysicians,   dentists.   and  nurses  per.loo.000  popu=
lation,  nonwhite  infant  death  rate,  death  rates  of  heart
diseases,  patients  admitted  to  general  and  mental  hospitals
per  1, 000  population i  Flax,  4=±±±±45Liniempara±±±£el£rban
EE!i::ES::,G::;:n:nEogmi:i?y"5i:::s::E::?ef|::i::??::::icu-
losis,  venereal  disease,   enteric  diseases,  and  infant
mortality;   and  Bederman,   "Atlanta,  Georgia,"  infant
mortality.

3North  Carolina  State  Board  of  Health,  North  Carolina
0!P!Qp!ala±i on.   _Bi rths ,i_P__e_a±J}s_ ,_         \,         , ,      A            I  .             -  ,Raleighl     North  Carolina  State  Board

of  Health,   1971 i     xix-xxi.
4These  variables  of  housing  cornparel     Wilson,  gnali±][

of  Life,  percent  of  sound  housing  units  with  plumbing  facil-
ities,  per  capita  expenditure  for  housing  and  urban  renewal,
urban  housing  density  as  measured  by  the  ratio  of  white  to
nonwhite  percent  of  occupied  unii;s  with  1.01   or  more  persons
per  room,   and.  segregation  of  urban  housing  as  measured  by  a
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#::fhff±±±;::¥±:fofhfj :::e#5tt:fn:eg:eg:±±.£p_ py. c.ensus  block ;:i:i ERE:I ^ A    --- __~,    ___.    ..VUL,+,.6   ii>Out=s   lrivoj.vea   perloo,000  population,   and  percent  of  urban  households  with

ffis::;:`:;:;i;#;:v;;;:i:!!:;:i:!±m§§§;:j§§e§±¥;;:ss
than  $10,000,   rented  units  with  monthly  rents  less  than  $60,
units  \t/ithout  complete  kitchen  equipment,   units  without  all

g::g:£ngefa:::#±:£aggge:£:£;n#A¥f::€aT±g:o:£f:,fh;gr::£t
of  housing  units  lacking  all  or  some  plumt>ing,   median  rent
of  specified  renter  occupied  units,   and  percent  of  occupied
units  in  which  the  average  room  occupance  is  greater  than
1. 0  persons.

5Bederman,   "Atlanta,   Georgia"i     29.

6Ibid.

percent  of  occupied-housing  units
fair.  housing  issues  involved  Per

7Ibid.

8The  indicators  selected  to  repl.esent  social  needs  in

-:-i:-_::::-i_:i:-::i:-_:I:.::-:--:-=f:E=:-i::i:_--i_-:=:_i
8£::;¥8se:it?I:=ac±¥±:::¥=±#g±#Es£±::|±=E¥±:ia::±±E±±i:S=a==.
transportation,  public  order,   community  concern,   social

gi8±B::S#8:in:gsi=±::Za¥o::5:,:€±E:£:0:idDE:g,±¥;:n;=r:r::Y'
and  poverty  and  welfarei   a-,rid   Bederrra-rh   "Atla.rlta ,   r;f;rjr,~ja,'.
Public   Order,    Sociof3conor.'.ic3,    z3.rif]    r]f;ri;;51./.

J
I `r. e s e `i'aria-r.i€s   C,i.   eQij.'jaticjrl   are    cC,{t.I,af`af,1f=    1..i    llils/,fh

£rali±sEui±ifi.  high  school  dropout  rate,  paraent  pa;si;i2
preinduction  Army  mental  examination,  and  percent  of  popu-1,,lation  ages  5-20  enrolled  in  school;

ubl`ic  school  pupil  to  teacher  ra.tio,  percent  of  males
Li u ,  EL_flu.£1li,tEX:.Q*

±ipu::`=Ch::£°::h8:PL:r:3u:%::?e5e::::%'o¥e;::::n:f2;16-2
years  old  and  above  completed  median  school  years,   and  aost

;:#:;e::g;;i;::::o;;gg;:;;:!i:=!=E:!::E!-|2±:i:a:gg=
£°These  variables  of  recreation  comparel     Wilson,

a.ua|ity..o£.I`|i|e.i  per  capita  recreation  area,  Liu,  Iha
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acres  of  sta.te  and  local  parks  and  recre-
ational  al`eas  per  loo,000  population  and  normal  average  s`m
shine  days.

t£This  variab,1e  of  security  is  comparable   tol     Wilson,
Q±±a|i_.ty .of J±ij:g,   old-age  assistance,   aid  to  families  with
dependent  children,   social  security  payments,  per.cent  of
full-time  employees  under  state  or  local  retirement  system,
and  percent  of  full-time  employees  under  contributory  life
insurance,   health,   or  hospital  coverage;  Ijiu,  The  Qualitv  of
L±£g,   per  capita  assets  of  insured  comlnercial  banks,   cos-t
adjusted  public  assistance  for  old  age,   family  with  depen-
dent  children,  and  veterans,  and  percent  coverage  of  full-
time  employees  by  contr.ibutor.y  systeml     retirement,   health,
hospital,   and  disability;  and  Bederman,   "Atlanta,   Georgia,"
aid  to  families  with  dependent  children,   the  aged,  and  the
disabled.

]2These  variables  of  demography  are  comparable  tol
Liu,   The  Qua.|i±±±._.=Q_f ..Lij±,   mean  number  of   children  under   18;
and  Bederman,   "Atlanta,   Georgia,"  percent  of  families  with  a
female  as  head  of  household  and  percent  of  tcit&l  population
under  15  years  and  over  65  years  of  age.

L3Bederman,   "Atlanta.   Georgia.'!      29.

14,Ibid.

[5The  indicator  selected  to  represent  higher  order
needs  in  this  study  compares  with  those  of  the  studies  cited
as  follows!     Wilson,   Qualitv  of  Ijife,   economic  growth  and
status  of  the  individual!  Liu,  _The___Qualitv  of  ljife,   indi-
vidual  status  and  economic  statusi  Flax,  A  Studv  in
ComDarati:ye  Urban  Indisa:1iQrE,   poverty  and  incoma  level;
Dickinson,   Gray,   and  Smith,   "Gainesville,   Florida,"  pov`erty
and  welfa.re;   and  Bederman,   "Atlanta,   Georgia,"   socio-
econom.ics.

L6This  variable  of  higher  order  needs  compares  with!
Wilson,
capita  median  income  ad

ratio  of  nonwhite  to  white  per
usted  for  urban-rural  differences  in

population  distribu.tion  and  percentage  increase  in  per
capita  personal  incomei  Ijiu,  |he_..Q_ualij]Lof..I.ifg.   cost  ad-
justed  mean  family  income  per  member  and  ratio  of  nonwhite
to  white` median  family  income  adjusted  f`or  weeks  worked;
Flax.  A  Studv  in  Comparative  Urban  IndieaJiQm,  per  capita

:::::i:? j#£:::nf:? 8:::g:: , :i:::fa:if::::;c::i.::9



37

FABLE   3.1

FACTOR   I,OADINGS   '
CIIAPTER  Ill

QUANII FI CAII 0N

The  Mathemati a.al±_I.Q=Qess

Quantification  makes  possible  a .mode  of  mathematical

comparison  among  the  twenty-nine  counties  of  this  study.

The  figures  to  be.used  for  this  purpose  are  arrived  at

through  the  forlnula  Ij  ==nba±z±  Wher.e  the  indicator'  Iji   is

i=1

found  by  summing  the  product  of  the standard  score  of  each

component  varia.ble,   Z±,   its  a.ssigned  weighting  value,   a±,

and  a  constant  of  loo,   b.

It  is  the  furiction  of  the  weighting  component  to

scale  the  scores  in  consideration  of  the  strength  that  each

va.riable  contributes  to  the  indicator.     Weights  have  been

compiled  for  each  v;ribale  by  computer  factor  ana.Iysis  (see

Table   3.1).

Once  the  treated  scores  of  the  individual  indicators

have  been  summed,   they  are  to  be  restandardized  for  the  pur-

pose  of  cartographic  analysis.

Phvsical  Qualitv  of  Life

Health  Indicator

The  two  variables  of  health,  perinatal  mortality  and

36

Variable  Code-*                         First  Factor  Ijoading##

INNIOR

DOCTS

VAIJRE

MERNT

NOPI,M

RMDEN

TEACH

YRSED

2HOItH

ACRES

SECUR

7oFEHD

OV&UN

MEDIN

-0.01725

0. 87848

0. 77539

0 . 51844

0 . 78406

0 . 7 0uL+9

0. 09230

o . 80dyl 5

0.12040

0. 03088

0 . 37745

-0.14285

-0.18400

o. 51855

#For  an  explanation  of  the  variat)1e  codes  used,   see
the  Appendix.

f'#Compi|ed  by  BMD  Factor  Analysis,   Computer  Program.
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medical  persormel  per  1,000  population,   ar.e  assigned  factor

weights  of  -0.01725  and  0.87848  respectively.     The  weight

for  perinatal  mortality,  being  negative,  will  reverse  the
sign  of  standard  scores  causing  lower,  original  standard

values  to  be  more  desirable.     The  value  asci`ibed  to  medical

personne.i  per  1,000  population  denotes  the  strongly  surperior
emphasis  that  it  will  carry  compared  to  perinatal  mortality.

Totaling  of  the  weighted  scores  of  the  health  vari-

ables  I`eveals  that  Buncombe  County  rates  highest  with  a  raw

score  of  210  and  a  restandardized  score  of  2.4  standaLrd  de-.

viations`.     At  the  other  extreme  is  Madison  County  with  a

raw  score  of  -141  and  a  relative  score  of  -1.6  standard  de-

viations  (see  Table  3.2).     Plotting  this  information  on  a

scale  of  greater  than  1.5    standard  deviations  as  excellent;

0.5  to  1.5,   above  average;   -0.5  to   O.i,   average;   -1.5  to

-0.5,   tielow  average;  and,less  than  -1.5  standar.d  deviations

as  poor,   three  of  the  twenty-nine  counties  of  the  North

Carolina  mountains  rate  as  superior  in  terms  of  health,   five

as  above  average,   eleven  as  average,  nine  as  below  average,

and  only  one  as  poor  (see  Figure  3.1).

Housing  Indicator
The  four  variables  of  housing  quality,  median  dollar

value  of  ov/ner  occupied  housing  units,  median  dollar  value

of  contract  rent  of  renter  occupied  housing  units,  percent-

age  of  homes  with  all  plumbing  facilii:ies,  and  percentage  of

housing  units  with  less  than  one  person  per  room.  possess
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weights.of  0.77539,   0.51844,   0.78406|   and   0.   70449  respec-

tively.     These  loadings  attest  to  the  near  equality  of  all

of  these  variables  for  assessing  housing  quality.
Totaling  of  the  weighted  scores  of  the  housing  vari-

able  indicates  Forsyth  County  as  the  site  of  the  highest

quality  of  homes  with  a  raw  score  of  j90  and  a  standard
score  of  2.3  deviations  and  Madison  County  wii;h  t}ie  poorest

quality  with  a  raw  score  of  -4.51  and  a  standard  score  of
-1.8  deviations   (see  Table  3.3).     With  this  range  of  scores

displayed  graphica.Ily,  three  counties  attain  a  superior

mark,   four  above  average,   twelve  average,  nine  below  aver-

age,   and  one  poor  (see  Figure  3.2).

Overall,  Physical  Quality  of  Life  Indicator

With  the  relative  importance  of  all  component,  phy-

sical  quality  of  life  variables  noted  by  the  weighting

process,  it  is  possible  to  define  the  overall,  physical

qua.Iity  of  life  by  using  the  quantification  formula  for
indicators  and  the  raw  scores  of  the  hea.Ith  and  housing

indi cators .

Forsyth  County  is  the  most  desirable  of  the  counties

of  the  study  area  in  meeting  the  physical,   human  needs  of

health  and  housing  and  Madison  County  as  least  desirable.

The  raw  scores  of  these  two  counties  range  between  788  and

-593  with  corresponding  standard  scores  aLt  2.5  and  -1.8

deviations  respectively  (see  Table  3.4).     When  napped,   this

information  reveals  three  counties  with  superior  marks,
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TABLE   3.4

OVERALli,   PITYSICAL   QUAljlTY   0F  IjlFE   INDICATOR

County
Iotal  Health
and  Housing

Scores

Standard  Total
Score Rank

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Aver.y
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth.
Graham
Haywood
Hender§on
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
lransylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

Compiled  by  author.

4j

four  with  above  a.verage,   twelve  with  average,   nine  with

below  a.verage, . and  one  with  a  poor  mark   (see  Fichlre   3.3) .

Seej.a±£i±ality  of Ijife

Education  Indicator

The  val`iables  of  education,   instructional  persormel

per  loo  students  and  median  school  years  completed  by  males

25  years  or  over,   possess  factor  weightings  of  0.09230  and

0.80413  I`espectively.     The  latter  therefore  will  have

influence  nearly  nine  times  greater  than  the  former.

Forsyth  County  again  leads  all  units  with  a  raw  score

of  191  and  a  standard  score  of  2.4  deviations  for  education.

Graham  County  fared  worst  with  a  raw  score  of  -101  and  a

standard  score  of  -1.2  deviations  (see  Table  3.5).     Plotting

this  range  of  scores  finds  four  superior  counties,   three

above  average,   ten  average,   twelve  below  average.   and  none

poor   (see   Figure   3.dy).

Recreation  Indicator

Recreation  variables,   second  homes  per.1,000  popu-

lation  and  percentage  of  outdoor  recreation  acreage,  are

weighted  at  0.12040  and  0.03088  respectively.     These   low

loadings  note  the  minor,  relative  contribution  that  these

variables  will  make  toward  the  overall  index  but  at  the  same

time,   the  greater  importance  of  second  homes  per  1,000  popu-

lation  between  the  two  themselves.

Combining  the  variable  scores  leaves  Clay  County  as
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leader  in  terms  of  recreation  with  a  raw  score  of  26  and  a

standard  score  of  2.2  and  Stokes  County  in  last  place  with  a

raw  score  of  -28  and  a  standard  score  of  -2./+  deviations

(see  Table  3.6).     When  noted  geographically,   this  set  of

scores  defines  three  superior  counties,   five  above  average,

eleven  average,   seven  below  av,erage,   and  three  poor  counties

(see   Figure   3.3).

Security  Indicator

The  line  variable  of  sec`urity  of  life  style,  per-

centage  of  workers  with  employment  insurance,   has  a  weight

of   0.3774.5.

This  lone  variable  expresses  a  weighted  range  of  from

34  (1.4  standard  deviations)   in  Caldwell  County  to  -77   (-2.0

standard  deviations)   in  Clay  County  (see  Table  3.7).     A  map

bf  scores  for  the  security  indicator  finds  no  superior

counties,   eleven  above  average,   ten  averag-e,   four  below

average,   and  four  poor  (see  Figure  3.6).

Demography  Indicator

The  variables  of  demography,   percentaLge  of  families

with  a  female  as  head  of  household  and  percentage  of  the

population  over  6j  or  under  18  years  of  age,  possess
negative  weights,   -0.14285  and  -0.18lyoo  respectively.     This

will  cause  low  standard  scores  for  each  of  these  categories

to  be  desirable  when  multiplied  by  its  negative  coefficient.

Demography  is  a  rather  compact  indicator  varying  from

62   (2.2  standard  deviations)   in  Watauga  County  to  -62   (-2.2
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TABI.E   3.7

SECURITY   INDICAPOR

County             Weighted  score
Standard
Weighted

Score

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
NIadison
Mitchell
Folk
Rutherford
Stokes

;:::x
Transylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

Compiled  by  author..
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deviations)   in  Polk  icounty   (see  Table   3.8).     When  these

figures  are  napped,   only  Watauga  County  scores  a  superior

score,   eight  counties  are  above  average,   thirteen  average,

five  below  average,   and  two  poor   (see  Figure   3.7).

Overall,  Social  Quality  of  Life  Indicator

As  was  done  with  the  overall,  physica.i  quality  of

life.  i,he  overall,   social  quality  of  life  can  be  found  by

summing  and  seal.ing  the  education,   r.eel-eation,   security,   and

demography  indicators.

Forsyth  County  possesses  the  highest  social  quaLlity

of  life,   2?1  as  a  raw  score  and  2.3  as  standard,  while

Graham  County  rated  last  in  this  category,  -162  for  its  raw

score  and  -1.3  as  standa.rd  score   (see  Table  3.9).     Three

counties  rank ,superior.,   five  above  average,   ten  average,  and

eleven  below  average.     No  county  received  a  poor  mark  for

this  indicator  (see  Figure  3.8).

HieTher  OrderJ!£LgLds  Qualit\r  of  Life

Higher  Needs  Indicator

The  only  variable  for  this  component  section  of  qual-

ity  of  life  is  median  family  income  which  possesses  a  weight

of  0.51844.     When  weight`ed,   the   county  scores  range  between

a  raw  score  of  115  in  Forsyth  County,  which  converts  to  a

standard  score  of  2.2,   and  a  raw  score  of  -83  in  Madison

County,   -1.6  on  a   standard  level   (See  Table   3,10).     When

napped.   the  county  scores  indicate  two  as  super.ior  for
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TABIE   3.9

OVERAljL,   SOCIAlj,    QUALITY   OF  LIFE   INDICATOR

Score
Total  Education,  Recreation,

Secti.rit`jr,   and  Demography
Scot.e

Standard
otal

Score
Rank

Alexander

#:8hany
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davi e
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
MaLcon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
lransylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

Compiled  by  author.
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TABLE   3.10

HIGHER   ORDER  NEEDS   QUALITY   0F   LIFE   INDICATOR

County           Weighted  Median  Standard  nledian
Income  Score         Income  Score

Rank

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
NIacon
Madison
Mitchell
Folk
Rutherl-ord
Stokes
Surry
Swain
Transylvania
Watauga
Wilkes
Yaakin
Yancey

Compiled  by  author.
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higher  needs,   eight  as  above  average,   seven  as  average,  nine

as  below  average,   and  two  as  poor  (see  Figure  3.9).
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TABIE   ly.1

CHAPTER   IV

TRE   0VERAljL,    QUAI,IT¥   OF  LIFE   INDEX  AND   SpATIAI,  ASsESsr,'ENT

!]±g            |1.   Qualitv  of  Ijife  Index
The  quantification  model  being  used  permits  synthe-

sizing  all  of  the  variables  to  arrive  at  an  overall,  quality
of  life  index  based  upon  the  physical,   social,  and  higher

order  components  of  life  quality.

Such  a  summation  finds  Forsyth  County  ranking  first

in  overall  quality  of  life  with  a  I`aw  score  of  1,176  and  a

standard  score  of  2.9  and  Madison  County  last  with  a  raw

score   of  -805  and  a  standard  scol.e  of  -1.9   (see  Table  4.1).

When  areally  distributed,   these  figures  show  two  counties

as  superior,   five  as  above  average,   eleven  as  average,  nine

as  below  average,   and  two  as  poor  (see  Figure  4.1).

SDaLtial  Ana.1vsis

Effort  is  now  to  be  turned  toward  geographically

assessing  the  distribution  of  this  quality  of  life  index
within  the  study  area.     This  will  be  done  on  three  levelsl

1)   the  relationship  between  the  individual  variables  and  the

quality  of  life,  2)   the  appropriateness  of `the  individual
variable  to  this  quality  of  life  study,  and  3)   the  geogra-

phical  implications  of  the  quality  of  life  index.
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OVERAljL,   QUAI.ITY   OF  LIFE   INI)EX

County 8::!aE?y:i3al'
#:8£:rs:::::

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie
Forsyth
Graham
Haywood  `
Henderson
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes
Surry
Swain
Transylvania.
Watau8a
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

Compiled  by  author.

Standard  Total
Score
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Relationship  Between 'the  Indivi.dual  Variables
and  the  Quality  of  Life

All  predicted  relationships  between  the  individual

variables  and  the  quality  of  life  are  found  t,o  correlate  as

hypothesizedi  as  reflected  by  their  factor  weig.htings   (see

Table  3.1).   Only  three  of  the  variables,  perinatal  mortal-

ity,  percentage  of  families  with  female  as  head,.and

percentage  of  population  over  65  or  under  18  years  of  age,
were  found  to  be  iriversely  correlated  with  quality  of  life

while  the  other  eleven  noted  a  positive  relationship.

The  Appropriateness  of  the  Individual  Variable
to  This  Quality  of  Ijife  Study

The  applicability  of  a  variable  for  use  in  a  quality

of  life  study  is  dependent  upon  the  degree  to  which  it  is

capable  of  contributing  to  the  ovel`all  index.     For  this

study  that  degree  has  been  set  at  a  correlation  of  ±0.35.

Six  of  the  fourteen  components  of  this  study  fail  to  reach

this  cutoff  pointl    perinatal  mortality,  instructional  per-
sonnel  per  loo  students,   second  homes  per  1,000  population,

percentage  of  outdoor  recreation  acreag.e,   percentage  of
families  with  female  as  head,   and  percentage  of  population

over  65  or  under  18  years  of  age   (see  Table   3.1).

The  internal  functionings  of  the  variables  to  them-

selves   reveal   tr`.at   second   +.on.es   rjer   1,000   .r,o-r,ula.tic,n

c::r==-_i-.:=    i-.    =_-:..-`.:    i: .... e    '.r.i-.i';zl    1;:-,'f:-_    .,.' .-.-, '   `.'`1-..'     .r,;:..  :  ....<...zl

mortality  and  percentage  of  outdoor  recreation  acreage  and

they  alone  with  it,   percenta.ge  of  population  over  65  or`
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under  18  years  of  age  and  instructional  persormel  per  100

students  are  interrelated  with  the  for.mer  also   joined  to

median  contract  rent  and  the  latter  to  the  percentage  of

workers  with  empolyment  insurance,   and  the  percentage  of

families  with  a  female  as  head  of  household  is  highly

correlated  with  median  housing  and  rent  va].ite,   percentage  of

homes  with  all  plumbing  facilities,  median  years  of  education

of  males  over  25,   and  percentage  of  workers  with  employment

insurance.     Of  the  remaining.  eight  variables,  all  are

highly  interrelated  with  at  leas.t  the  other  seven  in  all

instances  but  one   (see  Table  4.2).

The  low  loadings  of  the  six  variables  are  not  to

imply  that  they  are  not  pertinent  to  quality  of  life  assess-
ment,  but  merely  that  they  are  not  as  suit,ed  to  the  task  of

I`eflecting  the  satisfaction  of  living  in  the  mountainous

counties  of  North  Carolina  as  they  would  be  for  some  other

region  or  as  a  different  set  of  variables  would  be  for  this

study  area.1    The  inadequacy  of  these  six  variables  stems

primarily  from  the  high  degree  of  internal  homogeneity  of
the  study  region  as  expressed  by  the  narrow  range  of  vari-

ance  exhit>ited  among  the  counties  in  their  recorded  values

(see   Tables   2.1,   2.6,   2.11,   and   2.12).

Geographical  Implications  of  the
Quality  of  Life  Index

Forsyth  and  Buncombe  Counties,  which  rank' as  the  only

colinties  rated  superior  on  the  overall  quality  of  life

67
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index,   are  also  included  in  the  only  two  Sn'isA's  within  the

study  region,   Forsyth  along  with  Yadkin  County `in  the

Greensboro-Winston-Salem-High  Point  SMSA  and  .Buncombe   County

in  the  Asheville  SprlsA.     Additional  relationshi,ps  of  overall

quality  and  human  concentrations  can  tte  noted  by  comparing
the  index  rank  of  each  county  to  its  population  density  rank

(see  Table  4.3).     Of  the  eighteen  counties  to  score  at  least

average  on  the  scale   (-0.5  standard  deviations.or  above) ,

fourteen  of  these  are  also  among  the  eighteen  most  densely

populated   (see  Figure  4.2).

To  further  emphasize   the  relationship  between  the`

quality  of  life  in  the  mountainous  counties  of  North
Carolina  and  their  population  densities,   a  compar.ison  of  the

correlations  of  the  variables  to  the  index,   the  factor  load-

ings,  and  the  correlations  of  the  variat>1es  to  population

densities  shows  striking  similarities  (see  Table  4.4.).     Only

in  the  instances  of  the  room  density,  recreation  acreage,

and  female  heads  of  households  variables  are  tl`ere  major,

proportional  discrepancies  in  the  two  indices  and  only  in
the  case  of  female  household  heads  would  there  be  a  change

in  the  defined  appropriateness  of  the  variable   (a  correlation

of  ±0.35).     This  then  would  lead  to  the  conclusion  that

there  is  a  strong  relationship  between  the  quality  of  life

as  calculated  by  the  variables  selected  for  this  study  and

the  population  density  of  the  mountainous  counties  of  Nol`th

Carolina  which  would  be  due  primarily  to  the  greater
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TABIE   4.3

QUAI,IIy   OF  IjlFE   INDEx  ANI]  pOpuljAq]ION   I)ENslIy   con'pARlsoN

county         psg=1s::::eD]:]¥;:jty   D£::]±t£¥    Qr:::±yR::k:±fe

Alexander
Alleghany
Ashe
Avery
Buncombe
Burke
Caldwell
Cherokee
Clay
Davie

i:::::h
#:nng::Son
Jackson
MCDowell
Macon
Madison
Mitchell
Polk
Rutherford
Stokes

;:::x
Transylvania
Wata,uga
Wilkes
Yadkin
Yancey

!:n=:::i::f::::if:::::::fi:f:::::;;±::;::a:is:::2|;a.
#*Compiled  by  author.
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TABIjE   4.4

FACTOR   LOAI)INGS   AIND   Ill;NSITY   COEFFICIENTS   COIVPARISON

Variable  codes#           Factor  Ijoading#3!         Correlation  with
Population  Density*#

INMOR

DOCTS

VAI,HZ

maRNI

NOPI.Ivi

RMDEN

TEACH

YRSED

2HORE

ACRI]S

SECUR

%FEHD

0V&UN

REDIN

-0.01725

0. 87848

0. 77539

0 . 51844

0 . 78406

0. 70449

0' 09230

0. 80415

0.12040

0. 03088

0 . 377L+5

-0.14285

-0.18400

0 . 51844

0. 06218

0. 62985

0 . 62446

0. 52692

0.62086

0.37469

0. 05338

0. 65058

0 . 04241

-0.27317

0 . L'37ly7

-0.50147

-0.15411

0 . 64825

#For  an  explana.tion  of  the  variable  codes  used,   see
the  Appendix.

i+#Compiled  by  BMD  Factor  Analysis,   Computer  Program.

n"       .},\`..D



72

opportuni.ties  available  in  centers  of  concentration.

Applications  o£=t|±.e=£±±a|itv  of  Life  Index
The  overall  quality  of  life  index  and  its  component

indicators  hold  much  promise  for  decision-ma]cers.     They  can

point  to  areas  possessing  a  desired  quality  into  which  an
appropriate  activity  can  be  directed,   or  they  can  expose

places  which  are  lagging  behind  in  certain  categories  of
regional  development.     In  either  case,   they  imply  the  need

for  regional  planning  as  a  method  to  help  distribute  the

potentials  of  a  satisfactol`y  life  to  all  inhabitants.    It
would  be  the  aim  of  such  a  planning  body  to  formulate  prac-

tices  of  discrimination  in  order  to  channel  resources  into

locations  of  ne.ed.

A  second  manner  in  which  this  report  could  be  uti-

lized  would  be  in  a  compal`ative  effort  to  analyze  the  North

Carolina  Appala.chian  area  and  a  similar,  mountainous

location.     Such  an  examination  would  be  of  rriutual  benefit

as  each  region  could  draw  upon  the  knowledge  and  findings  of

the  other  in  an  effor`t  to  solve  its  own  problems.

An,additional  use  of  this  study  would  be  in  a  dupli-

cate  search  in  the  future  to  assess  the  various  programs

i.nitiated  to  alleviate  problems  since  this  paper  was  prepared

and  to  note  how  and  why  change  has  come  about.

-.`'L--==_==
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Ben-Chien  Liu,   !EgLQ±±a±ily_q_f  _L_i_f_e__in  _the
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CONCLUSIONS

£onclusions
It  is  becoming  increasingly  the  responsibility  of

policy-rna.kers  to  promote  conditions  that  will  give  each

citizen  the  opportunity  to  live  as  satisfying  a  life  as

possible  and  to  provide  evidence  as  to  whether.  the  appro-

pl`iate  actions  to  ensur.e  this  are  being  taken.1    Decisions

of  such  overall  social  impact  require  a  system  of  indicatorsi

measured  regularly,  watched  constantly,  and  readily  avail-

able  for  guidance.2    Indicators  appropriate  to  the  task  must

assess  priorities  in  relation  to  goals,  resources,   demflnds,

and  preferences  as  they  are  areally  distributed  throughout

the  region  of  analysis.3    It  is  therefore  of  primary  concern

to  compose  a  comprehensive  index  capable  of  monitoring

social  well-being  spatia||y.4
This  field  of  concern  is  yet  new  to  geographers  who

have  tended  to  concentrate  on  assessing  i.ndividual  compon-

ents  of  such  an  index,  but  it  is  nevertheless  being  probed

by  a  few  spatial  scientists.5    As  more  and  more  research  is

completed  and  the   techniques  become  more  generally  known,

territorial  social  indicators  will  come  to  serve  spatial

planners  as  economic  indicators  serve  financiers.
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The  Appalachian  Region  of  North  Carolina  lags  behind

the  rest  of  the  State  in  near`1y  every  statistical  category

tabulated.     This  is  sufficient  reason  for  the  formulat`ion

and  application  of  just  such  a  system  of  spatial  social

indicators  as  this  by  the  State  for  the  purpose  of  directing

aid  into  the  I.egion  in  the  form  in  which  it  is  neede.d,   to

the  location  in  which  it  is  needed.     Additionally,   the  index

possesses  the  ability  to  delineate  areas  of  favorable.  con-
ditions  and  therefore  is  appropriate  for  use  by  those  making

decisions  of  locaticin,   such  as  an  industry  or  an  instution.

in  their  select;ion  process.

£!±ide_1_.i_ne_s_  _i_Qr___F_u_±_ure_   Re_s_e arc_h_

Future  efforts  at  assessing  the  quality  of  life  in

the  mountain  counties  of  North  Carolina  should  be  integrated

with  a  questiormaire  designed  to  incorporate  the  responses

of  the  inhabitants  of  the  area  into  the  selection  of  var-

iables  instead  of  relying  on  what  ha.s  been  done  elsewhere

for  guidance.     Ibis  method  would  add  much  creditability  to

the  final  index  as  it  would  truly  reflect  the  components  of

a  quality  life  as  perceived  by  those  it  involves.

Sources  of  data  other  than  the  United  States  Census

are  advisable  due  to  the  datedness  of  the  information.

Much  change  has  been  recorded  in  the  mountain  counties  with

the  advent  of  increa.sed  tourism  and  industrialization  and

more  recent  sources  of  infor.nation  would  offer  data  better

capable  of  illustrating  the  evolving  conditions.
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Much  difficulty  was  encountered  with  the  weighting

process  as  the  most  efficient  computer  program  for  factor'
analysis  was  not  among  the  packages  of  this  University.     Two

substitutes  were  tried.,  but  in  neither  instance  could  "factor

scores"   (an  estimation  comparable  to  the  factor  loadings

which  were  ultimately  used  instead  in  this  report)   be  ob-

tained  although  they  were  clearly  specified  as  par.i  df  the

program  by  the  instruction  manual.     This  would  call  for  the
use  of  another  co.mputer  capable  of  compiling  factor  scores,

acquisition  of  the  necessary  canned  program,   or  some  addi-

tional,  valid  means  of  weighting  the  variables.
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APPENDIX

vARIABIEs   ANI)  VARIABLE   coDr±s

Variable Vat.iable
Code

Perinatal  Mortality

Niedical  Personnel  pe+  1.000  Population

INMOR

DOCTS

Median  Dollar  Value   of  Owner  Occupied  Housing  Units     VALHZ

Median  Dollar  Value  of  Contract  Rent  of  Renter
Occupied  Housing  Units

Percentage  of  Homes  with  all  Plumbing  Facilities

Percentage  of  Housing  Units  with  less  than  One
Person  per  Room

Instructional  Personnel  per  100  Students

Median  School  Years  Completed  by  Males  25  Years
Old  and  Over

Second  Homes  per  1,000  Population

Percentage   of  Outdoor  Recreation  Acreage

Percentage  of  Workers  with  Employment  Insurance

Percentage   of  Families  with  a  Female  as  Head  of
Household

Percentage  of  Population  Over  65  or  Under  18
Years  of  Age

Niedian  Income

n'ERNT

NOPLM

RftDEN

TEACH

YRSED

2HONE

ACRES

SECUR

7oFEHD

OV&UN

REDIN
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