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. HIGHLIGHTS

All 100 counties in North Carolifia are rated7by the residents of each

county on the availability and quality of 46 community services and oppor-

tunities. Scales are provided which show the relationship between availability

,and/or quality.ofkey community services with the size of county population.

The scales and accompanying social and demographic comparisons suggest areas

where efforts are needed to Improve the quality of life across North Carolina.

by

James A. Christenson
D epartment of Sociology and Anthropology' -

North Carolina State University
, Raleigh North Carolina 27607

Published by
THE NORTH CAROLINA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION' SERVICE

North Carolina State University at Raleigh and the U. S. Department of
Agriculture, Cooperating. State.University Station i Raleigh, N. C. George
Hyatt, Jr., Director. Distributed in furtherance oi the Acts of Congress of
May 8 and June 36, 1914. .
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INTRODUCTION

The quality and availability of comity services throughout North

Carolina could be measured in many ways. One could calculate capital outlays,

location of services, number of people served, distance to services, or econo-

mic feasibility of various services. Such information taken separately or in

some combination could reveal valuable information on community services. But,

in all of these approaches, the people would not be asked directly ,their

appraisal of quality or availability. In this. publication a subjective evalu-'',

ition approach was adopted.' People throughout North Carolina were asked to

personally evaluate. the quality and availability of services in their local

community. Based on peoples' perception of the quality and availability of

services in each of the 100 North Carolina counties, the counties were ordered

in "quality of services" and "availability of services" scales. County and

.socioeconomic variations were also explored.

'file purpose of the publication is to stimulate thoughtful discussion con-

cerning the public view oflife across North Carolina. Since the data were

gathered at only one poiiit in time and the sample in each county only numbers

mw
about 88, the information should be viewed with prgaer reservation. Hopefully,'

the county scales and the accompanying discussion will stimulate more elaborate

studies in the future which will not only indicate the peoples' perceptiOn of

services but also provide objective information concerning the actual existence

of services, the use of services, and the economic feasibility of various

community servicr.

Ne

/This publication is number eight of nine Volumes of data on North Carolina
Today and Tomorrow. Volume 1 contains information on the Western counties;
Multi- County Planning Regions A and B. Volume 2 focuses on Regions D and G;
Volume 3 on Regions C, E, P; Voluthe 4 on Regions 3, K, L; Volume 5 on Regions
H, M, N; Volume 6 on Regions Q and R; Volume 7 on Regions 0 and P. Volume 9.
studies Land Use issues from a state-wide perspective. These publications are
available through the County Agricultural Extensioh Service. Copies may also
be obtained by writing directly to the Agricultural Information Service, North

Carolina State University,.Ricks Hall, Raleigh, North Carolina 27607.
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SAMPLE
4

These data eregathere.1 during the Spring of 1975 by means of eai1

. .

questionnaires. Approximately /50 names were drawn from telephone directories

for each of the 100 North Carolii*counties. On the average, 88 respondents

in each county returned usable questionnaires. Reads of households were re-

quested to complete the questionnaire. Combined with this county sample was a

1/1000 statewide proportional sample based on the total population in each

county. A detailed presettation of the number sampled and response rates for

both the total county sample and the statewide proportional sample are pro-

vided on the last two pages of this publication. Both samples (each clearly

Indicated) will be used in the following discussion.

GROWTH, DEVELOPMENT, AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

Pic,ture a saall town around 1920. The town probably'contained a small

ge-feral store, a restaurant, perhaps a hotel and a few other services. As

highways and roads improve, communication systems (telephone, telegraph, news-

papers) develop, comhined_with a gradual increase in population, one would

likely see the number and diverity of community Services increase: For

example, a small industry may locate, speciality stores open, a hospital and

schools be established and other diversified activities develop. ,Such a

process of growthand development in which services continually expand and

differentiate has been called urbanization, modirnization, and indostrializa-

tion. These concepts assume the stepwise building of more complex community

structures upon simpler structures, the fdraer encompassing the latter. The

concepts of development also assume a unidimensional development of services

to the extent that certain simple services exist before more complex services

can'diveysl..- Before a hospital can be estabkished, doctors must be available;
. //-

r
beforeinoustry can locate, there must be adequate water, electrical, and

.

sewage facilities.



/ 5
. Developing this .idea f the differentiation of, co*inity services as

populations grow size, fa sample of people in atE of the 100 North Carolina

counties were asked to as ess the availability and quality of services. 'It

was assumed that more h vily populated counties would have. greater differen-

tiation of services, t is, have more services available to the people in

those counties. It was also assumed that better quality services would be

available in more heav ly populated counties. The data provided in this pub-

lication permitted inv stigation o#,these assumptions concerning the extent

to which availabilityland/or quality of services were dependent upon'population

concentration.

A
One section of

LITY OF CO) UNITY SERVICE SCALES
/

e mail questionnaire asked respondents to rate the

duality of 11 commun ty services as poor, fair, good, or excellent. The 11

items included :
c

qua ity of libraries, quality of elementary and secondary

education, quality o county and city law enforcement, quality of state parks,

quality of job oppor unities, quality ofcultural opportunities (crafts., music,

drama), overall qua ity of medical services and facilities, quality of:public

parks and playgroun s quality of 'child-welfare service, quality of highway

patrol, and overall quality of recreational facilities. These items are

listed in a shorten d form acrosp the top of Table 1. A listing of the'46

items included in t e community section of the questionnaire are provided

and 'discussed in Ta les 4 through 8 of this publication.

The 100 North larolina counties are listed in the left hand column -of'-

.Table 1. The number that appears beside the county is the populatiOn density

rank. For example, Mecklenburg County is the most densely populated _county

in North Carolina and received a rank of 1; Hyde County is the least populated

county (people per square mile) and received a rank of 1004

6
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Jo order to assess whether the majority of people in more heavily popu

laced counties perceived the qdality of their services as good or excellent`

in comparison with people In less pOpulatedtonnties, the following procedure

was adopted. If 50 percent or more of the respondents within a county indi-

cated therquality of a particular service or opportunity was good or excellent,

t,

the county was accredited (given an X) with possession of quality services on

that step of the guttlian scale. if less than 50 percent said good or excell-

ent, the item was given a.0 or blank for that county. For one of the eleven

items (Quality of the highway patrol)? over 50 percent of the respondents from

all 100 counties indicated quality service. On another item (Quality of job

opportunities), in no county did'50 percent of respondents indicate quality

opportunities. Thus, these two items were etcluded because they did not meet

-
the criteria for inclusion of items..

2
The other nine items are reported in

Table 1. The coefficient of reproducibility and the coefficient, of scalability

were above the conventional criteria of .90 and .65 respectively. In.terms of

internal validity, the scale was quite encouraging; However, since this kcale

4

'provided only a limited number and kinds of services and has not been tested

at different points in time, the results can only be presented as descriptive

of the potential for such scales in assessing quality of life from the peoples'

perspective.

2Discussion of guttman scaling and the criteria for developing scales
can be founein: Allen Edwards, Techniques of Attitude ScalW Censfiiction.
New York: Appleton-CentUry-Crofts, Inc., J957; Sergio Sismond6, "A codcept
not a prow the meaning and measurement of dgfirentiation," New Brunswick
Newstart, Inc. Canada (R-73-133); Frank'and,Rdth Yoeng, "The sequenie and
direction of community growth: a cross cultural generalization," Rural
Sociology 27(4): 374-386.
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The meaning of the Table can be more easily anderstood i one startsat

the bottom of the page in Table 1 at Step 1. In step one, 20 counties nate.

listed in which the majority of, the respondents from these counties did not

indicate that hese 9 items .(libraries, education, law enforcement,_ etc.) were

good or excellent.. Thus, no "X's" appeared. In Step g, 29 Counties were

..# liited in'wfwich 50or more percent of the county respondents indicated that

the quality of libraries were good or excellent. However, they:did not rate

the other nine items inthis manner. In Step 3, 21 counties werelisted

in which the majority Of the respondents said that both the quality of libraries.

and-the quality of primary and secondary education was gobd or excellent. In

Step 4, 11 counties were listed in which respondents in these counties rated

the quality of libraries, educatiori, and law enforcement as good `or excellent.

In Step 5, 9 counties were listedin which the majority of respondents rated

. .

libraries, education, 'law enforcement, and medical facilities as good or

excellent. -One coati keep going urthe scale in the same manner. It appears
..

from the unidimensional order.of the response that before people saw the

quality of schools as good or excellent, they'saw libraries as good or excell-
.

.

env. In like manner, before the majority of respondents perceived the quality

of-laVenfordemeht as good or excellent, they. perceived the quality of both

librarie4s and educations as good'or excellent: This illustrated how the quality

of services build one upoethe other.

In order to see how the peoples' perception of the4quality of various

Iservices relati to population density, one can compare the ranking of counties

with the perception of quality. Inspection of Table 1 reveay that 71 of the

100 counties appear in Step one, timq or three. Of these 71 counties, onl. 5

of the 2 most densely populated counties appear, while 24 of the 25 least

populated counties appear. While several. exceptions godeaLice...g...-a_vecy_

9
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sparsely populated county appeared in Step 9 and a very densely populated

county appeated in Step 2),'nere densely populated douneies'seem tg have

consistently higher quality services from the perspective of people living

in those counties.

AVAILABILITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

In selecting the "quality" items to be used in theFquestionnaire the

rational was to select items presumed to be available in communities. For .

example, educational facilitieb,and libraries were available in. all counties

and an investigation of the quality of these services seemed of greater im-

portance. However, for some items, this assumption could not be made. Thus,

a second scale was developed on the availability of various Services..

Ten items were selected to assess the unidimensionality of the avail-
.

abiiity.of community services (Table 2). Some of the items were comparable

-

to.ktems included in the "quality'. scale (e.g., mtdical facilities,
.

public parks, culture). However, for other items like availability of food

Aft

stamps, dentists, and apartments, the quality of these items seemed of lees

importance than their pretence in a community.' In Table 2, across the top

of the page 10 items are,listed. The.exact'wording'for the ten items were:

availability of libraries, availability of food stamp program, contribution

of industry to local economy, availability of dentists, availability of medi-

cal facilities, availability of rental apartments, availability of cultural

opportunitieajcrafts, music, drama), availability_ of family doctors, avail

ability of public parks and playgrounds, !availability of child-care centers.

Again, down the left hand side of thepage were the 100 North Carolina counties

and their population density rank.

10
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Table 2 Gatemen scale of availability of community services for 100 icrth
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The procedure fol. interpreting Table 2 was the same as fOr Table 1. If

1.7. . . - .

50 percent or more espondents in a particular county indicated that, the avail-
*, _ .s.

ability of a service or oppprtunity was good or excellent the item was given

:

an "X". If let than 50 percent were perceived the 'availability as good br
. I-..... . . f

excellent, the item was.given an "0" of blank. .
c *-

In Step 1 at the bottom right
.

ha4d sprner of Table
..

2,14 counties were

1

listed in which leds'than the majbrity of respondents indidtted availability
P

of any service or opportunity /as good or excellent. Step 2 included 16'coun-

ties in which the ma city of respondents perceived the availability of

libraries asjood or excellent but did not perceive any other Services or

opportunities as good or excellent. In Stip 3, respondents in 25 counties per-

ceived as good or excelledt the availability of both librbries and food stamp
.

programs. It was interesting to note that objectively, libraries and food

stamp programs existed in all 100 counties. Obviously* in many counties the

public did not perceive this availability. Oise could keep going up the seeps

and observe how perception of the availability of services expanded and differ-

entiated.

Comparing availability of services to the population concentration in the
. . .

100 counties, more heavily populated counties have dote services available from

the general public's perspective. In Table 2, only 1 of the 25 more igensely

populita counties appeared in steps one 40 three while 25 of 25 least Ruts-
. .

11,

eted counties appeared. Thus, availability of services seemed more closely

P related to population density than quality of services. .

A statistical interpretation of. these relationships is provide on the 0

(7".

.. - 4 .0- *. '$ -,

--('next page. This. page may be skipped by those wishing to get to the next

section on'how to use theie scales and what they mean in relation to other

socioeconomic and demographic comparisons..

12
r.
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COUNTT POPULATION, QUALITY AND AVAILAOMITY:
A Statistical Interpretation %,

\ ,
1.\ .

. .
.

in order to provide a statistical interpretation ofthe relationships be-
. ,

.

tween county population, availability oi community servic4f, and quality of

.,
.

community serviced stale scores were calculated for each county. Pearson - ,

.

- --N.,:
-..

. -
, .

correlation coefficieribs were then derisoRd for the relationehip'between actual
..

.

.
,

st ... ...
. . ,

..- county population density (Parsons/square 01/e), quality of community service.
scores and availability-of service scores (table 3). Kendall Taus' (in paren-

theses) were calculated between county Population density rank, quality of com-

munity service .scores and availability of aomaun4y service scores.

Table 3: Correlation Matrix
a b c

a. Density (.51) 6,5)
b. Quality .53 . (.60
c. .Availability .72 .$6

The akength of the relationships between density and the availability of

services and between density and quality of services.vere fairly strong. The

earlier, noted claim for the dependence of availability of services upon the

degree of population dcacentration was AOpported,by the strong correlation co-
.

efficient (r=.72). This accounted for 52 percent of the explained v ariance.
.

'.. .

The claim for the dependence of quality of community services upoWpopUlation
/

.

.. .. .

0.
.

concentration was a/so supported although the correlation coefficient (r=.53)
4 a

.
was not-as strong

:

as that betweeniavailebility and density.
. . .

., The relationship beti.;een availability. and quality of services has to be

, !...

interpreted with caution. Although several ori.the community service items in

. ..
Table 1 and 2 were cbmparable and appeared in the same sequence, all were not

, ., .4

id entical. Thus, the very strbng correlation ddifficient (r=.86) between

A*

. .

qualityavailability scores and quality scores only implies a strong relationship be-
. . t

..
. . . .,

tween scores and not beafteen'the availabiltiyend quality of a,specific se e..
. .. ,4

. .
A

. .

13
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USE OF SCi1.1;§

These types of scales suggest several practical Implications. Often the
'

community or state worker wishes to improve the quality or availability of

services ifticertain counties. 'Such scales as outlined here could provide

practical examples of where to start (c.e., whege the "X's" run out or where

. ....: .

"0's" appear). This point is quite .importin and requires some elaboration.
t

, - ,
_

First what do. the "O's" -mean? If these .ere -perfect'sC-ales, en _!soss" should

be "X's". This means that "O's" on par*icolar community items are areas most

susceptible to tmprovement and development. This can indicate areas where

educational programs of awareness would most likely be Successful. It can also

raise questions of why people do not perceille the service or opportunity as

gbod or excellent.

'Second, the services on the scale occurang where the "X's" runout across

the page indicate areas which are next ready for improvement and development.

For example, in Mecklenburg County (Table 1, 14th county down) an "0" appears

in the quality of education items. T114.8 rsises questions concerning the cause

of this lower evaluation and indicates an area where impiovement should be

relatively, easy to achieve: In the same county; the "X's" run out-with the
-... .. . )01

;

Cuituie item. This indicates that public parks as anittem shwa be the next
, .

logical area to improve. Again, in, Mecklenburg County, one,seesSeveral blanks'

then an "X' under child care,. This can indicate that the two community ser-

vices in between (public parks and recreation) should improve in the public's

perception over the next few years or-that the majority of the public in this

county' will no longer see child care as good or excellent. Remember, this

approach is based on the assumption of the stepwise building of services and

the situational constraints which may exist within a county may foil he logi-

cal continuity of such a scaling approach.
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Another say to use these scales is to compare the actual existence of
.

various services to the peoples' perception of the quality end/or availability
. . .

of such services. The scales describe what is OerceivW as being available
,

. c

and not what in fact available. For example, libraries = ellucational,

facilities, law enforcement; pu blic parks, food stamp grogram and other
A

_services are available` in all 100 North-7Wina counties. Obviously, in
;,,% tV g

any counties the majority of people do not perceive they availability as

a
good or excellent. The, previously noted relationship between availability

cores and quality scores suggests that, if1 the people do not' perceive avail-
.

ability of services,. they will not perceive quality of services. Thus, with

appropriate objective information, such perceptual data coula indiCate a ;

particular county's success in g seryices to the general pubfic:" It

could be used as both an ev luative measure and a developmental barometer.

SOCIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC INFLUENCES

Thus far the discussion has focuqed'on the 100 North Carolina counties

and how people in these counties perceive the quality of nine community ser-

vicesand the availability of eleven community services. In the study 46

community items were Included. Table 4.show's responses =sell the Community

iteMs. In the last two column
.

considerable'veriatIoni.in-boW

county examplds are. provided to show the
%. .

tespondentV from different counties perceived

the quality and availability of different community services and issues. For. .- ..
exabipt e only 19 perceht of the respondents in Grange County perceive the g. .

. %

availability of palic transportation as poor (first item Table 4). In Avery

County, 89 percent perceived the availability cof public tranaportation as

poor",135, looking at the county examples one ,can see that on issues

counties vary by more than 50 percent, On someissues it gets up to 8b percent
.% P .4

differences.

1.5
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You will recall that response* were available to respondents poor,

fair, good, excellent. Table 4 presents the percentage response fox each

sco=tinity-itez for these responses. In the following tables, infOimapion will
T.

be provided on the perhent of people who perce ive different services and

issues as poor. This approach allows one to see.the coMmunity serqces from

a problem perspective. This helps to highlight critical areas of community

concern. The category poor is an extreme response and'peoplewho'nse this

category usually fel strongly that something is wrong. Frame statewide

perspective the following 10 issues were rated as the more critical problem

areas:

1. Availability of public transportation

2. Quality ojob opportOnities

3. Availability of alcohol and dug rehabiiitationItervicp

4 Contribution of tourisin to local ecolomy

"T. Availability of state parks

4- 6. Effectiveness of land-Use planning

7 Availability of assistance to aged and disabled

8. Availability of low income housing

9. Cont iol of crime and juienile del inquency

10. Availability of family doctors

With this as,a background, we can now proce ed to look ar social,fincome,

education, and age) and demographic (rural- urban] differences., The eiSta
-

for the following ,tables are based upon the staVwidepkoportional sample.
-e'
i ,

For example, of the 3054 respondents, 200 are from Mecklenburg COnty and.
A

_Lars 1.40,11yAie P.hunty. (see fast twod:psges of thiapublidatind for greater

4 :- e

detail).

g- 7

2 I
A
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Table 4: North Carolinians' evaluations of community services.

MAILABILITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES I' ..

GOOD OR
EXCELLENT FAIR MOH

Example's of County Variations*
said POOR

LOW COUNTY uI911 cOHNTY

Availability of public transportation
Availability,of alcohol and,diug rehabilitation

157., 317. 54% Orange 19% Avery 897,

service 29 37 34 Durham 57, .Swaln 16%
*AVailiiiility,of abate parks A 30 34 36 Stanly 5% ,Gnten 85%
AvaiaUility.of assistance foi'aged"and disabled 26 48 26 Durham 9% ' Dare 'S 1%

Availability Oflow income housing 29 38, 33 Richmond 15%. Tyrrell 03%
AVailability of family doctorsr' . 34 33 33 Henderson 7% Gates 90Z.

Availability of mental health services 35 :18 .2/ Durham 67. Hyde 80%
Availability of public parka & playgrounds 33 . 34 33 Macon 107. Gates 87%
Availability of job training . : ... 33 40 21 Durham 10% Hyde PA
Availability of cultural opportunities .. & 36 37 27 Henderson 4%H 7Brunswick m
Availability'of,special education *programs ..... 34 43 23 Pict* 107. Dare 60%
Availability of child care centers., A 0.. 36 42 23 Durham.87. Gates 85%
Availability of public kindergar,ten piograms k 36 43 , Allegheny 3% Avery 43%

/...4
Availability of. middle income housing '37 46 19 Forsyth 27. Swain 567.

.a AVailabiltty of rental apartments 42 32 26 Forsyth 47. C1t' 877.
Availabilityef dentists ' 49 32 19 Haywood 6% Tyrrell 93%
Availabilfty of medical facilities 47 37 21 Henderson 17. Gates 81%
Availabtliey of food stamp prograla. L 53' 36 , 11 Lee 27. Brunawick 217

.
Availability of libraries - 414 29 10 Randolph 1% Onslow 397.

QUALITY OF COMMUNITY SERVICES '
',Quality of job`opportunities 24 40 36 Durham 147. Gates 80%
Quality of public tiarksband playgrounds 35 '36 29 Macon 10% Gates 807.
Overall quality of recreational facilities 35 39 26 Macon 7% Gates 777.
Quality of cultural opportunities.; 35 40 25 Henderson 4% Hyde 65%
Condit&odef streets and roads ' NO00.09*
Quality of state parks

.
40
43

46
35

16
22

Gates 47.
Stanly 4%

Brunswick 477.
Gates 737.

Quality, of child-Welfare services 37. 50
13

Columbus 4% Brukewick 447.
Overall quality of medical sorvites & facilities 46 36 18 Henderson Hy& 76%
Quality of county andcity law enforcement 49 36 L5 Forsyth 47. Gates 68%
Quality of elementary ondsecondary education 53 35 12 Union 2%' Washington 28%
Condition of highways 57 34 9 Pitt m . Brunswick 457.
Qua licy of libraries 62 29 9 Wilktes 1% Hyde 45%
(Nullity of highway patrol 72 24 4 Hartford 0% Jackaon 177.

.



OTHER COMMUNITY ISSUES.

Contribution of .tourism to local oconomy
t

Effectiveness of landuse planning I

Control of crime and juvenile delinquency
Opportunity of gitizen'particiPatOn in
.comml! ity'docslons
Effeeti enesed4 water pollUtion controls.
Efforts o protect,the natural environment
Wectiveness of air pollutiOn controls
Effectiveness ofaand-usdcontrols (zoning) :

Examples of County Variations*
GOOD OR % SAID room
%maim. FAIR root . LOW COUNTY HIGH COUNTY

267. . 397. 35%
24 SO 20
28 43 29

30 42' 28

47 25
29 ;48 23'

31 45 24
. 31 ".. . 44 23

Contribution of forestry to local oconomy . 30 49 21
Opportunity for, membership in community .

.

' 'organizations 44. $90 17

Contribution of stria 11 business to 1°6)1 economy . 44 40 10
. .

Community spirit 'and pride. 49 37 14

Contribution of agriculture to local economy 48 40 12

Contribution of industry to focal economy 53 34 13
. .

Dare 2%
Natkh 47.

Aahu 1.2%

Orange 104.
Nash 4%
Nash 5%
Guilford 12%
Cleveland 7%
Haywood 4%

Lee 67.

Lee 3%"
Nash 4%
Nash 17.

Nash 17.

Holm 737.
Avery 51%
Gaston 607.

Clay 44
Graham 58%
Mitchell 447.
Tyrtull
Graham 59%
Dare 58%

Tyfrell 377.
Tyrrull 417.
Tyrrell 337.
Dare 717.

Nydo 747.

*Individual county data is eailablefin Volumes1 to 7 of NORTH CAROLINA TODAY AND 20NORROW,,.

Copies may be obtained from the Agricultural ExtUnsion Service. Agricultural Information Department,

Ricks Hall, North Carol nn State University, Raleigh, North Carolina 27407.

:',,"
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Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 provide information on the percent qf respondents

across the State according to level of income, education, age, and rural

urban location who said that particular: services were poor. in the earlier

part of this" publication`, information was provided on the percent who said -

the quality or availability of a community service or opportunity was good

or excellent. Now the information is provided according to a problem per-

spective and thus the percent who evaluated items as poor are included in

the Table. For example, if 20 percent feel that a particular service is

poor then 80 percent reel it is fair, good or excellent. Rather than going

through each table item by item according to income, education, age and rural-

.

urban location, the following presents a brief summary of4the four tables

according to 12 community dimensions. The items are /not ordered according -

to the reittive seriousness of the problem area but as they appeared in the

questionnaire.

.. 1

Health: Those of lower income, less educational attainment and parti-

cularly
. .

cularly thoae in more rural areas see health 28 a more serious problem. Ithere

Seems to be little variation according to age.

Culture: VariAlions according to income, education, age and rural-urban
A

were small. People'of lower income, 'less education,' younger7-end-mare rural

seemed a bit more concerned: .,
EducatiSn:- Younger people saw the avakailityand quality of edukta-

. 1
\

time]. programs a* a slightly more serious pro6lem thin older people. Other
Ns.

N
differences were minor.

J lowerThe items were cleatly of greater concern to income, lower

education,iyounger and more rural people.

19
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Housing and Social Services: The items in both of these dimensions were

of greater concern to lower income, lower education, and more rural-people.

Age had little effect.

Law Enforcement,: Feu differences were apparent between the different

levels of income, education, age, and location..

Recreation: These items were of greater concern' to lower income, lower

education, and more rural people.. Age had little effect.

Transportation: Items in this area were perceived as a more serious

problem by people in more rural areas: income, education, and age had little

effect.

Economic Development: iteis of greater concern to those of lower income

and lower educational attainment. Agelhad little effect. Thoie in rural

,:
.

areas wete more concerned about agriculture and those in more urban areas
..

Were more concerned aboit industry.

EnVironmental Protection: No consistent trends were apparent according

to indome,ieducation.

'Community Involvement: Those lower income and those with less educe-
-

tional attainment appeared more removed frog community life. Age and rural-

urban location did not have svich of an influence.

In general, those of lower income and less, educational attainment and

those in more rur,l areas perceived most commitnity items as poorer in quality

sand availability tbin those of higher.income or education. Younger people
/

seemed to rate community services as poorer than older people for soMe.items

but on over three-fourths of the items age made little db, Terence. Tills is
/

a very brief summary of.social and demographic variations at e 46 items.

Considerable insight can be gained by

tables item, by item.

spending some time and,studying the
.

2 0 /
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Table 5 : Percent vho perceive the availability and y 9g the following community services es poor according to income level.
..t,t . a! ,!,

, a ' a. ....4- Lass than 3,000 to 6.000 to 10,000 to 15.000 to 325.000*
Community Dimension $3,000 65,999 $9,999 614,999 124,999 Peiceutage

Imes . (22S) ,. (2_92) JIM_ S013) (669) (280) Ppint Ranee

%
4HEALTH

Availability of:mcdical facilities .s.

Availabilicy of fampy doctors
AvailaDili&V.:ml_k44n.5,"ta 44

AVailabilitrardintal-hoarth services,...., ....
Availability of alcohol and drug rithabilitition
services «r

Overall quality of medical sarvicbs and facilities.

CULTURE '..

Availability of libraries
Quality of libraries
Availability of cultural opportunities (crafti,'musie,
draia) . t:

Quality of cultural opportunftios
.

. 1
EDUCATION
Quality of elementary and secondary education:.... ...0
Availability bf publictindergarten programs ...

Availability of special education aro8tema ...

J0I1S..
w.1

Ava(lability'ot job training 4 ..-

Quality of Job opportunities.,
, 1.

.v

Availability of low income housing
mimic

r
... .

. ..

1

.

Availability of middleincome housing i
4.

AvailabAlicyof rental apartments t.

. 1 .
., .: ;

, I,,

SOCIAL .iSEirICES
..

. . .

. ,

.,
Quality of child-welfare service!" v...........

.Availability of assistance fsr aged and iisabled .....4.
AVailability of food MOD 068=4
Availability of child-care centers .

,;.....-
.:.

.7%.

..7,,

s

4

307.

39
25
28

297

45
25

32
.,.

'277
36
25

31

i

-I

20%
34
20
28

167.

30
12
22. '

37 34 38 30 26

26 2 22 16 12

12 16 14 9 8

11 13 11 7 7

33 32 35
1

26 26
30 28 31 24 22

9 II 13 10 13
19 17 25 23 19

22 22 27 23 20

is:

36 $6 33 24 22
50 48 t4Z 35 28

47 42 40 30 25

28 24 23 18 13

36 32
.

31 24 18
.

' A
21 . 14 18 12 8

36 0 '104 32 23 ' 22

22 17 14 _ 10 7

29 28 27 22 19

107. .20
22 -1Z
11 -14.

18 -10

21 -16 .
.

-0..

6
9

-6

18 15 NJ
15. -IS CO

15 + 6
22 .

*

24 *

17 9
21 -29

20 -27
10 -18
18. -18

7 -14
Il -2S
4 -10
19 -10

.
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Quality of, county and city I.4w enfortomont L 16

Control of trims and juvenile delinquency 35
Quality of highway patrol 6

RECREAilON
-Anmilakiiity of public perks and playgrounds..,
Quality orgublic_parks and playgrounds...
Availability of state parks
Quality of state park),
Overall quality of recreational facilities...1

. . ,

TRANSPORTATION ..

Condition of straits and'roilliN
Condition of highways

t.

Availabflity of public transportation. P.

. nom IC' DEVELOPMENT.
Co tribuiion of small business to ioial economy

ttibutionvo
Co tribution col industry to loyal economy

.. .Co ariculture. utiocai economy .. 1

Contribution-oi.forestry tanocal economy
dantribytion of tourism to local economy.

,
35'.

30
36
26 .

34.

22
..,

' 11 1

47

. I

22
24
16
28

40

.

...

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION .

Effectivenyte of air pollution toner le 32
4Effectiveness of water pollution con 29

Effectivenesa.of lend...use planning. 28

Effectivenes, of land-use contrdls liming., building
and health codesi.etc.) 1

i 24

Efforts to protect the naturalenvirooment . .., 22
.

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT -. , . '.1

Opportunity of cititen,partiniatOm in community
decisions,. .

. ..... 20

..

,

36 40
30 35
40 . 41 '

25 20

35 11

24 10

14 . 6
53 .53

24 21
21 15
10 - 12

22 21

36 140

31 28
29' -27

29 26

24 22
29 24

16 19
34 33

5 4 .

32 32
26 26
33 . -17

20 19
25 21

15 , i4

7 6 .

57 58

14 it

14 10
26 24.

: 4 4

14

24 .11
-*

21 ..14
20 10
'19 - 7
i3 .43
14 -20

ii -ii

,9 *

54 + 7

8 -i4

.

I 11 8 7 »I7
9 11 10 . 0

ts
20 22 19 amok - 9 v..

35 35 211,1F+ -12
'. 't

23 22 i

I

.15
24 23 2 ) - 9
23 29 74,7 *

1

21 26 24'. *

22 25 i9 *

.
.1, .

35 33. 26 25 19. 9

Opportunity for membership in tammanicy
organisation.... 23' :23 .. 10 10 7 -154.0. kkkkkk kkk 224.

,Community spirit Ana pride
I.

20 12 19 16 11 8 .12
.4

.-, - . . . ...
*This indicates that percttago point range between the categories is less than S fervent iv thAt.aoapga;ent trend is observable. 4#04..44,
indicates oflreater coot rn to thoseof higher Indio' and ( -) indicates grainer concern to those of lower income. -

I . -,...

:1

.e 4.
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Table 6 .,Pereent who perceive the availability and. quality of tlsic folitiwitg community services as poor according to sduestional attainment.
., .

. .

Community Dimension
Itels

Credo School
(404)_

High School
(1166)

College

_igtii-

Higher Degrsi
(378),

Pgreentsga
t OLIO Ruse

HEALTH
Availability of medical fseilitiea.:T144' ..t 29' 23 19 16
Availability of family doctors.... - .... 35 31 261 -18
Availability of dentist& 32 41. 19 16 12 20
Availability of mentaj-health servieda .. do... 36 29 22 ''.416 .16
Availability of alcohol. & drug rehabilitation services. 41 34 26 10 -22
04erall quality of.medie4serviess and facilities 26 19 15 10 «16

CULTURE
13 to 10 10 -*Availability of libraries

Quality of libraries . 11 8 9 10

Availability of cultural opportunities (crafts, music, drama)... 34 28 26 24 I .10
Quality of eultural'opPortuaities .. 29 4' 27 22 20 -9

\
EDUCATION
Quality of elementary and socondary.edOestion ...... Oe
Availability of public kindergarten (megrims .. 2..

It

19 19
14

23

16

25

*

4. 6

Availability of.gpecisi education programs 22 22 24 22,

JO$S
Availability of Job training 4 33 29 25 19

Quality of Sob opportunities " 45 - 41 32 25 -20'

NOUS=
43 35 21 27

f
.46Availability of low income housing.,.

Availability of middle income Housing ... 28 20 16 13 -15
Availability of rental apartments 33 29 20 19 14

SOCIAL SERVICES
Quality of child-welfare services. IC 13 11 10 8

Availability of assiseance.for aged and disabled... )4 30 21 17 17
Availability of food Haul; program 19. 12 8
,Availability of childcore cancer& 28 24 20 IS

7..

4

,
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LAW ENFORCEMENT
Quality of county and city law enforcement 16 17 14 9 -.7
Control of crime and juvenile delinquency 32. 31 . 26 22 -10
Quality of highway patrol 5 5 3 4 *

4 .

RECREATION .. .

Availability of public parks and playgrounds ..' 39 36 30 25 -14
Quality of public parks and playgrounds 36 33 . 25 21 .15
Availability of state parka . 41 38 33 30 -11
Quality of state parks 28 25 18 14 -14
Overall quality of recreational facilities 32 0 3! 20 15 .17

TRANSPORTATION . /

Condition of streets and roads 22 18 13 13 , - 9
Condition of highways 11 . 9 7 8 *
Availability of public transortation 52 54 54 . 56 *

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT .

h 17 12 11 .11Contribution of small business to local economy
.

OP. Contribution of industry to local economy.. 19 14 10 10 , 9
ta)
fl4

'Contribution of agriculture to local economy.. 14 11 12 12

Contribution of forestry to Local economy 22 19 23 24

Contribution of tourism to local economy 4 36 37 3S 29 -7

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
.

.

A Effectiveness of air pollution controls 31 23 23 23 -

Effectiveness of water pollution controls.: 30 23 25 26 *
- .Effectivoness of land-use planning ,.. 27 23 27. 33 4. 6

. Effectiveness of land-use controls (zonitig. building altd health
codes. ate.) .... 23 24 24 30 9 7

0 Efforts, to protect tho natural enviroiment . 25 21 23 28 *

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
Opportunity of citizen participatioh in community decision*
Opportunity for menbersblp incommunity organizations4

30
24.

.
31
19

26
14

22

9
. 8
.15

Community spirit and pride 19 14 13 13 - 6

*This indicates that percentage point range between the categories is less than 15 percent or that no apparent trend is obearVabls. A ( +) iodiootoo
of greater concern to those of higher educational attainment and a (-) indicstes greater concern to those of lower educational ettainmant.

N
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Tabla 7; Percent who percaive the. availability and quality of the following community ervicea as agg according to ago.
. .

W
c

.
Community Dimension

Iter0
Under 10

4

30-39
(608)

40-59
(1141),

'

(20)._

20
35

22
25

30
17

7

6

20
20

7

1.7

23
32

37

20'
26

15

26
13
23

Patcentage
Point Rana.

HEALTH

..

'..

. .44

4'

23
3i

17

27
32
18

i4
12
32
25

14

25
28

.

44

32

18
21

0 16

.30.

14
23

..

.

io
33
16
26
28

i8

10
to
29
26

13

25

-146

26

36

31

18
26. '

11

25
8

21

Pt

2i

33
20
26
30
17

a

27
24

12
19
19

'26

35

'32

19
26

11

25
. 10

23

*
*

*
*

-7'
-6

«12
*

-7
.6

-11

-12

*

*

*

p.

Availability of medical facilitioe
Availability of homily doctors
Availability of dentista
Avaiiability of mentalrhesIth service.
Avaiiability of alcohol &drug rehabilitation *service
Overall quality of medical services and facilitisa

CULTURE
Availability of libraries
Quality of librarici

. Availability of cultural opportunities (crafts, music, drama)
Quayty of cultural opportunities. . . .

EDC
Quaiity of elementary and socondqry oducation
Availability of pubiic kiodergartin programs
Availability of special-education programs,

JOBS
Availability of job training .1
Quality of job opportunities

HOUSING
Availability of low income housing
Availability of middle income'housing ..

Availubility.of rental apartment.

SOCIAL SERVICES
Quality of child-welfare services %
Availability of asaiatancelor:agea and diaiblqd4t."0. %...

. Availability of food stamp program .' A

_Availability of child-care centers .......«*.e- ..

*
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440..

.
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LAO ENFORCEMEN/
411111.

....

0
.004000

20
27

4

36
30
36,
20
30

17
8

52

13
13
13
25
38

22
24
26

19
22

29
19
17

1

14
27

3

34
29
37'

23
24

16
8

58

15

13

Al
18

39

23

23
24

23
22

4% 27
14
15

04

.

4.

t'

Quality of county and cfttflilwinforCemont.
Control of crime and juvenilb.deynque

i

cy ..... ;'..:4...... ..

Quality of higlilmy patrol A4l ....
.

RECREATION 4

Availability of p9blicomorks and pleygro4nds........;
Quality of public parks and playgroun4t... ..

O.
Availsbility of statd parks ar
luality of state parks
Overall quality of'rocreational facilities

:A.TRANSPORTATION
Condition of streets and road! ........
Condition of highways
Availabilityof public transportation ...

.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
Contribution of small busidess to local econcay
Contribution of industry.ro local economy
Contribution of agriculture to local economy
Contribution of forestry to Docal.sconomy... ....
.Contribution of tourism to local economy -

ENVIRDNMENTAL PROTECTION.
Effecttveness of air pollution Controls
Effectiveness of water pollution controls . .

Effectiveness of land`zulle:planninr"' ^044
Effoctiveneis of land-utt.contirOis (roning."0buildlni'and health
codes. etc.) 4
Efforts to protect the :mural environment..... . . .

COMUNITT
Opportuniex participAtion in commun4ty damisions ...
Opportunity for miaditbip in chmmmity'organirations... ..

p%Community spirit and,pride...I.....0 .. ........

*Thiq indicates that percentage point range.beivenn'theocategories 1* lean than
of greater concern to older reapEndents And a (-)4n4iceresgroateC.concarn to

N

/*.

vb
ft%'

4Ja..

PO

4

. ..-.
5 percent or that no apparent

younger respondents.

.

4.4

13

29.

5

32

31
3'6

22

26

16.

's
ss-

16

/3

. 12

21

c 25

27
28

25

25

29
18

' 14

'

12
3 0

3

46
22
34

19
2Z

15
9

48

19

11

12

32

25

24
24

20
21

24
13
9

a

*

-10.-8
*

- g

*
*

+ 6
*

*

-6

*

*

*
*

« 6-8

11"3Vl

s.
0

9

i

t'

trend is obstrvabla. A (4) indicates

.1
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Table a Percent who fiaxceivq. the

CommuniryDimansion
Tams

ayailability and quality of the following cobunity sorvices as posa; according to the sibs of community.
e. .

a.

um& .

Availability of

Availability of
40milobility of
Availability of
Overall quality

CULTURE

medical facilities .

family .doctors
dentists .

liatal-health services
alcohoi.and drug rehabilitation services
of me4tal services and facilities.. 46

Availability of libraries.
Quality of libraries... .....

.
Availability of cultural opportunities (crafts, music, drama)...'

IN:0 Quelityof cultural opportunities; .

ms.1
,

EDUCATION
Quality, of eliskentiTy and iecoadary educatiiin 1

.

Avallability of;IpUblic kiW4brgarteml.progkamb..TN4..v.. .....
,Availability of epfcial'aduCatieblprogramm . «

.

Availability orjob,iraining
Quality of job opportunities

. -,-
.

.

ROUSING - . .

.

.

$

.47.730ility.of lott income housinft
Availability of midale income hauling
Availability of rental apartmenks a

.

:

, CSOCIAL SERVIES
.

,Quality of child»welfere services
Availability of. assistance fbr agedrand disabled...
Availability of'food stamp program
Availability of child-care winters .... t

.

t

.

-1

Farm
1178) .

1

lees than
. 10,000 --

(1002)

Cie;
10,000-
50,000

Larger
City

50,0004.

(676) 'mint
Percentage

Rams,

op

111e 19% 16% 8% -21
41 4t . 29 20 -21
29 27 - 14 6 -21
-12 18 19 14 118
18 41 21 12 -26

27 14 6 -21

12

: 10
13
12

9
6

6

6

-

30 18 21 11 -17

a . . 15 22 10 -18

t4
10 . ID 11 14

19 22 20 22 -

24 29 - 18 17

29 16 21 17 -2;
39 .4/ - 12 22 17

17 45 27 18
24 23 17 9 -13
11 o 40 18 7 -26

11 18 10 7' - 6
29 32 ?3 16 ' -11
11 13 9 10 *

25 11. 19 a -17



a siimmum 6 'ee
alley of county And city law enforcement ..1 '-- 111 18 12 '9 -9
ntrol of crims snd juvInil. delinquency . 11 10 27 26 . 7

Quality of highway patrol 5 4 4 4 *

.
--,

.119114112 ' . ,
Availability of public parks and playgrounds 19 . 45 26 16 '21
goalie)? of public.parke and playground. 15 41 il 11 1-22

Availability of state parks . . IN 41 42 17 25
Quality of seat. park. 26 29 19 . 10 -16'

Worst' quality of recroational facilities
,

29 *14 22 11 -16

TRANSPOkTATION ^

aCondition of streets and p ..ads , 19 .19 14 *
Condition of highway,. A 11 to 6 6 .7
Availability of public transportation ...... . 33. 62 56 0 -15

b., ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ...

CAD
Contribution of small busincss to local.oconomy 18 19 12 ii

.
. 6

Contribution of industry to, local economy 16 17 9 8 - 5
Contribution of agriculture to'local economy 9 12 . 11 , IS + 6 Po$ s
Contribution of forestry tolocat economy 11 22 19 28 +15 ...i

Contribution of tourism to local economy 17 44 17 22 -13

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION . .

.

Effectiveness of aipollueion controls .. 27 10 (;2 ',. 18 9

Effectiveness of water pollution control. .. ..
J

11 28 21 10
Effectiveness of land-uso planning 26 29

1
I ..

.

27 .

Effectiveness of land-wee controls (zoning,building and
health codas, etc.) . 21 23
EffoAs to protect the natural onvironment 24 . 27

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 9. i
Opportunity of citizen participation in community decisions 11 29

Opport4nity for membership in community organizaileas 20 10
awanity spirit and prido . 10 13

I.`

19
dr;10

27 27

15 _ 16'
13 . / 15

,1% ...

+ 6

. *
*

+ 8

*This indicics. that pert neage point range between tha cstegorre. is lets than 51percent of that no apparent 0404 is obearv.61. A ( +)

indicates of grater con t ern to urban areas and a (-) inlpst, of ireater concern to rural area..
.

.
ot

. .
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SAMPLE AND DATA COLLECTION 5

.

During thi Spring of 1975, a state-wide survey was conducted is Borth
Carolina. A mail questionnaire was sent to randomly selected individuals
throughout the State. In order to have a sample proportional to the State's
population and a sample of sufficient size for county comparisons,.two sets
of data were developed.

First a 1/1000 sampl(of the total population-was drawn frig' telephOne
directories for.all counties. For example, Dare County had approximately
7,000 people according to the 1970 censuswhile Guilford County had
approximately 289,000people. Thus, 7.respondents were randomly Sklected
from telephone .lists for Dare County and.289 from telephone lists for,
Guilford County. A stateAent'On the questionnaire requested that the survey
be completed by die head of the hOdsehold. In all,5,082 respondents Were
selected for the state proportional sample. SOme 578 of these respondents
were inaccessible because they'had moved out of State, had moved with no
forwarding address, were deceased, blind, disabled, orupable to be contacted
either by mail ox by follo4-up telephone calls These 378 inaccessible,
respondents were eliminated from the sample. Of the remaining 4,502
potential respondents for the state-wide proportional.sample, 3,,054 returned
usable questionnaires for a response rate of 68 percent. This data set was
used whenever reference was made to the State.

Second, in order to make the information more.meaningful at the county
level, an bversasipling procedure was employed. All counties in the State",
regardless of population size, had a minimum of 150 respOndents drawn from
telephone lilts for each county. For example,.Dare County had 7 respondents
sampled for the state-wide proportional sample plus 141 respondents added in
the oversample to achieve the minimum county sample size of 150. Theie was
no oversample inGuilkord County since the proportional sample exceeded 150.
Thus, the combined state proportional sample and the county oversample
yielded a total sample of 15,548. Because many of these respondents were
inaccessible for'the aforementioned reasons, the total number,of potenti
respondents for the total sample was 13,551.40E. these 13,551 potential
respondents, 8,882 respondents returned usable questionnaires for a response
rate of 66 percent. This data set was used for county:comparisons.

The next page descpbes the number of potential respondedts (150 minus ,

number inaccessible) for each county, the number of usable questionnaires
returned, county response rates, and number which were inctuded in the state
proportional sample. It should be noted that the state proportional sample

twat' given special emphasis in follow -ups. Because of this emphasis, the' .

b state piopprtipnal sample had a slightly higher response rate:

d

5
More detailed presentations are available in. the following articles:

James A. Christenson, "A procedure fore conducting mall 'surveys with the

general public." Journal of the Community Development Society 601)135-
146, 19751 Don A Dillman, James A. Christenson, Edwin Carpenter and Ralph
Brooks, "Increasinrmail questionnaire response: a four state comparison."

1

. American Sociological Review 39 (October): 744-756, 1974. .

.
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$ Table. 13: Response rate for countieb An North Carolina and number of

,
responses used in statewide proportional sample.
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TOTAL 13,551
. 8,882'

66% .

3,054

. *All counties, except the five metropolitan counties,,had '150 'names .drawn
for the sample. However, because some of the respondents were deceased, -

had moved, or were not able to be contacted, they were eiiMinated from the
sample., Potential respondents equal 150 minus deceased, moved, etc.

**Number returned frc a .1/.1000 population sample.
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