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ABSTRACT 

The primary objective of this study is to quantitatively assess the 
urban quality of life (QOL) and to analyze the variations in QOL 
components in the 243 SMSA's in the U.S. 

This study, based on a QOL production model, developed a systematic 
methodology for constructing economic, political, environmental, health 
and education, and social indicators to reflect the overall "health" 
of the nation and its citizens' well-being. These five QOL components 
consist of some 123 factors which were selected to reflect the essential 
physical inputs in the QOL. Primary and secondary statistical data 
for 1970 were collected, reorganized and modified to represent the 123 
QOL factor inputs employed in the model to derive the QOL component 
indexes. 

For analytical purposes, the 243 SMSA's were divided into three popula­
tion groups--65 large SMSA's (with population larger than 500,000); 
83 medium SMSA's (200,000 to 500,000); and 95 small SMSA's (less than 
200,000). The SMSA's in each population group were rated outstanding 
(A), excellent (B), good (C), adequate (D), or substandard (E) separately 
for each component on the basis of their QOL index values relative to 
the respective group means. A static, descriptive analysis of the 
empirical results was performed, and important findings and relevant 
policy implications were delineated. 

There is clearly a need in our transitional society to define and to 
identify the factors that determine and influence our general welfare. 
It is essential, in brief, to construct a mechanism which can help us 
to distinguish better from worse. Social Indicators 1973, published 
by the Office of Management and Budget, analyzed trends in social factors 
at the national level. This study of quality of life in all metropolitan 
areas, along with previous studies for the states, provide for the first 
time a comprehensive, static cross-section analysis at the subnational 
level. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A century ago John Ruskin seriously criticized the political economists 
of his time for their preoccupation with material growth and neglect 
of human values. During the Great Depression, the most influential 
economist of this century, John Maynard Keynes, perceived the problems 
of economic motivation, suggested that some appropriate preparations 
for our destiny and for changes in our value system be made, and that 
the arts of life be encouraged and experimented with, wealth serving 
as a means rather than an end.11 In his book The Affluent Society, 
John K. Galbraith warned us that "In large areas of economic affairs 
the march of events, above all the increase in our wealth and popular 
well-being, has again left the conventional wisdom sadly obsolete.u;/ 
In a recent work on world dynamics, Jay Forreste~ suggests that we 
may just have passed through a golden age, and that our quality of 
life maY, decline from what it was in the 1960's for the next century 
or so.'.l} In 1972, a team of systems analysts at M.t.T. concluded that 
if the present growth trends in world population, industrialization, 
pollution, food production, and resource depletion continue unchanged, 
the limits to growth on this planet will be reached within the next 
century.~/ 

The U.S. society has certainly passed through an industrialization 
era and seems to be in a great transition period toward a postindus­
trial stage. Uncertainty and confusion have rolled across the U.S., 
and a discontent with the quality of life seems to have been growing 

11 See John Maynard Keynes, Essays in Persuasion (London: Macmillan 
and Co., 1933). 

2/ John K. Galbraith, The Affluent Society (Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Co., 1958). 

di Jay Forrester, Urban Dynamics (Cambridge: The M.I.T. Press, 1969) 
~I D. H. Meadows, D. L. Meadows, J. Randers, and W. W. Behrens III, The 

Limits to Growth (New York: Universe Books, 1972). 
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faster than technological know-how and material wealth in this country. 
They have developed as a result of conflicting values: "operative 
values" in the industrial state and the "declared values" important in 
the founding of our nation. While the former is characterized by the 
competitive factor, the division of labor, indefinite economic persua­
sion, the use of the scientific method and technological advances the 
latter is highlighted by concerns with equality, justice, and natural 
rights such as life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. 

In an industrial society, individuals struggle for survival with very 
limited time for leisure; hard work is a virtue, and wealth accumula­
tion becomes the status symbol or the ultimate goal of the hard work. 
The great transition period--which leaves more time for thinking and 
leisure--makes it possible for people to move beyond their basic 
concerns of living to a humanistic concern for what living is all about. 
As John Rockefeller III pointed out in The Second American Revolution, 
the latter concern embodies a desire to create a human-centered society, 
and to harness the forces of economic and technological advancement in 
the service of humanistic values. In other words, people in the 
transitional period may be characterized by a devotion to human welfare, 
and an interest in all human beings • .2/ However, at the beginning of 
this period, people are puzzled about which path to follow as they 
search for a doctrine, set of attitudes, or a way of life centered 
upon human interests or values. The ultimate goal of the search is 
obviously to reach a society such as the Ta-Tong characterized by 
Confucius--a state of enduring wholeness and beauty in which an 
individual may identify himself and contribute his best to other men, 
to society, to nature, and to the land in exchange for a meaningful, 
happy, and satisfactory life. 

In seeking ways to move our society from an industrial state toward a 
humanistic-oriented psychology that seeks to improve the quality of 
life of all Americans, the role of the government as a leader, as well 
as a servant, must be considered. In addition to the necessary duty 
of protecting international status and security and striving for 
economic growth and full employment with stable prices, the Federal 
Government is already beginning to manage social changes: civil rights 
legislation, income redistribution, environmental protection and 
problems involved with urbanization and population growth, etc. State 
and local governments are also increasingly concerned about the social 
problems of organized crime, urban renewal, mass transit, welfare 

i/ John Rockefeller, III, The Second American Revolution (New York: 
Harper and Row, 1973). 
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provisions, community beautification, etc. To be specific, our 
Government is more aware of the change in social values than ever 
before and seeks to solve the problems in order to improve the 
national health and overall social well-being. 

However, a problem is not likely to be solved until it has been per­
ceived and identified as a problem. Although there exist thousands 
of decision makers within the private sector who are able, willing, 
and devoted to the enhancement of our overall quality of life, they 
are not certain about the direction that their philanthropical activi­
ties should take, just as many public decision makers are not always 
sure about the social, economic, political and envirorunental impacts 
of their actions. 

In order to promote the general welfare, there is an urgent need in 
our transitional society to define the general welfare and to identify 
the factors that determine and influence our general welfare. In 
brief, it is essential to construct a mechanism which can distinguish 
better from worse. "For many of the important topics on which social 
c~itics blithely pass judgments, and on which policies are made," 
said Bauer, "there are not yardsticks by which to know if things are 
getting better or worse. 11&./ As it now stands, the United States has 
no comprehensive set of social statistics that reflect our changes in 
values and measure social progress or retrogression.2./ One of the 
most detrimental features of the social sciences to date has been the 
absence of any generally acceptable condensed set either of social 
welfare functions or of social conditions. 

The search for quality of life indicators is an attempt to obtain new 
information that will be useful to evaluate the past, guide the action 
of the present, and plan for the future. The empirical measures of 
various levels of quality of life enjoyed by Americans are aimed at 
the identification of strengths and weaknesses of our national health 
so that decision makers, be they public or private, can be assisted 
as they seek to evaluate, guide, and plan for a better quality of life. 

§/Raymond Bauer (ed.), Social Indi~ators (Cambridge: The M.I.T. 
Press, 1966) p. 20. 

11 See National Goals Research Staff, Report to the President, Wash­
ington, D.C., 1970. 
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The study, The Quality of Life in the U.S •• 1970, at the state level, 
and this study for all metrobolitan areas, represent exploratory 
efforts to meet these needs.-/ 

In the following text, we first review the state of the art of 
research efforts in the field of quality of life measurement. The 
relationship between welfare economics and the quality of life and a 
production model for quality of life are discussed in Chapter III. 
Chapter IV deals with the scope, methodology and data sources of the 
empirical quality of life study for all 243 standard metropolitan 
statistical areas. Empirical findings based primarily on 1970 data and 
policy implication are presented in Chapters V, VI, and VII, respectively, 
for the three groups of SMSA's--large, medium, and small. Finally, a 
summary and suggestions for future research are contained in the last 
chapter. 

§./ Ben-Chieh Liu, Quality of Life in the U.S., 1970 (Kansas City: 
Midwest Research Institute, 1973). 
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CHAPTER II 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDICATORS: 
A REVIEW OF THE STATE OF THE ART 

This chapter presents an extensive review of the quality of life indi­
cator development throughout the world. Discussion will first be on 
the conceptual development and, secondly, the specific models of 
social indicators. The last part of this chapter will focus on the 
general quality of life models. It is hoped that this review will 
provide useful information and guidance for future research in the 
field. 

CONCEf'l'UAL DEVELOPMENT 

Over the last decade, an era that does not coincide particularly with 
any specific political administration, this nation has witnessed an 
erosion of the consensus about our socioeconomic system. It has been 
a period in which real incomes grew unusually rapidly, yet the dissat­
isfaction with our social order and system was both overwhelming and 
unprecedented. Is economic growth really associated with' some subtle 
forces which reduce social well-being in some dimensions, just as they 
improve it in others? Do the obvious manifestations of discontent in 
a rapid income-growing and highly affluent society simply misrepresent 
a general increase in contentment, or are there some people who have 
been made worse off as a consequence of economic growth? Why should 
new technology and a high rate of income growth fail to diminish social 
pathology and improve the overall quality of life? 

Economic growth requires capital accumulation, technological change, 
and improvement in human skills. In modern times, it also often 
requires changes in institutional structure and resource location.!/ 
As a result~ generally desirable economic growth may frequently be 
associated with undesirable social and environmental costs. 

ll For a variety of discussions on economic growth or no growth society, 
see Daedalus, Journal of the Amert,..e..;m Academy of Arts and Sciences 
(Fall, 1973). 
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Economic growth, no matter how measured or in which sector, tends to 
increase the production of unwanted by-products--urban traffic conges­
tion and time spent on the roads; air, water and other types of pol­
lution; social disorder and tension; housing problems and unequal dis­
tribution of incomes; loosening of family ties and friendships, etc. 
When the costs of the by-products become greater than the economic 
gains, societal discontent becomes unavoidable and the overall 
quality of life degraded for most of the people.1/ 

The effects of economic growth on our overall welfare or on the quality 
of life are inextricably intertwined, but arguments for and against 
economic growth are largely subjective. As concern over the quality 
of the environment and social welfare mounts, the conventional 
measure of well-being, GNP, which has served for decades as a means of 
establishing goals and measuring achievement of the goals at the 
policy-making level, has been criticized--on the one hand--because it 
is not an appropriate index of welfare, and--on the other--because it 
does not include the important values of increased leisure, the 
services of housewives, the hidden rent, farmer's consumption of 
their own products, etc. Goverrunenta, like private researchers, have 
become more concerned with improving both the economic and social 
performance of society. Beyond providing for employment and price 
stability, law and order, and national defense, governments are recog­
nizing that they must involve themselves with a wide variety of social 
conditions which affect our quality of life such as the health of the 
population; equal opportunity among individuals; the eradication of 
poverty and discrimination; more security for the aged; more equal 
distribution of incomes; urban housing; transportation; and pollution 
problems, etc .1./ 

The quality of life concept or the social indicator movement has been 
a response to these needs for information on social conditions related 

11 Most notable arguments of these can be found in D. H. and D. L. 
Meadows, J. Randers and W. W. Behrens III, The Limits to Growth 
(New York: Universe Books, 1972); E. J. Mishan, The Costs of 
Economic Growth (New York, 1967). 

21 For instance, see R. Cole, Errors in Provisional Estimates of Gross 
National Product (New York: National Bureau of Economic Research, 
1969); N. Ruggles and R. Ruggles, The Design of Economic Accounts 
(New York, 1970); W. Nordhaus and J. Tobin, "Is Growth Obsolete," 
in Economic Growth, SOth Anniversary Colloquium V (New York); and 
a section on "Social Indicators and a Framework for Social and 
Economic Accounts," 1974 Proceedings of the Social Statistics 
Section, American Statistical Association. 
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to a variety of dimensions of the national welfare beyond such economic 
measures as real income per capita. This movement is generally said 
to have begun in 1929, with President Hoover's Committee on Social 
Trends. That Committee's report, Recent Social Trends in the United 
States (1933), was an attempt to analyze social factors likely to have 
a bearing on public policy in the second third of the century. 
However, very little progress was made in regular social reporting 
until 1960. A variety of national goals on the social front were set 
up by President Eisenhower's Commission on National Goals in 1960. 
In 1962, the Social Science Advisory Committee (to President Kennedy) 
urged the establishment of a systematic collection of basic behavioral 
data for the U.S. The National Commission on Technology Automation 
and Economic Progress, in 1966, called for social accounting, annual 
social reports to the President, and a full opportunity and social 
accounting act.!±/ 

Methodological development of social indicators and interest in the 
quality of life concept development grew remarkably during the later 
years of the 1960's. Following the studies on social indicators by 
Bauer (1966), and Sheldon and Moore (1968), Wilbur Cohen, Secretary of 
HEW, proposed in 1968, establishment of a Council of Social Advisors 
to analyze the quality of life in the u.s.il The President's Connnission 
on Federal Stati.stics also accepted the challenge to improve the 
quality of federal statistics in the 1970's, and new developments in 
labor statistics, such as employment safety and working conditions, 
are already underway at the Bureau of Labor Statistics.~/ The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) also made an effort to improve 
the tools available to decision makers who are necessarily involved in 
the quality of life production and delivery systems. A large-scale 

~/ See the Report of the President's Commission on National Goals, 
Goals for Americans (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 
1960), and for further information see Environmental Protection 
Agency, The Quality of Life Concept (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1973), pp. 1-10. 

2_/ See Raymond B. Bauer (ed.) Social Indicators (Cambridge: M.I.T. 
Press, 1966), and Eleanor Sheldon and Wilbert Moore, Indicators 
of Social Change: Concepts and Measurements (New York: Russell 
Sage Foundation, 1968), and Wilbur Cohn, Toward a Social Report 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969) and 
The Quality of Life and Social Indicators (New York~ National 
Bureau of Economic Research, 1972). 

&_I See W. Moore and S. Maxine, "New Development in Labor Statistics," 
Monthly Labor Review (March 1972), pp. 3-13. 
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symposium on the subject, "The Quality of Life Concept--A Potential 
New Tool for Decision Makers," was sponsored by. EPA in 1972, which set 
another significant milesto?e for quality of life research and the 
social indicator movement.2 Two years later, the Office of Manage­
ment and Budget published Social Indicators, 1973, a book of statistics 
selected and organized to describe social conditions and trends in 
the U.S. and the first of its kind to be published by the Federal 
Government.~/ Studies such as this present study have been recently 
supported by federal funds. 

Although it is generally understood that the need for quality of life or 
other social indicators is urgent because they are essential to assessment 
of many aspects of social progress and social accounting, and are useful 
for national goal setting, project planning, priority ranking, program 
manipulation, and performance evaluation, there is no consensus as to what 
the quality of life is all about, and how the quality of life or other 
social indicators should be defined, for whom, and in what manner they 
should be constructed. This failure to reach a consensus can be sub­
stantially attributed to the absence of a commonly accepted social wel­
fare function or value system. 

The U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, in Toward A 
Social Report, defines social indicators as follows: 

A social indicator--may be defined to be a statistic of direct 
normative interest which facilitates concise, comprehensive 
and balanced judgments about the condition of major aspects 
of a society. It is in all cases a direct measure of welfare 
and is s··bject to the interpretation that, if it changes in 
the "right" direction, while other things remain equal 
things have gotten better or people are "better off. 112.} 

The key concepts here are "normative interest" which implies that 
social indicators must be those with which the majority of o~r people 
are directly concerned; their changes can normally be properly inter­
preted. Perloff notes that indicators are "normally used to describe 
the condition of a single element, factor, or the like, which is part 

11 

~I 

2.1 

The results of the symposium were published in Environmental Pro­
tection Agency, The Quality of Life Concept (Washington, D.C.: 
The Government Printing Office, 1973). 

Daniel B. Tunstall, Social Indicators, 1973 (Washington, D.C.: 
Office of Management and Budget, 1974). 

U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Toward a Social 
Report (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office 1969) 
P • 97 • I I 
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of a complex, interrelated system." Sheldon and Freedman state that 
"social indicators are time series that allow comparisons over an 
extended period which permit one to Brasp long-term trends as well as 
unusually sharp fluctuation rates. 111-/ The emphasis is thus changing 
from the normative interest to positive, time series observation, 
and predictions. 

Land states that social indicators should be the constituent parts of 
some social model or theory about how society operates. Olson views 
them as part of a coherent system of socioeconomic measurement which 
can facilitate comprehensive and balanced judgment about the condition 
of major aspects of a society. Sawhill describes social indicators 
as quantitative measures of social conditions designed to guide choices 
at several levels of decision making. According to Smith, their 
compilation and use should be related to public goals. For these 
definitions social indicators are considered as strategical variables 
included in a model which enables decision makers to m7ke efficient 
and effective policies concerning social well-being.

11 

"Quality of Life" is a new name for the older terms "general welfare" 
or "social well-being." The preamble to the U.S. Constitution includes 
as one statement of purpose, "to promote the general welfare." The 
National Environmental Policy Act mandates the Federal Government to 

!]/ Harvey Perloff, "A Framework for Dealing with Urban Environment: 
Introductory Statement," in Harvey Perloff (ed.), The Quality 
of the Urban Environment (Washington, D.C.: Resources for the 
Future, Inc., 1969); Eleanor Sheldon and Howard Freedman, "Notes 
on Social Indicators: Promises and Potential," Policy Sc ie.nces 
1 (1970)' p. 97. 

11/ See Kenneth C. Land, "Social Indicators," in R. B. Smith (ed.) 
Social Science Methods (New York: The Free Press, 1970); and 
"On the Definition of Social Indicators, 11 American Sociology 
(November 1971), pp. 322-325; M. Olson, "Social Indicators and 
Social Accounts, 11 Socioeconomic Planning Sciences, 1_ (1969), 
PP• 335-346; I. V. Sawhill, "The Role of Social Indicators and 
Social Reporting in Public Expenditure Decisions," in The Analysis 
and Evaluation of Public Expenditures: The System, papers sub­
mitted to the Joint Economic Committee of the U.S. Congress 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1969); 
and David Smith, The Geography of Social Well-Being in the U.S. 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 54. 

9 



take action " ••• in protecting and enhancing the quality of the Nation's 
environment to sustain and enrich human life." Most people approach 
quality of life with widely preconceived definitions which vary sub­
stantially with respect to time, place, and the individual. In the 
study, Pattern of Human Concerns, for example, Cantril found that most 
u.s. people in 1959 were first concerned about their own health and 
a decent standard of living; concerns about children, housing, happy 
family, and family health surpass other categories. With respect to 
the concerns people had for this country, almost one-half of the 
respondents wanted peace. Next to that were an improved standard of 
living (14 percent), employment (13 percent), economic stability 
(12 percent), and international cooperation (12 percent). Although 
a similar, personal preference picture of individual concerns was 
revealed in West Germany in 1957, the general categories of hopes for 
the nation were substantially different. That country's reunification 
ranked as first priority (44 percent), peace and economic stability 
stood high (37 percent and 24 percent, respectively), and next came 
standards of living and employment. 12/ 

In contrast, the national problems in the U.S. of greatest concern in 
1973 were significantly different in nature and magnitude from those 
in 1959. Newsweek reported that inflation (64 percent) and lack of 
integrity in government (43 percent) became the most urgent concerns 
in the country in 1973. Next on the list were crime, welfare, federal 
spending, taxes, pollution, overpopulation, and energy shortage--each 
of them had more than 10 percent of the votes. 13/ A recent survey 
revealed that although many Germans are puzzled by the expression, 
"Quality of Life," the majority of them still relate it to issues such 
as an improved standard of living, a pleasant, secure life, a YZ1J8nd 
for environmental protection, and some satisfactory love life.~ 

There are as many quality of life definitions as there are people. 
The following may serve as a sample of the variety. While Perloff 
considers quality of life as elements or accounts of comprehensive 
systems of data characterized by a balance between inputs and outputs 
or inflows and outflows, or providing the value of the total stock of 
various times in a total system, Whitman developed a complex quality 

12/ See Hadley Cantril, The Pattern of Human Concerns (New Jersey: 
Rutgers University Press, 1965). 

13/ See "What America Thinks of Itself," Newsweek (December 10, 1973). 
14/ See U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, International 

Information Series, z_p (February 5, 1974), p. 6. 
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of life system--an environmental evaluation system, which is said to 
be replicable, analytical, and comprehensive, broad enough to include 
all relevant types of environmental measurements and indicators as 
determined through an interdisciplinary perspective. Hornback and 
Shaw define "Quality of Life" as a function of the objective conditions 
appropriate to a selected population and the subjective attitude toward 
those conditions held by persons in that population. Dalkey and Rourke 
think that by "Quality of Life" is meant a person's sense of well­
being, his satisfaction or dissatisfaction with life, or happiness 
or unhappiness. Christakis and Terleckyz approach the quality of life 
definition through social goals and policy formulation, and they 
specify and examine a multidimensional entity of many 5uality of life 
components between the desired and the actual levels • .!_/ 

Wingo and Liu, in a microeconomic framework 1 suggest that quality of 
life may be reflected jointly in two dimensions: (1) the income or 
wealth which represents command over physical resources and is trans­
ferable, and (2) the psychological inputs which are personal, non­
transferable, and related to the intensity of private, subjective 
gratifications. However, while Wingo employs .a utility maximization 
concept, Liu employs an individual production approach in which each 
individual is supposed to optimize his own level of quality of life.16/ 

15/ Harvey Perloff, ..22.! ~;Ira Whitman et al., Design of an Envi­
ronmental Evaluation System (Columbus, Ohio: Battelle Columbus 
Laboratories, June 1971); Kenneth Hornback and Robert Shaw, Jr., 
"Toward a Quantitative Measure of the Quality of Life" in 
Environmental Protection Agency, The Quality of Life'Concept, 
££• £!!..·, Norman Dalkey and Daniel Rourke, "The Delphi Procedure 
and Rating Quality of Life Factors," in Experimental Assessment 
of Delphi Procedures with Group Value Judgments (California: 
Rand Corporation, 1971); Alexander Christakis, "Limits of Systems 
Analysis of Economic and Social Development Planning," Existics 
!Q.Q. (July 1972); and Nestor Terleckyz, ''Measuring Progress 
Towards Social Goals: Some Possibilities at National and Local 
Levels, 11 Management Science (Volume 16, Number 12, August 1970). 

16/ Lowdon Wingo, "The Quality of Life: Toward a Microeconomic 
Definition," Urban Studies (October 1973); and Ben-Chieh Liu, 
"Variations in the Quality of Life in the U.S. by State, 1970, 11 

Review of Social Economy (Volume XXXII, Number 2, October 1974) 
and "Quality of Life: Concept, Measure and Results," The Ameri­
can Journal of Economics and Sociology (Volume 34, Number 1, 
January 1975). 
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The quality of life concept has become a focal point of converging 
social, economic, political, and environmental considerations. Serious 
attempts are being made to develop the concept into a useful tool for 
decision makers in the public and private sectors. Although the con­
cept of quality of life can be described in various forms, depending 
upon one's perspective, location, and time, it is no doubt a multi­
dimensional interdisciplinary subject. The overall development of the 
quality of life concept may be generally summarized in the following 
models: 

1. Precise definitions of what constitutes quality of life, e.g., 
happiness, satisfaction, wealth, life style, etc. 

2. Definition through the employment of a specific type of subjective 
or objective social indicator, e.g., GNP, NEW, health or welfare indi­
cator, educational indicator, environmental, etc. 

3. Indirect definition by specification of variables or factors 
affecting the quality of life, e.g., a group of social, economic, po­
litical, and environmental indicators represented by different types 
of composite indexes. 

In this study, quality of life is defined as the output of a certain 
production function of two different but often interdependent input 
categories--physical inputs which are objectively measurable and trans­
ferable, and the psychological inputs which are subjectively, ordinally 
differentiable but usually not interpersonally comparable. The basic 
assumption under this approach is that every rational individual always 
attempts to optimize the level of his life-quality subject to his 
capability constants in a given time and at a given place. To partially 
quantify quality of life, the aggregate over time, it is necessary and 
feasible at the present stage to measure the changes in the physical 
inputs over that peTiod of time through some commonly agreed-on.indexes. 

SPECIFIC MODELS OF SOCIAL INDICATORS 

Social indicators have been modeled by a number of major disciplines, 
including economics, sociology, psychology, political science, and 
environmental sciences. Each discipline has its own understanding of 
how values and ideas should be defined and quantified. As a result, 
the social indicator models cover a wide spectrum. A thorougn review 
of these models becomes an endless task. Nevertheless, an understanding 
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of these various value perspectives will enable us to identify the 
critical concerns regarding quality of life assessment. 

Economic Models 

From an economic perspective, since the ages of Copernicus and Descartes, 
people's thoughts in the Western Hemisphere have been directed at a 
mechanical universe which can be experienced and measured scientifically. 
The 19th century economists, w. S. Jevons, Leon Walras, and Alfred 
Marshall, building theories based onthese concepts developed the 
economic principle of the greatest good for the greatest number by 
assuming that interpersonal utility is measurable. Individuals were 
considered to possess cardinal utility, and it was assumed that human 
nature is more complex than any simple summation of happiness and 
dissatisfaction or pleasures and pains. Although later economists in 
the ordinal utility school deserted the assumption that interpersonal 
utility is comparable, they still require that a rational individual's 
preferences be consistent and transitive, i.e., the more you have and 
the higher you move to the right and on to another indifference curve, 
the better. Consequently, economic growth in GNP or real income per 
capita has been a dominating policy goal with near universal support 
for the past 4 decades. In fact, Simon Kuznets, developer of the GNP 
measure or the national income accounting system which sums the earnings 
of the labor and property which are used to produce final goods and 
services for a given periodl won the Nobel Prize in economics.lZ./ 

The concept of economic indicators as instruments for predicting economic 
fluctuations in the short run and for controlling business cycles in the 
long run was nurtured by the Depression. Methodologically, normative 
models probably have been partially replaced by the positive approach 
in that concerns with social goals have been distinguished from purely 
scientific predictions. The stress of positive economics has been on 
technical analysis such as econometric simultaneous equation models, 
input-output studies, linear (or mathematical) progranuning, game theory 
and operation research (or simulation).18/ Even the recently developed 

17/ For his studies, see Simon Kuznets, National Product Since 1869 
(New York: National Bureau of Economic Research, 1946); "Pro­
duction of Capital Formation to National Product, 11 American 
Economic Review, Volume 42 (May 1952), pp. 507-526. 

];!/ lncidently, Wisely Leontief, the inventor of input-output model, 
also won a Nobel Prize in Economics a couple of years ago. 
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Measure of :Economic Welfare (MEW) by Nordhaus and Tobin, which attempts 
explicitly to take into account in the GNP measure the hitherto overlooked 
values of goods and services not traded on the market, such as leisure, 
and to exclude intermediate market traded items such as defense expendi­
tures, still leaves the knotty problems of human action and behavior 
largely untouched. 

Economic indicators have been the traditional principal measures of 
overall national prosperity and social well-being. Not until recently 
did the risks of economic growth and the social costs associated with 
such growth call sufficient attention to the need for reexamination of 
national goal setting and policy making.l9/ There are likely to be 
important changes in the existing national income accounting measures 
that will move the national income accounting series closer to a com­
plete welfare measure. However, it seems ill-advised to change the 
national product measurement of GNP to a comprehensive social welfare 
measure. Efforts to do so, according to Denison, can only impair the 
usefulness of GNP or other economic measures of both long- and short­
term economic analysis they now very well serve. 20/ 

Psychological Models 

In the attempt to construct social indicators, psychologists usually 
approach them from a personal or individual perspective. Sir Isaiah 
Berlin observed that there are deep differences in the way in which 
people approach life. One approaches a problem in an integrative 
manner, trying to bring everything into a single, universal organizing 
principle that gives unity to the manifest diversities of life; another 
may pursue disparate problems with little concern for how they are re­
lated and fit into a larger framework. According to Norman Bradbum, 
the former group may be the pure theorists, and the latter, empiricists. 
The split in the field of mental health between the two groups, as 
pointed out by Bradbum, "has resulted in theories that dangerously 
approach explaining everything, and thus explaining nothing, or in 
disparate empirical findings that do not add up to anything. 11 21/ 

:Ml.I 

&I 

For interested readers, the controversial i ssues on growth are 
presented in Daedalus, Journal of the American Academy of Arts 
and Sciences (Fall 1973). 

See Edward Denison, "Welfare Measurement and the GNP 11 i s 
f C 

, n urvey 
o urrent Business (January 1971). 

See Norman Bradbum, The Structure of Psychological Well-Being 
(Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company), preface. 
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In a new theory of behavior, H. J. Campbell shows that human thinking 
and behaving, human personality~ and the human system of value may be 
marked by five d.ifferent classes when we search for pleasure or happi­
ness, i.e., classes of the subhuman behavior, of the search for mul­
tiple pleasures2 of the thinkers, of the human institutions and of the 
hwnan destiny.1-.I When measuring the quality of life or social health, 
it is, therefore, essential to clearly identify the classes and indi­
viduals for whom the indicators are developed. Angus Campbell and 
Philip Conversee discuss quality of life from the standpoint of per­
sonal experience, i.e., aspiration, satisfaction, disappointment, and 
frustration. They assume that satisfaction or frustration are ex­
periences that most people can report with reasonable validity. 23/ 

Abraham Maslow approaches the perspective of individual needs and values 
with five levels of "needs hierarchy." They are, in ascending order, 
physiological (or survival); safety; belongingness and love; esteem; 
and self-actualization. According to Maslow, there will be no more 
development after one has arrived at the level of "self-actualization." 
A recent theory developed by Graves, Huntley, and Bier describes the 
eight-level open-ended indicators which not only explain that current 
social turmoil is due to the transition process of moving from one 
"need" to another, but can be applied to both individuals and organi­
zations as well. A person's or organization's level of satisfaction 
can be discovered through the use of empirical survey. 24/ In 
Sources of Satisfaction, Penelope and Maynard Shelly stressed that a 
realistic study of the sources of man's satisfaction cannot ignore the 
changes that are taking place during this great transition, and found 
that the evolution of satisfaction shows progressive chan~es in three 
components: genetic, personal, and social. 25/ The theoretical modeling 
in the psychological field, thus, covers not only static and individual 
well-being, but also dynamic, societal, and institutional elements. 

22/ H. J. Campbell, The Pleasure Areas (New York: Delacorte Press, 1973). 
23/ Angus CamP.bell and Philip Conversee, The Human Meaning of Social 

Change (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1972). 
24/ Abraham Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New York: Harper and 

Row, 1970); and Clare Graves, W. Huntley and Douglas Bier, 
"Personality Structure and Perceptual Readings: An Investiga­
tion of Their Relationship to Hypothesized Levels of Human 
Existence," mimeographed paper, 1965. 

25/ Penelope and Maynard Shelly, Sources of Satisfaction (Lawrence, 
Kansas: The Key Press, 1973). 

15 



Empirical studies on the subject are numerous. Scott utilized a three­
dimensional interdependent model of the self, the other, and the commu­
nity to measure happiness among children, high school stude~~,, univer­
sity students, and normal adults for a given point in time.~ 

In the attempt to discover from the point of view of the individual 
participants in social and national life just what the dimensions and 
qualities of this reality world were, Cantril investigated the pattern 
of human concerns among countries, including indicators covering a 
broad spectrum ranging from individual and family health, iob oppor­
tunity, and safety, to government and international peace.'11./ In 
measuring work satisfaction, Herzberg, Mansner, and Snyderman noted 
the existence of two groups of factors: satisfiers and dissatisfiers. 
Both played an important role in the work satisfaction level deter­
mination. 28/ Following them, Bradbum postulates a conceptual scheme 
that describes psychological well-being as a function of two inde­
pendent dimensions--positive and negative effects--each of which is 
related to well-being by an independent set of variables. When he 
translated those concepts into operational measures and collected 
systematic data for social, economic ~nd demographic variables included 
in his model, he found not only that the two types of positive and 
negative factors are independent of one another, but also that "the 
more one has, the more one gets." To those who have attributes that 
go with positions higher in social structure, such as higher educa­
tion and income, also go the psychic rewards of greater happiness. 291 

In summary, psychological indicators are mostly subjective in nature, 
and the scope of their measurement is still focused on personal or 
individual well-being. The empirical work in this field can be con­
sidered a part of, but far from complete, measurement of overall social 
well-being. 

26/ Edward Scott, An Arena for Happiness (Springfield, Illinois: 
Charles C. Thomas, 1971). 

27/ See Hadley Cantril, The Patterns of Human Concerns (New Brunswick, 
New Jersey: The Rutgers University Press, 1965). 

28/ F. Herzberg, B. Mansner and B. Snyderman, The Motivation to Work 
(New York: Wiley, 1959). 

29/ See Norman Bradburn, 21?.: cit., p. 226. 
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Environmental Models 

In the last few generations, mankind's propensity to change the envi­
ronment has accelerated. The power to use and adapt environment has 
become concomitantly the power to destroy it abruptly. We have been 
guided by the economic dogma that the common good emerges from the 
competitive struggle of private interests. The public interest has 
been neither expressed nor clarified and agreed upon. The national 
wealth of human and nonhuman resources, as observed by ecologists, has 
been converted into final products for consumption at a time when en­
vironmental conditions may have become so degraded as to render 
extravagant consumption wasteful and environmental problems incurable. 
As a result, The National Environmental Policy Act was enacted, and 
the Council on Environmental Quality was authorized to promote the 
development of indexes and monitory systems to determine the effec­
tiveness of programs for protecting and enhancing environmental 
quality to sustain and enrich human life. A large number of environ­
mental impact statements for highway construction and resource develop­
ment projects have been produced. 

Instruction and model specifications in measuring environmental quality 
and impacts were given in the interim guidelines for implementing NEPA 
in April 1970, by the Council on Environmental Quality. Subsequently, 
the U.S. Department of Transportation and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers also issued guidelines for the preparation of environmental 
impact statements which include analyses of social and economic indi­
cators in addition to the environmental indicators of poss~ble project 
impacts. Various impacts under conditions with and without the project, 
plus differences among alternative projects, are required to be studied 
prior to the construction. Wolf and others have studied these environ­
mental impacts in detail.30/ 

One of the attempts to systematically relate project actions to envi­
ronmental condition changes can be found in the U.S. Geological Survey 

30/ See C. P. Wolf, "Social Impact Assessment: The State of the Art," 
(Fort Belvoir, Virginia: Institute for Water Resources, U.S. 
Army Corps, 1974); and John Kessler, "The Federal Highway Ad­
ministration," and Donald Lawyer, "The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers," in Robert Ditton and Thomas Goodale (eds.), Envi­
~onmental Impact Analysis: Philosophy and Methods (Madison, 
Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Sea Grant Publication, 1972). 
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Circular 645 by Leopold and others, and in the "Information System for 
Environmental Planning" by Lyle and VOr'l Wodtke. They employed a matrix to 
show the relation of a project's action activities to a listing of en/iron­
mental conditions that might be affected by the action activities. 31 

This simple matrix model depicts the network of interrelationship 
between an action and its consequent environmental effects. 

The National Wildlife Federation has constructed Environmental Quality 
Indexes since 1969. These indexes represent efforts designed to pro­
vide the concerned citizen with a comprehensive review of published 
information on factors affecting environmental quality. The principal 
variables considered in the model are soil, air, water, living space, 
minerals, wildlife and timber. Furthermore, the Environmental Protec­
tion Agency has been generating a variety of air, water and solid waste, 
and other environmental pollution indicators in the U.S., and the 
Federal Department of the Environment in Canada ha? also developed a 
National Environmental Quality Index for Canada. 32 In a description 
of an environmental evaluation system, Whitman and his associates 
simplify the environment into a relatively small number of measure­
ments and indicators that can be used to determine the project's impact 
upon the environment. In the model, total environmental impacts are 
evaluated through four levels of generality, namely, environmental 
categories--ecology, pollution, aesthetics, and human interest; com­
ponents within each category; and parameters and measurements within 
each component.33/ Thomas proposes to identify and classify the 
problems of environmental control for an animal farm on the basis of a 
mathematical structure and the type of utility or disutility pertaining 

31/ Luna Leopold, Danke Frank, Bruce Hanshaw and James Balsley, ~ 
Procedure for Evaluating Environmental Impact (U.S. Department 
of the Interior, Geological Survey Circular 645, 1971); John 
Lyle and Mark von Wodtke, "In format ion System for Environmental 
Planning," in Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 
Volume 40, Number 6 (November 1974), pp. 394-413. 

32/ Thomas Kimball, "Why Environmental Quality Indices," in Environ­
mental Protection Agency, The Quality of Life Concept (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973); H. Inhaber, "Environ­
mental Quality: Outline for a National Index for Canada, 11 

Science, Volume 186, Number 4166 (29 November 1974), pp. 798-804. 
33/ Ira Whitman et al., "A Description of An Environmental Evaluation 

System," in EPA, .2E.!_ cit. 
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to people, such as longevity, health, safety, aesthetics, etc.34/ 
Lave and Seskin employed a multiple regression model to study air 
pollution impacts on human health with varying pollution indicators 
among metropolitan areas, while Leontief analyzed the environmental 
repercussions and the economic structure with an input-output model.35/ 

Taking into consideration the mental images that men have of geographic 
space, Gould tried to model and map psychological preferences onto 
the geographic locations. Sonnenfeld, in another endeavor, attempted 
to measure and account for variations in man's sensitivity to the 
environment among cultural groups.36/ 

Environmental models, in short, represent specific interests in natural 
environments. Although they differ from economic and psychological 
models in the specification of variables included, the methodology for 
constructing component indicators is similar among these different 
economic, psychological, and environmental models. Just as psychologi­
cal well-being cannot represent the overall national health, environ­
mental quality cannot fully reflect our life quality either. 

Political Models 

Following Easton, the subjective political orientations may be directed 
toward three distinctive levels of the political system: the government, 
the regime, and the political community.~/ Each level may be regarded 
as an object of orientation for elements of the political culture. 
In a system form, Patterson developed a somewhat open-ended, multi­
faceted, sensitizing, political culture model to study the cQmponents 

34/ Harold Thomas, Jr., "The Animal Farm: A Mathematical Model for 
the Discussion of Social Standards for Control of the Environ­
ment," Quarterly Journal Economics (February 1963). 

35/ Lester Lave and Eugene Seskin, "Air Pollution and Human Health," 
Science, Volume 169 (August 21, 1970); Wassily Leontief, "Envi­
ronmental Repercussions and the Economic Structure: An Input­
Output Approach," The Review of Economics and Statistics, Volume 
52, Number 3 (August 1970). 

36/ See Peter Gould, "On Mental Maps," and Joseph Sonnenfeld "Environ­
mental Perception and Adaptation Level in the Arctic," in David 
Lowenthal (ed.), Environmental Perception and Behavior (Chicago: 
Chicago University, Department of Geography, 1967). 

37/ See David Easton, A System Analysis of Political Life (New York, 
1965). 
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of state political cultures which are often considered as determinants 
of policy processes and outputs. In the model, he considered three 
elements of political culture: empirical beliefs, expressive symbols, 
and Jtt}ues for the evaluation of political efficiency, citizen duty, 
etc.-

One of the most interesting works in the political models may be the 
Legislative Evaluation Study conducted by the Citizens Conference on 
State Legislatures (CCSL). The major task~ of the study are to 
develop specific criteria for the evaluation of the technical capa­
bilities of the state legislatures and to collect data and, subse­
quently, rank state legislatures according to the specific criteria 
selected in the study. The primary objectives of the study are: 

* To focus the attention and concerns of members of the public and 
legislators on lllClny of the significant disabilities which limit 
the effective performance of some state legislatures; 

* To furnish diagnostic indicators of particular deficiencies in 
particular states, and thus to give guidance to legislative efforts 
toward legislative improvement; 

* To provide benchmark documentation as a yardstick for measuring prog­
ress over time in improving legislative capability.39/ 

Five major strategic components are included in the model to evaluate 
the effectiveness of state legislatures: 

* Functionalit~--including variables related to staff and facilities, 
structural characteristics related to manageability, organization 
and procedures, to expedite the flow of work and time allocation 
and utilization, etc. 

* Accountability--including factors affecting the comprehensibility 
in principle, public accessibility to the adequate information, and 
internal accountability, etc. 

-:J!/ See Samuel Patterson, "The Political Cultures of the American 
States, n Journal of Politics, Volume 30, Number 1 (February 1968), 
pp. 187-209. 

J!if The Citizens.Conference on State Legislature, State Legislatures: 
An Evaluation of Their Effectiveness (New York: Prager Publishers, 
1971)' p. 3. 
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* Information-handling capability--including activities of standing 
conunittees, interim process, fiscal review and professional staffing, 
etc. 

* lndependence--including requirements of independence of the legisla­
tive autonomy, of the executive branch and its operation, plus that of 
interest groups, etc. 

* Representativeness--including criteria of member and constitutents 
identification, diversity, and effectiveness of the members, etc. 

The study collected data and statistics reflecting on each of the com­
ponent variables by questionnaires mailed to legislators and legislative 
staff members in all 50 states. The 50 states were then ranked 
according to their indexes of effectiveness. Detailed reconnnendations 
for each state based on its weakness and strength were finally 
discussed and presented. 

Francis developed some centralization indexes for state legislatures 
based on responses from a 1963 sample of 838 state legislators rep­
resenting each house in all 50 states. Legislators were asked where 
they thought the most significant decisions were made in their legis­
lature. Schlesinger employed tenure potential, appointive, budgetary 
and veto powers to measure the governor's formal powers. Grumm selected 
five variables in the model of legislative professionalism: 

* Compensation of legislators (1964 to 1965); 

* Total length of sessions during the 1963-64 biennium; 

* Expenditures for legislative services and operations during the same 
biennium; 

* Number of bills introduced in the 1963-64 session; and 

* A legal services score. 

Lockard constructed a party integration index to evaluate the output of 
the competitiveness and cohesion in state legislatures; Ranney, basing 
his work on average percentage figures for popular vote won by Demo­
cratic gubernatorial candidates, for percent of seats held by Democrats 
in state houses and senate, and for percent of all terms of governor, 
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house, and senate in which Democrats control, developed some political 
40/ partisanship indexes.~ 

All those studies cited above have been utilized as references and 
basic data sources in the CCSL model. Each of them defined a specific 
element in the political arena and then constructed a model to quantify 
the outputs and performance or effectiveness of the legislative actions 

or activities. 

For criminal justice, the National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals set up a system in which criminal justice 
information systems were proposed. It recommends that each state 
create an organizational structure to prepare a master plan for the 
development of an integrated network of criminal justice information 
systems and to provide identical and consistent data for analytical 
purposes. The model includes systems for policy, courts and correc­
tions, among others. In cross-sectional models, the Advisory Commis­
sion on Intergovernmental Relations has, for many years~ made regular 
comparisons between revenues and expenditures among states and cities, 
and the Urban Institute has also launched programs to measure the 
effectiveness of government services.41/ 

For governments, two types of models are conventionally used to reach 
public decision: normative versus positive. !he normative approach 

40/ 

41/ 

See Wayne Francis, Legislative Issues in the Fifty States (Chicago: 
Rand McNally, 1967); Joseph Schlesinger, "The Politics of the 
Executive," in Politics in the American States, H. Jacob and 
K. Vines (eds.), (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1965); 
John Grumm, "Structural Determinants of Legislative Output," 
Legislatures in Developmental Perspective, A. Kronberg and L. 
Musolf (eds.) (Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press, 
1970); Duane Lockard, "State Party Systems and Policy Output," 
in Political Research and Political Theory, Oliver Garceau (ed.), 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968); and Austin Ranney 
"Parties in State Politics,"££..: cit., H. Jacob and K. Vines (eds.). 

For example, see National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, A National Strategy to Reduce Crime (Wash­
ington, D.C., January 1973); Advisory Commission on Intergovern­
mental Relation, City Financial Emergencies (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1973); and Urban Institute and 
International City Management Association, Measuring the Ef fec­
tiveness of Basic Municipal Sciences (Washington, D.C.: The 
Urban Institute, 1974). 
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accepts well-defined objectives for governmental undertakings, and 
selects specific policies and actions for achieving them. The positive 
approach accepts the facts of reality and attempts to provide insight 
into what will happen under given circumstances. 

Dorfman and Jacoby constructed a positive benefit-cost model with 
decision variables, costs, political and technology constraints to 
achieve the goal of pareto optimality or to accomplish pareto adrnis-
siblity decisions--a condition under which there exists no feasible 
alternative that some interested parties regard as superior and none 
regard as inferior. This type of benefit-cost model is expected to 
take into account social values of benefits and costs in addition to 
private market values when political decisions are to be made posi­
tively. They have been widely adopted in public investment projects. 42 / 

Rummel constructed a multidimensional model to analyze cross-national 
and international patterns. With indicators representing various 
patterns of national attributes and types of attributes--internal and 
external, as well as behavior indicators between nations--Rummel 
attempted to correlate international relations among the nations by 
a wide-angle mathematical lens that filtered out all but the distinct 
clusters of interrelated phenomena. 43/ 

In short, most political models deal primarily with some special subject 
within the political sciences, and are centered on issues of effective­
ness, efficiency, performance, and party evaluation. The overall 
quality of life concerns must include the political elements~ but the 
latter by no means fully reflect the essential ingredients of the 
former. 

Sociological Models 

The growing interest in social problems is evidently derived from 
responses and reactions to the materialism that has traditionally 

42/ Robert Dorfman and Henry Jacoby, "A Public Decision Model Applied 
to a Local Pollution Problem, 11 Economics of the Environment, 
R. and N. Dorfman (eds.) (New York: W.W. Norton and Company, 
1972); and Robert Dorfman, et al., Models for Water Quality 
Management (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972). 

!!].IR. J. Rummel, "Indicators of Cross National and International 
Patterns," The American Political Science Review, Volume 63, 
Number 1 {March 1969), pp. 127-147. 
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pervaded the Western value system and ruled the capitalist society of 
the United States. Marginal utility or satisfaction derived from a 
higher level of consumption produced by great technological improvement 
in the past decades has diminished substantially. Social issues such 
as housing segregation, income distribution, discrimination and equal 
rights, education, health and social justice and fairness, and welfare 
are mounting concerns among the majority of Americans today. The 
marginal disutility of these social problems rises in an accelerated 
rate, surpassing the rate of marginal utility changes brought about by 
material wealth growth. 

Hamilton, Johnson, and Stafford, among others, utilized regression models 
to measure wage or earnings differences between sexes. By isolating 
factors (other than sex) to which wage differentials might be attrib­
uted, they found that discrimination against females exists and to a 
significant degree the differences in earnings are attributed to sex. 
In the same manner, regression models, varying in the specification 
of functional relationships constructed by Becker, Bergmann, Marshall, 
Welch, and othe~Z! also showed earnings differentials due to racial 
discrimination.~ 

Rokeach and Parker developed a value survey model in which 18 terminal 
values--desired end-states of existence (e.g., a comfortable life, a 
sense of accomplishment, a world at peace and of beauty, social recog­
nition, self-respect, equality, security, freedom, happiness and mature 
love, etc.) and 18 instrumental values--preferred modes of behavior 
(e.g., ambitious, broadminded, capable, cheerful, clean, courageous, 
forgiving, helpful, honest, independent, imaginative, logical, polite, 
responsible, etc.) are employed for respondents to rank these values 
in terms of "their importance as guiding principles in your life." 

44/ See Mary Hamqton, "Sex and Income Inequality Among the Employed," 
The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science (September 1973), pp. 42-52; G. E. Johnson and F. P. 
Stafford, "The Economics and Promotion of Women Faculty," Ameri­
can Economic Review, pp. 888-903; G. Becker, The Economics of 
Discrimination (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957), and 
The Economics of Human Capital (New York, 1963); B. Bergmann, 
"The Effects on White Incomes of Discrimi.nation in Employment," 
Journal of Political Economy (August 1967), pp. 352-364; 
H. Marshall, Jr., ''Black/White Economic Participation in Large 
U.S. Cities," The American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 
Volume 31, Number 4 (O~tober 1972), pp. 361-372; and F. Welch, 
"Black/White Differences in Returns to Schooling," American Eco­
nomic Review (December 1973), pp. 893-907. 
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The value survey has illustrated significant differences among people 
related ~o many different kinds of attitudes, actions, and occupational 
roles. 451 

Most sociological models, even those whose theme does not focus on in­
dividuals, have to make assumptions about man. The assumptions may be 
implicit--as in Parsons: expectations, need dispositions, cognitive 
orientation and goal direction; or explicit and specific--as postulated 
by Lenski, in terms of self-interest, creatures' habit, etc. The 
11model of man" is said to be useful if it contains simple, testable 
and refutable propositions in the following areas of sociological 
concerns: 

* The establishment of behavior; 

* The maintenance of behavior; 

* The extinction of behavior; and 

* The modification of behavior (usually a combination of the first 
and third).· 

Such a model can be used to describe large-scale processes and small 
group phenomena. The behavioral models of man, best known in sociology, 
are those by Homans, McGinnies, Simon, Skinner, and Kunkel and 
Nagasawa. 46 7 

45/ See M. Rokeach and S. Parker, "Values as Social Indicators, of Pov­
erty and Race Relations in America," The Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 3A8 (March 1970), pp. 97-
111, and The Nature of Human Values (New York: Free Press, 1973); 
S. J. Ball and M. Rokeach, "Value and Violence: A Test of the 
Subculture of Violence Thesis," American Sociological Review, 
Volume 38, Number 6 (December 1973), pp. 736-749. 

46/ See Talcott Parsons, The Social System (Glencoe: Free Press, 1951); 
Gerhard Lenski, Power and Privilege: A Theory of Stratification 
(New York: McGraw Hill, 1966); George Homans, Social Behavior: 
Its Elementary Forms (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1961), and 
"Contemporary Theorv. iri Sociology," Handbook of Modern Sociology, 
R. E. Faris (ed.) (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1964), pp. 951-977; 
Elliott McGinnies, Social Behavior: A Functional Analysis (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin, 1970); Herbert Simon, Models of Man (New York: 
Wiley, 1957); B. F. Skinner, Beyond Freedom and Dignity (New York: 
Knopf, 1971); and John Kunkel and Richard Nagasawa, 11A Behavioral 
Model of Man: Propositions and Implications," American Sociological 
Review,Volume 38, Number 5 (October 1973), pp. 530-542. 
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The application of multiple instruments for measuring structural charac­
teristics of complex organizations was recommended by Pennings in order 
to determine their convergent and discriminant validity with respect to 
the degree of centralization and formalization, i.e., a combination of 
the institutional approach which relies on documents and informants, 
and the survey approach with questionnaires and interviews.47/ 

The causes and consequences of variations in community power structure 
have been analyzed by Hawley. Reliable objective indicators of power 
concentration are classified as the group of managers, officials and 
proprietors in the labor force. The criticism has been made that the 
development of social system models has been hampered by the lack of 
the necessary methodology which takes into account the feedback effects. 
To meet this objection, Liu, Anderson, and others proposed a simul­
taneous causal-effect equation model linking sociodemographic character­
istics of the population, socioeconomic, political, psychological, and 
other variables to study the migration patterns and health service pro­
vision, respectively. The structural equations and reduced form 
equations, of this type of models taken together, provide a means of 
predi%~}ng the impact of governmental policies on migration and medical 
care.-

To summarize, the sociological models, although covering a variety of 
sociological elements ranging from individual behavior to institutional 
organization, still are far from being able to take into account all 
tangible and intangible factors affecting our quality of life. There 
is an urgent need for a synthesized, fundamental framework in which 
the quality of life factors, be they social, economic, political, or 
envirorunental, can be systematically organized and structured in such 

47/ Johannes Pennings, ''Measures of Organizational Structure: A 
Methodological Note," American Journal of Sociology, Volume 79, 
Number 3 (November 1973), pp. 686-704. 

48/ Amos Hawley, "Community Power and Urban Renewal Success," American 
Journal of Sociology (January 1963), pp. 422-431; Ben-chieh Liu, 
"Impact of Local Government on Regional Growth," Proceedings of 
American Statistical Association, Business and Economics Section 
(1973); and James Anderson, "Causal Models and Social Indicators: 
Toward the Development of Social Systems Models," American 
Sociological Review, Volume 38, Number 3 (June 1973), pp. 285-301. 
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a form that the interwoven relationships among those complicated quality 
of life ingredients can be clearly described, presented, evaluated, and 
analyzed. As a result of this need, several quality of life models have 
been gradually developed in this country as weil as in the rest of the 
world. 

QUALITY OF LIFE MODELS 

In the preceding section, various models attempting to depict scientif­
ically the behaviors and interactions of the human being--the social, 
economic, political, psychological, and environmental areas have been 
briefly described in terms of the nature of model structures and varia­
tions in methodological development. One of the basic criticisms is 

that the models, in general, focus on one of the quality of life elements, 
but not all of them. The following review discusses in brief the quality 
of life models in the U.S. and abroad. 

Quality of Life Models in the U.S. 

Conceptual models of the quality of life in the 
previously, offically started at least as early 
on Recent Social Trends in the U.S. was issued. 

U.S., as pointed out 
as 1933, when the report 
The report of the 

President's Commission on National Goals, Goals for Americans, published 
in 1960, significantly advanced the state of the art in modeling the 
quality of life, and Social Indicators, 1973, produced by the Office of 
Management and Budget, signifies the public interest in this kind of 
research. 

However, the compination of a theoretical model with empirical measure­
ments of the quality of life in this country at the state level was 
first attempted by Mencken as early as 1931, but was not so well-known 
until the work by Wilson, The Quality of Life in America, was published 
in 1967. 49 / 

49/ See John Berendt, "The Worst American State," Lifestyle Magazine 
(New York: Lifestyle Magazine, Inc., November 1972), pp. 6-18. 
and John Wilson, The Quality of Life in America (Kansas City: 
Midwest Research Institute, 1967), and Quality of Life in the 
U.S. - An Excursion into the New Frontier of Socioeconomic 
Indicators (Kansas City: Midwest Research Insitute, 1970). 
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Substantial efforts have been invested in the theoretical development 
of quality of life models. For example, based on Maslow's classification 
of needs, Mitchell, Logothetti, and Kanton defined the quality of life 
levels and developed five quality of life scales. Garn, Flax, Springer 
and Taylor, in the attempt to identify and classify the social indicators, 
explored the indication relationship between consumption and produc-
tions to develop their interdependent models. Terleckyz constructed a 
goal accounting system for performance measurement through the input­
output approach. The Ruggleses proposed the use of social and economic 
accounts. Wingo expressed the quality of life by a microeconomic 
definition, and Castle suggested that an integration of the quality of 
life and economic affluence be reviewed and studied.SO/ 

While Mencken selected variables in areas of wealth, welfare, health 
and security, and crime affairs to measure the well-rounded picture of 
the livable states, Wilson adopted as criteria the definition estab~ 
lished by President Eisenhower's Commission on National Goals to develop 
the quality of life indexes, and assessed the life quality for each 
state through nine components-~status of individual, equality, demo-
cratic process, education, economic growth, technology change, agriculture, 
living conditions, and health and welfare. Indexes for each of the 
components were constructed either through the simple linear aggregation 
method, or more sophisticated factor analyses, and the states were then 
ranked accordingly. 

States are not ideal territorial units for identifying regional varia­
tions in quality of life. Neverthless, the use of states can be 

50/ See A. Mitchell, T. Logothetti, and R. Kanton, "An Approach to 
Measuring Quality of Life," (Menlo Park, California: Stanford 
Research Institue, 1971); H. Garn, M. Flax, M. Springer and 
J. Taylor, "Social Indicator Models for Urban Policy - Five 
Specific Applications,!' (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 
1973); N. E. Terlecky~, "A Goals Accounting System," paper pre­
sented in the annual meeting of the American Statistical Associ­
ation (St. Louis, 1974); R. Ruggles and H. Ruggles, "Social In­
dicator and a Framework for Social and Economic Accounts," 
paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Statistical 
Association (St. Louis, 1974);. L. Wingo,_ "The Quality of Life: 
Toward a Microeconomic Definition," Urban Studies, Volume 10, 
(1973), pp. 3-18; E. N. Castle, 11 Economics and the Quality of 
Life," American Journal of Agricultural Economics (December 
1972), pp. 723-735. 
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justified on the grounds that many state programs have an important 
bearing on social well-being, and at the present time data compiled by 
states provide the only practicable way of examining the weakness and 
strength of quality of life among states at a broad regional level. 
Recently, Smith selected a wide range of different variables to repre­
sent as closely as possible the general definitions of social well-being 
for the states. Seven components related to the variables are chosen 
for empirical rating purposes: income, wealth and employment, the 
environment, health, education, social disorganization, alienation and 
participation, and recreation. EKcept for recreation, Smith collected 
data and compiled the ratings of social well-being by components for 
all the 50 states. In the meantime, Berendt also updated the study 
of Mencken (Liu developed a similar model) and revised Wilson's study 
with quality of life rankings computed for the 50 states and the 
District of Columbia.51/ 

The study by Liu differs from the others in that it started with a two­
dimensional mode, fundamental but not rigorous, reflecting the psycho­
logical and the physiological attributes of the quality of life, and 
that it measured the quality of life for a particular point in time by 
taking variable data from 1970, or years very close, in recognition of 
the changes in the quality of life over time. In the model, data which 
were not expected to be periodically published were not employed in 
order to be consistent, so that future comparisons of the changes in 
the quality of life among states can be made. In addition, Liu also 
made an effort to describe and compare the empirical findings among 
these studies and concluded that although income is a necessary con­
dition for the basic quality of life, the quality of life in the states 
is not essentially associated with the level 07 income when the ·state 
income is beyond that of the national levei. 52 

In an endeavor to measure the quality of life changes in the state, the 
Office of Planning and Progranuning in the State of Iowa has consistently 
published An Economic and Social Report to the Governor for the past 
several years. The quality of life components included in the report 
range broadly from labor and personal income to lawful behavior and 

51/ See David Smith, The Geography of Social Well-Being in the U.S. 
(New York: McGraw Hill, 1973); John Berendt, ~· cit., and Ben­
chieh Liu, Quality of Life in the U.S., 1970 (Kansas City: 
Midwest Research Institute, 1973). 

52/ See Ben-chieh Liu, "Variations in the Quality of Life in the United 
States, 1970," Review of Social Economy, Volume 32, Number 2 
(October 1974), pp. 131-147, and "Quality of Life: Concept, 
Measure and Results," American Journal of Economics and Sociology, 
Volume 34, Number l (January 1975). 
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minority population. In the 1974 Annual Report of the Economic Policy 
Council and Office of Economic Policy, the State of New Jersey, a chapter 
was wholly devoted to the statistical profile of the quality of life 
in New Jersey.53/ In the report, issues on income, employment, health, 
education, social well-being and security, and others were discussed. 

In an attempt to describe and explain differences between cities in the 
quality of life, Thorndike published two remarkable works, Your City 
and 144 Smaller Cities, respectively,in 1939 and 1940. The quality of 
life component studies for a special region, city or a group of the 
regions or cities in this country have also proliferated. Among the 
recent work, Bell and Stevenson constructed the economic health index 
for Ontario counties and districts, Bullard and Stith presented urban 
indicators and social disparity for community conditions in Charlotte, 
Flaming and Ong, Jr., prepared a social report for Milwaukee, and Lowry 
analyzed the race and social economic well-being, in Mississippi, while 
Flax made comparisons over urban indicators for 18 large metropolitan 
areas; Lineberry, Mandel and Shoemaker defined and measured Community 
Activity Indicators for Little Rock, Arkansas; Monroe, Louisiana; 
Shawnee and McAlester, Oklahoma; and San Marcos and Midland, Texas; 
and Coughlin measured the attainment along goal dimensions in 101 
metropolitan areas.54/ 

53/ See Office for Planning and Programming, Iowa, The Quality of Life 
In Iowa: An Economic and Social Report to the Governor for 1973 
(Des Moines, Iowa, 1973); Department of Treasury of New Jersey, 
Seventh Annual Report (Trenton, New Jersey, 1974). 

54/ See E. L. Thorndike~ Your City (New York: Harcourt, Brace, and Com­
pany, 1939), and 144 Smaller Cities (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 
and Company, 1940) i W. H. Bell and D. W. Stevenson, "An Index of 
Economic Health for Ontario Counties and Districts," Ontario 
Economic Review, 1. (1964), pp. 1-7; J.L. Bullard and R. Stith, 
Community Conditions in Charlotte, 1970 (Charlotte, North Carolina; 
The Charolette-Mecklenburg Community Relations Committee, 1974); 
K. H. Flaming and J. N. Ong, Jr., A Social Report for Milwaukee: 
Trends and Indicators (Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Milwaukee Urban Ob­
servatory, 1973); M. Lowry, "Race and Socioeconomic Well-Being: 
A Geographical Analysis of the Mississippi Case," Geographical 
Review,~ (1970), pp. 511-528; M. Flax, A Study in Comparative 
Urban Indicators: Conditions on 18 Large Metropolitan Areas 
(Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1972); R. Lineberry, 
A. Mandel and P. Shoemaker, Community Indicators: Illl_Eroving 
Communities Management (Austin, Texas: Lyndon B. Johnson School 
of Public Affairs, The University of Texas 1974)· R. Coughlin .. . ' ' ' Attainment Along Goal Dimensions in 101 Metropolitan Areas," 
Journal of the American Institute of Planners, Volume 39, Number 
6 (November 1973), pp. 413-425. 
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Resources dedicated to quantification of the quality of life among urban 
areas have tended to be increasing at an accelerated rate not only be­
cause people are more and more concerned about their life quality and 
the associated causes and effects, but also because the task of 
measuring the quality of life in itself is challenging and interesting. 
For example, Torres tried to measure the quality of life in America's 
major metropolitan areas by a very narrow definition, and Marlin attempted 
to rank the performance of 31 cities by a few economic variables. After 
Elgin found that the quality of life in the country goes down as city 
size increases, Louis launched/a project to see which are the worst 
cities among the largest so.55 Currently, the Kettering Foundation 
sponsors research in identifying the factors for urban success, the 
Council on Municipal Performance is conducting evaluations among cities 
in their respective performance on various quality of life components, 
and Stanford Research Institute is engaged in modeling the minimum 
acceptable level or standard of quality of life from the viewpoints of 
social, economic, political, and environmental criter}a, in conjunction 
with the model and results presented in this study. 56 

Quality of Life Models in the Rest of the World 

There is now immense interest throughout the world in better social 
measurement, in assessing the fruits of economic growth, and in measuring 
needs and the distribution of benefits. Everywhere social statistics 
and the measures of quality of life have increased priority. 

55/ 

56/ 

See Juan Torres, "The Quality of Life in America's Major Metropol­
itan Areas," The Conference Board Record, Volume 11, 'Number 2, 
(1974), pp. 51-64; John Marlin, "Jobs and Well-Being: 
Which Cities Perform the Best," Business and Society Review 
(Summer 1974), pp. 43-54; Duane Elgin, City Size and the Quality 
of Life (Menlo Park, California: Stanford Research Institute, 
1974); Arthur Louis, "The Worst American City," Harper's Magazine 
(January 1975), pp. 67-71. 

Geoff Ball is working on the research study sponsored by the Ket­
tering Foundation, and 0. W. Markley and Maryland Bagley are 
working on the Stanford Research Institute's Project, funded 
by the Environmental Protection Agency; for the Council on Muni­
cipal Performance projects, see for example, The Wealth of Cities, 
Municipal Performance Reports, 1.3 (April 1974). 
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The Statistical Of £ice of the United Nations has launched a significant 
project, "Towards a System of Social and Demographic Statistics, 11 (SSDS) 
and a technical report was prepared by Stone in 1973. 57/ In principle, 
the system should cover all areas of social life which are of interest 
or concern, and for which it is thought necessary to have a policy and 
to attempt remedial action. The aim of this project is to give a 
systematic account of the statistical information needed for the 
following subjects: 

* The size and growth of the world's population 

* Population density and urbanization 

* High-level consumption and its growth 

* National resources and the environment 

* Learning activities 

* Earning activities 

* Family grouping 

* Housing conditions and neighborhoods 

* Leisure 

* Social mobility 

* The distribution of income, consumption and accommodation 

* Social security and welfare service 

* Health and medical care 

* Public order and safety 

'fl/ See Richard Stone, Towards A System of Social and Demographic 
Statistics (New York: United Nations, ST/STAT. 68, July 1973). 
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SSDS represents one of the most comprehensive models formalizing current 
needs and developments in social indica~ors related to the world's quality 
of lif~. It began with a simple set of input-output matrices concerned 
basically with population, education and manpower, but has grown into 
other areas of leisure, health, housing, security, and social mobility. 

The Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), which 
comprises the more advanced industrial nations, has also recently approved 
the work designed to develop a set of social indicators which can 
jointly measure the social indicators of well-being in the member 
countries. The first stage of the work has consisted of identifying 
and agreeing upon what are the most important and conceivably measur-
able components of the quality of life from the viewpoint of present 
and potential government interest. The next step will bes logically, 
to find or to design the necessary method of measurement.~ A total 
of 24 fundamental social concerns common to most OECD countries are 
listed in the model. They are described in the following categories: 

* Health 

* Individual development through learning 

* Employment and quality of working life 

* Time and leisure 

* Command over goods and services 

* Physical environment 

* Personal safety and the administration of justice 

* Social opportunity and participation 

The overall project objectives under the OECD's social indicator pro­
gram are to identify the social demands, aspirations, and problems which 
are or will become likely major concerns of social economic planning 
processes, to measure and report changes relative to these concerns, 

58/ See David E. Christian, Social Indicators, the OECD Experience 
(Paris: OECD, June 1974). 
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and to better focus and enlighten public discussion and public decision 
making. In conjunction with the efforts of OECD, a number of models 
have been developed for the member countries. Work for Germ.any can 
be found, for example, in Gehrmann and Koelle; and studies for Sweden, 
Finland, Japan and the United Kingdom have been completed in varying 
form by Elmhorn, Allardt and the Economic Planning Center, Hanayama 
and the Economic Planning Agency, and in Social Trends, respectively.59/ 

Furthermore, Maruo bas also briefly compared the welfare of Japanese 
people to that of the people in the u.s., Sweden, Germany, England, Italy, 
and France. Within his ~elfare category, he studied levels of needs-­
basic (income, safety and health), amenity (natural, living and working 
environment), and higher needs (educational, leisure, and community 
participation). While Michalos employed aggregate indicators at the 

59/ See Freidhelm Gehrmann, "Vorschl~ge zu Forschungsstrategien in 
Rahmen der Quantifizierung der stadtischen Lebensqualitlit," 
(Paris: OECD Sector Group on the Urban Environment, Volume 25-26, 
July 1974); Uberblick Uber den Stand der Forschung auf den Gebiet: 
Quantifizierungsversuche der (stMdtischen) Lebensqualitat (Mono­
graph, Universitat Augsburg, Augsburg, July 1974); and "The 
Definition of Fundamental Indicators for Employment and Services" 
paper presented at the second meeting of the OECD Working Group 
on Environmental Indicators (Paris: October 3-4, 1974); and 
H. H. Koelle, "Entwurf eines zielorientierten, gesamtgesellschaft­
lichen Simulations Models zur Unterstutzung der Ziel-, Aufgaben-
und Finanzplanung," (Monograph, Zentrum Berlin fur Zukunftsforschung 
e.v., 1974); Kerstin Elmhorm, "Life Quality and Environmental 
Investigation" (Monograph, the Swedish National Board of Health 
and Social Welfare, July 1974); Economic Planning Center, "Quality 
of Life, Social Goals and Measurement" (Monograph, Division of 
the Economic Council of Finland, 1973); Erik Allardt, "About 
Dimensions of Welfare: An Exploratory Analysis of A Comparative 
Scandinavian Survey" (Monograph, University of Helsinki, 1973); 
Yuzuru Hanayama, "Development and Environment in Japan," Inter­
nationales Asienforum, Volume 4 (1973), pp. 406-415; and Japanese 
Economic Planning Agency, White Paper on National Life: The Life 
and Its Quality in Japan (Minister of State, Japan, 1973); and 
Government Statistics Service, Social Trends, Number 4 (December 
1974, London). 
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national level to compare the quality of life between U.S. and Canada, 
Macy and Foster used disaggregated city indicators to evaluate that in 
U.S. and Canadian cities.60/ 

Almost all these models employed the objective social indicators or 
the physical approach with which secondary data on statistics were col­
lected, organized, computed, and analyzed. Opinion surveys on the 
psychological approach, seeking for firsthand information to quantify 
subjectively quality of life, have just recently started. Among them, 
the University of Michigan's survey project in measuring the quality of 
employment and the job satisfaction among workers is a well-known 
one. In addition, pollsters from Gallup International Institute in 
Canada, Africa, and points between, are asking people all over the 
world a series of questions about ha7piness, personal satisfaction and 
hopes and concerns for the future. 61 While the Center for Social 
Indicators, Social Science Research Council, has periodically reported 
through its Social Indicators Newsletter the quality of life projects 
in the U.S., the Social Indicators Research, an international and 
interdisciplinary journal for quality of life measurement, edited by 
Alex Michalos in Canada, has begun publication for all theoretical 
and empirical work related to the conceptual development and technical 
measurement of the quality of life throughout the world. 

60/ See Naoni Maruo, "Measuring Welfare_ of the Japanese People--including 
International Comparison," Internationales Asienforum, Volume 4 
(1973), pp. 550-554; Alex Michalos, "Methods of Developing Social 
Indicators, 11 and Bruce Macy and Robert Foster, "A Tentative Com­
parison of Metropolitan Quality of Life, Canada and the U. s," 
papers· presented at the Conference on Growth Center.s and Develop­
ment Policy, Halifax, Nova Scotia, Canada, April 9-10, 1975. 

61/ See Stanley Seashore, 11 Job Sa tis faction as an Indicator of the 
Quality of Employment," Social Indicator Research, Volume 1, 
Number 2 (September 1974), pp. 135-169; and Robert Quinn and 
Linda Shepard, The 1972-73 Quality of Employment Survey (Ann 

Arbor, Michigan,University Institute for Social Research, 1974); 
and New Ways, quarterly report by the c. F. Kettering Foundation, 
Farl, 1974. 

35 



CHAPrER III 

ECONOMICS IN CONTEMPORARY SOCIETY 

WELFARE ECONOMICS AND THE QUALITY OF LIFE 

Economics has long been defined as a scientific study that deals with 
the allocation of scarce resources among alternative uses to satisfy 
unlimited human wants. It is fashionable for the modern positive 
economist to follow Robbins' argument that ethical value judgments have 
no place in scientific analysis, because ethical conclusions cannot be 
evaluated in the same way that scientific hypotheses are tested and 
veri,fied .1/ However, it is invalid on the basis of this observation 
to preclude economists from studying "welfare economics" or examining 
the consequences of various value judgments. Just as the study of 
comparative ethics is itself a science, so in welfare economics a great 
many analyses do not require interpersonal comparisons of utility. 
Besides, the welfare function need only be ordinally defined or techni­
cally transferable amon7 the relationships of preferences: e.g., better, 
worse, or indifferent.1 Furthermore, the complexity of our post­
industrial society requires that economists step out from the orthodox 
framework of pure competition, guaranteed full employment, efficient 
production, and accelerated growth. Externality, social costs, depleted 
natural resources, polluted environments, accelerated inflation, and a 
number of other social problems which adversely affect our quality of 
life, are waiting for solutions: 

Much of the traditional academic teaching and research in economics has 
been criticized for its lack of empirical relevance, immediate 

l/ For instance, see L. Robbins, An Essay on the Nature and Significance 
of Economics Science (London, 1932). 

]:./ For an equal argument, see Paul Samuelson, Foundations of Economic 
Analysis (New York: Harvard University Press, 1965), Chapter 8. 
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practical impact, and adequate scientific means to meet the practical 
problems.l/ The decisive weaknesses in neoclassical and neo-Keynesian 
economics lie in the assumptions whic~ tend to destroy its relation with 
the real world, especially in eliding "power" by making economics a non­
political subject. Thus, according to Galbraith, the neoclassical and neo­
Keynesian economics are relegating their players to the social sidelines 
where they either call no plays or urge the wrong ones when the prob-
lems of our world are inc~easing, both in number and in the depth of 
their social affliction.~/ Kenneth Arrow has also admitted that in­
equality of·economic development among groups and regions within a 
country, provides complicated difficulties for neoclassical theory.~/ 
Furthermore, there are new campaigns against the reigning fashion of 
the traditional political economy as we search for material growth and 
wealth. Many economists are beginning to tackle the issues of human 
values. Growth, it is charged, distorts national priorities, worsens 
the distribution of income, and irreparably damages the social and 
natural environments in which we all live. 

The conventionally used national health indicator, the Gross National 
Product (GNP)--by which the growth in national production of goods and 
services per unit of time per capita has been measured, and national 
strength has been evaluated for many decades--has also been under 
fire recently. Nordhaus and Tobin characterize the GNP measure as an 
index of P.roduction, not of consumption, and much less of economic 
welfare.~7 The national income accounts largely ignore the many sources 
of utility or disutility that are not associated with market operation 
and measured by market valu~s. For example, Nordhaus and Tobin indicate 
that defense costs are intermediate rather than final demand, while 
educational services and leisure and environmental amenities are direct 
rather than indirect sources of consumer satisfaction. They started with 
inadequacies of the conventional measure of national wealth--Gross 
National Product (GNP)--and developed some theoretical adjustments 
needed to convert GNP into a measure of Net Economic Welfare (NEW). 

'J../ See Wassily Leontief, "Theoretical Assumptions and Nonobserved 
Facts," American Economic Review (March 1971), pp. 1-7. 

ii John K. Galbraith, "Power and the Useful Economist," American Economic 
Review, (March 1973), pp. 1-11. 

'J./ Kenneth Arrow, "Limited Knowledge and Economic Analysis," American 
Economic Review (March 1974), pp. 1-10. 

&_/ For example, see William Nordhaus and James Tobin, "Is Growth 
Obsolete," Economic Growth, SOth Anniversary Colloquium V 
(New York). 
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Empirically, they estimated that the NEW grew at only two-thirds the 
annual rate of per capita GNP over the period of 1929 to 1965. From 
purely technical viewpoints, Cole and Ruggles also have criticized 
the errors in the measurement of GNP.I/ 

"Quality of Life" (QOL) is a new name for an old notion. It denotes 
a set of wants, the satisfaction of which makes people happy. It re­
flects a combination of the subjective feelings and objective status 
of the "well-being" of people and the environment in which they live 
at a particular point in time. Dissatisfaction either with GNP as an 
accurate measure of social welfare or with the growth of GNP as a 
goal for national life, has led to a demand for some social indicators 
which can be used to set policy priorities, and to measure the extent 
to which we are satisfied with our human and environmental conditions. 
In addition to the concern about efficient production with limited 
resources to meet those unlimited human wants, new welfare economics 
stresses even more an equitable system of distribution among groups 
and regions as well. A robust GNP provides basic needs for an undefined 
yet ever increasing level of subsistence, but a healthy economy enables 
more people to pursue their aspirations and happiness beyond the level 
of physical satisfaction, whether acquisitive or contemplative. 

The quality of life indicators or social indicators represented by a 
host of statistics on socioeconomic, political and environmental condi­
tions may offer clues to human attitudes and behavior, and societal 
performance over time. The statistical compilation of those social ab­
stractions, if their limitations are properly understood, would certainly 
be useful to the extent they provide meaningful measurement of the 
actual results of public and private programs designated to improve our 
quality of life. The social turmoil of our age is reflected in every­
thing from rising crime and inflation rates to the search for energy 
resources and for psychic tranquility through exotic religions. 
Yet happiness and inner harmony have never been directly, independently 
achievable end~, but rather the by-products of philosophies, goals, and 
values which are simultaneously determined by others in the society. 
Social indicators, when properly constructed, interpreted, and used, 
can shed light on many welfare issues involving value judgments and 
ordinal utility comparisons among individuals. These, in turn, may 
enable intelligent decision makers to devise timely, efficient policies 
leading to a betterment of the quality of life for many individuals in 
the community, without worsening it for others in the same community. 

11 See R. Cole, Errors in Provisional Estimates of Gross National 
Product (New York: National Bureau of Economic Research, 1969); 
and N. Ruggles and R. Ruggles, The Design of Economic Accounts 
(Ibid, 1970). 
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Man does not live by bread alone, and economists are not all merely 
concerned with the income or GNP stat~stics. As Alfred Marshall stated, 
the economist, like everyone else, must concern himself with the ulti­
mate aims of man. The issues of poverty within affluence, of discrimi­
nation within equality, of environment preservation within economic 
performance, etc., are controversial~ and involve value judgment. 
Economic analysis can contribute a great deal to the elucidation of 
these issues. What do economists economize? It is "love," said Sir 
Dennis Robertson, for that is the scarcest .. commodity in the universe. 
Then what do economists attempt to optimize? The answer is, the 
quality of life or happiness, for that has been expressed often as a 
ratio of material to desire. As a society becomes more comfortably 
situated, the more it can afford to indulg~/ts distaste for a purely 
pecuniary motivation based on self-desire.- However, as quality of 
life is a function of both material wealth and psychological desire as 
illustrated in the subsequent section, the two input factors are 
normally interrelated. Thus, the objective is to maximize the ratio, 
rather than the numerator alone. 

A PRODUCTION APPROACH TO QUALITY OF LIFE 

As the nation is rapidly approaching its 200th anniversary, the majority 
of Americans become more and more disturbed and feel less and less con­
tent with the quality of life in the u.s.21 In spite of our rapid growth 
in per capita income and the highest level of living standard among all 
nations in the world, dissatisfaction among our citizens grows at an 
increasing rate with our social, political, and environmental problems 
such as urban crimes and ghetto slums, political scandals, the genera­
tion of waste and pollution, inflation and the energy crises, etc; The 
integration of the quality of life concept into the general framework 
of production theory in the conventional microeconomic analyses becomes 
an important and as yet unexplored subject. 

~/ For related material, see Paul Samuelson, Economics (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 8th Edition, 1970), Chapter 39, and Emery Castle, 
"Economics and the Quality of Life, 11 American Journal of Agricul­
tural Economics (December 1972), pp. 723-735. 

2/ For instance, see ''What America Thinks of Itself," Newsweek 
(December 10, 1973), pp. 40-48. 
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An attempt to accomplish this task will be outlined in this chapter. 
To begin with, we feel that the structure of our systems not only in­
fluence the degree to which the members in the system can maximize 
their quality of life at any given point in time, but also shape the 
value concept as to what life is all about and how, in general, 
an individual's achievement can be revealed and ranked when compared 
with those of others. Therefore, the state of the quality of life 
for any individual is interdependent via the following three mechanisms: 
the intrapersonal capability of the individual, the interpersonal aspects 
with other individuals, and the political system or society in which 
they all live as members. Any exogeneous changes in one of these 
components will result in changes in others and, as a result, there 
will be feedback effects, too. In other words, the so-called "arena 
of happiness" consi'sts of three basic components, namely, the self, 
the other, and the societal system.10/ 

Man is a "wanting" creature. The nature of human activity consists of 
his persistent effort and of his failure to reach a state of complete 
satisfaction. No sooner is one want satisfied than another surfaces 
to take its place. As Maslow clearly stated: 

The appearance of the drive or desire, the action that it 
arouses, and the satisfaction that comes from attaining 
the goal object, all taken together, give us only an arti­
ficial, isolated, single instance taken out of the total 
complex of the motivational unit. This appearance practi­
caily always depends on the state of satisfaction or dis­
satisfaction of all other motivations that the total 
organism may have, i.e., on the fact that such other pre­
potent desires have attained states of relative satis­
faction. Wanting anything in itself imllies already 
existing satisfactions of other wants.1-/ 

The essence of self is animation and ambition. The movements within 
the happiness-seeking arena are incessant. There is no static ground 
on which a motionless, tranquil arena will be sustained as long as the 

!.QI For some empirical work on the universally sought happiness in the 
arena, see Edward Scott and M. Erick Wright, An Arena of 
Happiness (Springfield, Illinois: Charles C. Thomas, Publisher, 
1971). 

111 Abraham Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New York: Harper and 
Row, Second Edition, 1970), p. 24. 
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"self" exists and activates. Consequently, the degrees of the quality 
of life which an. individual produces arid enjoys, vary not only among 
persons and places, but also in time. 

In order to optimize an individual's life quality, which encompasses 
matters of discovering one's true self, i.e., his "self" development 
of latent potential and self-actualization, it is necessary, according 
to Maslow, that needs on two levels be met--basic needs and growth 
needs. The basic needs include the physiological needs, the safety 
and security needs, the belongingness and love needs, and the esteem 
needs. The growth needs consist of those which psychologically develop 
and actualize one's fullest potentialities and capacities in relation 
to others in the community. Thus, what constitutes one's quality of 
life, in both a biological and psychological sense, must be related to 
the extent of meaningfulness of, and satisfaction produced by, one's 
existence in an organized human society. Each member of our society 
owns certain amounts and varieties of private goods, and shares the 
use of some public goods and services, such as schooling, housing, 
medical care, police and fire protection. Concomitant with these 
basic and primary desires and needs, an individual develops secondary 
needs, among which the important ones are love, esteem, dignity, belong­
ingness, lack of fear and anxiety, and an equal opportunity for self­
actualization and for enjoying the prosperity, accomplishment and 
happiness of the entire society. 

In defining the quality of life, Professor Wingo aptly states: 

While the quality of life is clearly a Good in the ethical 
sense, not everyone would agree immediately that it is a 
good in the economic sense yet, that people aspire to it, 
means that it is scarce and that people are willing to 
surrender other kinds of satisfaction for it. In this 
sense the quality of life is an economic good. Even if the 
quality of life were confined to such nonreproducible 
elements of nature as an appealing landscape, it must be 
somehow rationed, and the land market affords such a 
rationing process. If such benefits cannot be captured, 
contained, and withheld from others, so that many may 
enjoy it without paying for it, as is the case with 
common property resources, it enters into the production 
and consumption decisions of firms and individuals. If 
the quality of life consists mainly of reproducible goods 
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whose consumption cannot be restricted to particular consumers, 
then it fits the definition of a public good to which com­
munity resources will be allocated. If the quality of life 
fits any of these alternative formal characteristics, we 
have reason to think of it in economic terms.1 2/ 

In addition, the very name of economics suggests economizing or maxi­
mizing and Marshall's Principles of Economics dealt much with maxima 
and minima with which most economists have been occupied.12,/ 

Thus, the quality of life (QOL) that each individual (i) attempts to 
maximize may be expressed as an output function with two factor inputs 
as arguments--the physical (PH) and the psychological (PS)--a portion 
of which he owns and a portion of which 'he shares with other people in 
the connnunity at any given point of time (t): 

(1) 

It should be noted in passing that the input factors are not completely 
independent. In addition, they can be employed in varying proportion 
in the production of QOL. The physical inputs consist of the bundles 
of material goods and services which satisfy most of basic needs of 
human beings, while the psychological inputs are mostly self-actualized 
and developed. It is possible that the former inputs can be used as 
substitutes to a certain extent for the latter inputs, such as lack of 
fear, anxiety feelings of being loved and respected, and awareness of 
beauty. Although deprivations of one's ownership of physical goods and 
services below the subsistence level are most serious and physiological 
survival and/or psychological health is a hazard, depreciations in 
psychological inputs could also impoverish considerably the affluent 
society. That both PH and PS play an important role in determining the 
quality of life is vividly manifested by the growing discontent of 
today's Americans. 

12/ Lowdon Wingo, "The Quality of Life: Toward a Microeconomic Defi­
nition," Urban Studies, Volume 10 (1973), p. 5. 

111 See Paul A. Samuelson, "Maximum Principles in Analytical Economics," 
Science, Volume 173 (September 10, 1972), pp. 991-997. 
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In a recent survey conducted by Newsweek, 45 percent of the respondents 
believe that the quality of their lives has been growing worse since 
1963, and only 35 percent felt it has .improved.14/ An explanation for 
this paradox lies in the fact that wealth is only a necessary, but not 
a sufficient condition, for the production of a normal level of quality 
of life. In terms of graphical illustrations, for a stipulated level 
of QOL, only a portion of the 11 normal 11 iso-quality curve is relevant for 
our analysis; that is the segment which is downward sloping and convex 
to the origin as shown in Diagram 1, say, aa'. An iso-quality curve 
is the locus of points which are representations of combinations of 
factor inputs (PH) and (PS) such that the level of QOL produced is the 
same for all combinations of the two input factors. Along this iso­
quality curve, varying proportions of physicel and psychological inputs 
can be employed to yield the same level of satisfaction derived from 
the realized quality of life, and a person would feel equally happy 
(or unhappy). Analogous to an iso-quant curve in production theory, 
the availability of additional input from one category while holding 
the amount of the other input constant, beyond a certain level, will 
not enable an individual to acquire a better quality of life. For 
instance, an input of oy' of (PS), and ox' of (PH) will produce the 
same level of QOL, i.e., Ql, as does the combination of oy and ox or 
oy1 and ox1 of (PS) and (PH), respectively. However, additional input 
of PH in excess of ox' units, given (PS) input of oy', will no~ produce 
a greater level of QOL than Ql; neither will any additional PS in excess 
of oy with given ox of PH contribute to enhance the happiness of an in­
dividual when compared with the situation that he is at a•.12.I There is 

Diagram 1 
0102Q3Q4 

PS/time 

y 

Yl 

y' 

0 x x' PH/time 

14/ See ''What America Thinks of Itself," Newsweek (December 10, 1973), 
p. 45. 

15/ However, it is conceivable in reality that an individual may feel 
less and less happy with a substantial increase in PH input which 
induces some loss in PS input. Typical examples are the broken 
marital relationships and suicide cases among the wealthy persons. 
For instance, see R.A. Easterlin, "Does Money Buy Happiness," 
The Public Interest, 30 (Winter, 1973). 
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a saturation level with both the inputs beyond a or a'. Consider a 
higher level of satisfaction as represented by iso-quality curve Q2 
which lies uniformly above Q1· Improvements in QOL can be achieved 
or produced by greater amounts of both inputs PS and PH, or by a 
greater amount of either input, with unchanged remaining input, or 
even by elimination of one input, but a sufficiently large increase 
in other input. 

The segment aa' on iso-quality curve Q
1 

is assumed to be twice differ­
entiable, which implies that the curve is smooth. PH and PS are gen­
erally not grossly perfect substitutes. Convexity is assumed in the 
sense that the marginal rate of technical substitution between these 
two inputs is diminishing. The convexity property of the iso-quality 
curve implies that d 2 (PS)/d (PH)

2 > 0. The rate of technical substitution 
between (PH) and (PS) can be obtained by total differentiation of 
the QOL production function. 

d(QOL) = o(QOL) d(PS) + o(QOL) d(PH) 
6(PS) 6(PH) 

For a given iso-quality curve, d(QOL) = 0, and thus (noticing that 
both marginal contributions are assumed to be nonnegative): 

d(PS) 
d(PH) 

= -o (QOL)/ o (QOL) < 0 
o (PH) o(PS) 

The iso-quality curves are shown to be downward sloping and to the right. 
Further, these negatively sloped iso-q~ality curves are convex to the 
origin, as shown in Diagram 1, if ~) = d[d(PS)/d(PH)J > 0 or 

d(PH)2 d(PH) 
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d2 (PS) d [ -6 (QOL) /6(PH) J == 
d ( -Zh/Zs) 

== :z: 

d (PH) 2 d(PH) 5 (QOL) /o(PS) d(PH) 

-1 G· (Z )2 - 2 zsh (Zs) (Zh) + zhh (Zs)~ > 0 

Z3 h 
h 

Where zh o(QOL)/o(PH) 

z = o(QOL)/o(PS) 
s 

Normally, we expect Zsh to be nonnegative; therefore, Z6 s and Zhh 

must be negative, or the rate of change of the marginal contributions 
of both factor inputs must be diminishing in order to assure the 
convexity property of the iso-quality curve. Since the rate of tech­
nical substitution (RTS) is defined as the negative of o(PS)/o(PH), 
convexity also implies a decreasing RTS between these two factors, 
i.e., 

2 2 
-6 (PS)/5 (PH) < O. 

It is assumed that the QOL production function is homogeneous. However, 
the degree of homogeneity may be greater or less than one: i.e., the 
returns to scale may be increasing or diminishing. The case of increasing 
returns to scale is shown in Diagram 1 by the movement from Q1 to Q3 . 

Note that Q2 represents twice and Q3 three times the intensity of ' 

satisfaction of Q1 and the spacing between Q1, Q2 , and Q3 shrinks 
more than proportionately. The movement from Q3 to Q4 , on the other 
hand, reveals the decreasing returns to scale portions of the QOL 
production function, i.e., to maintain an equal increase in happiness, 
more than proportional amounts of PS and PH are required. In addition, 
the iso-quality curves are assumed to be nonintersecting in the relevant 
range. 

A rational individual attempts to maximize his overall QOL production, 
subject to certain capability constraints. Perceive a situation of no 
constraints of any form, or of limitless capability of a human being; 
each individual would move to the bliss point at which all his desires 
are fully satisfied. Unfortunately, that is not the case in reality. 
Each one has only 24 hours a day to spend in securing his PH and PS 
inputs for production of his QOL. Observe an individual's capability 
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to exchange PH and PS inputs is limited by the social, economic, 
political conditions, and environments in which he lives. In addition, 
the ability to acquire and to share with others the total PH goods 
and services available in a society depends strategically upon the 
individual's own economic wealth. On the other hand, there are restric­
tions on each individual's effort to secure PS inputs. For example, 
the amount of PS acquired is determined in part by one's degree of 
willingness to exchange resources and efforts for spiritual and 
psychological inputs, such as esteem, belovedness, belongingness, 
feeling of security, individual dignity and integrity, etc., that 
other people in the society are willing to render to him. As expected, 
the esteem, security and dignity also depend, to some extent, on PH. 
Diagram 2 shows various forms of the capability constraints or iso­
capabili ty curves that an individual may possess at any particular 
point of time in his life span. 

Diagram 2 PS/time y 

YJ 

y' 

0 I 
x x 1 x PH/time 

The points on the iso-capability curves indicate the maximum possible 
combinations of PS and PH that an individual is able to secure. 
Consider the case of the end points of the iso-capability curve, say 
for A. Point y(x) indicates the maximum quantity of PS(PH) obtainable 
if the amount of PH(PS) is zero. Similarly, for individual c. the 
maximum psychological intake, by foregoing all physical goods and 
services, he is able to secure is oy'. The iso-capability curves for 
both A and C are concave to the origin, implying that the rate of 
capability transformation between (PS) and (PH) for these two persons 
are diminishing--more than proportionate PS must be sacrificed in order 
to secure additional PH inputs. Consider the case of perfect sub­
stitutes between PH and PS, for individual B. The iso-capability curve 
for B is a straight line, indicating that PH(PS) can be substituted 
for PS(PH) at a fixed ratio. Although B's capability constraint lies 
between those of A and C, the three persons are capable of acquiring 
one common combination of PH and PS that is the intersection of the 
three iso-capability curves, as shown at N. A special !so-capability 
curve for some special individual may even look like YNX', or YiNX.', 
i.e., a kinked one. 
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We stated earlier that rational individuals are usually maximizing 
their quality of life production subject to their capability constraints. 
Given the iso-quality map and the iso-capability curve (xy) of an 
individual for any given point in time as shown in Diagram 3, the maxi­
mum level of QOL of that individual is'attained when the iso-quality 
curve is tangent to the iso-capability curve. To be specific, this 
individual is most satisfied in his life at the level of Q3 by 
combining Oa units of physical goods and services and Ob units of 
psychological inputs, given the limit of his capability by that time 
is xy. Note that he is neither capable of producing Q4, due to his 
own capability constraint, nor would it be efficient by organizing 
a combination of PS and PH other than at N, say, at M, in the sense 
that he would end up with a lower iso-quality curve, Q1 • Thus, the 
equilibrium position will be at the point where the slope of the iso­
quality and that of the iso-capability curve are identical. 

Diagram 3 PS/time 
y 

y 

0 a x x PH/time 

Undoubtedly, condition and environment in which an individual lives 
changes from time to time. It is not unreasonable to assume that an 
individual's ability and capability improve as one grows in age. 
During a lifetime, although it has been observed that an individual's 
iso-capability curve can switch, say from xy to x'y' or vice versa as 
shown in Diagram 2, the iso-capabi lity curve for a "normal" individual, 
in general, is expected to shift onward in the east-north direction, 
i.e., from xy to XY, as shown in Diagram 3. In the former case, the 
individual's QOL may be improved, unchanged or worsened depending upon 
the way that the iso-capability curve is being shifted. The individual 
in the latter case, can be shown to be always better off than before. 
Consequently, a 11normal 11 person, experiencing outright shift of the 
iso-capability curve over time would have a QOL expansion path, say 
N'NP'P. The QOL expansion path is derived by connecting equilibrium 
points N', N, P', Pat each point of time, 
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The QOL expansion path generally exhibits a "staggering effect." That 
is, the path starting from the origin, initially may lean more toward 
the horizontal axis (PH) because of the greater importance in satisfying 
the basic needs or the Darwinian struggle for one's physical survival. 
Beyond a certain level of the basic needs being satisfied, the expan­
sion path will lean more towards the vertical axis (PS). The basic 
needs are, in essence, the biological and physiological needs. As 
Maslow stated, "Frustration of basic needs creates psychopathologi-

l 't' 1116/ cal symptoms, and their satisfaction leads to healthy persona i ies. ~ 
A person who is lacking food, safety, love and esteem would probably 
hunger for food more strongly than for anything else. 

The QOL expansion path may exhibit a point of inflection, say at N' at 
which some basic needs for survival are met and the individual begins 
to aspire for more inputs from the psychological arena relative to the 
physical domain to enrich his QOL production, say from Q1 to Q2 and to 
Q3• This is the plausible situation because the marginal productivity 
of PH is diminishing, as PS increases less proportionately than does 
the PH input. A greater increase input from PS relative to that of 
PH beyond N' will move the individual into the increasing returns to 
scale portion of the QOL production function. Analogously, the greater 
increase in input of PS, relative to PH, will result in relatively 
high productivity of the latter in the QOL production, when the level 
of Q3 is achieved. An inflection point on the expansion path is found 
at N. Along the same line of argument inflection points, such as P' 
and P, can be logically located. In short, a QOL production expansion 
path of a "normal" individual, with regard to his span of life time, 
may simply take the staggering form of O N' N P' P. 

The range of the QOL expansion path is shown between ORS and ORh. 
OR8 and ORh are obtained by connecting the linked points on the iso­
quality curves, or the points beyond which the curves become vertical 
and horizontal, respectively. The QOL expansion path, for a spiritualism­
oriented person, will bend toward the OR limit, whereas for a materialism-s 
oriented person, the expansion path will be biased toward the ORh 
limit over his life horizon. 

16/ Abrah~m Maslow, Toward A Psychology of Being (Second Edition, 
New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1962), pp. 50-51; Motivation 
and Personality (Second Edition, New York: Harper and Row, 
1970), pp. 36-37. 
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Consider a special case in which the second derivatives fail to exist 
for either the capability curve or the iso-quality curve, as shown in 
Diagram 4. In this case, PH and PS are perfect substitutes for each 
other in the production of QOL for a particular individual within the 
range of Rs and~· The marginal r~te of substitution between the two 
inputs is constant. Another special case involves the use of PH and 
PS, in fixed proportion, in producing any level of QOL, as shown in 
Diagram 5; the expansion path is, therefore, represented by a line 
radiating from the origin and passing through all the corner points 
of the QOL iso-quality curves. Additional inputs beyond the corner 
points, while holding the other input constant, will not produce a 
higher level of QOL for this individual. 

Diagram 4 Diagram 5 

PS/time Q4 

PS/time 01Q2Q3 

y 

y 

0 x PH/time 0 x PH/time 

~pathology may emerge·in a typical industrialized society that indi­
viduals who are capable of acquiring a substantial volume of ohysical 
inputs, experience a decrease in psychological inputs. As a result, 
the level of QOL they produce is declined, as indicated by the switch 
of the iso-quality curves from Q1 to Q0 in Diagram 6. Note that the 
expansion path NlN, is downward-sloping in this case. 

Diagram 6 
PS/time 

y 

1 
y 

______ Ql 

0 l..-----__.l"'-----"':"---
x x l PH/time 
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In summary, we have developed a micro quality of life production model 
on the assumption that rational individuals are always attempting to 
maximize their level of quality of life subject to their own capability 
constraints. As conceptualized and analyzed earlier, the quality of 
life is not only a function of material well-being, but also dependent 
on such nonmaterial or spiritual factors as psychological health, sub­
jective feelings, etc. It has been illustrated that both physical and 
psychological inputs can, to a certain extent, substitute for each 
other and vary in proportion to produce a given level of QOL."!J../ 

The assumptions employed under the normal situation are that the 
marginal technical rate of substitution is diminishing and that the marginal 
contribution of factor input is positive, but diminishing, given other 
things being equal. Thus, an increase in both inputs should yield a 
higher level of QOL. A "good" social system which enhances its member's 
capability to meet his basic and psychological needs is one which con­
stantly helps pushing onward the capability constraints for all its 
members. To be specific, a good society is one whose objective is to 
ensure the maximum of the iso-capability curves for all individual members 
for any ~iven point in time and to shift the curves upward to the right­
hand side over periods of time. 

It should be clear now that an increase in GNP alone or sheer stress 
on economic growth at the expense of some factor input in the psycholog­
ical side may degrade the QOL in the country. As shown in Diagram 7, 
the shift in :the iso-capability curve from xy to x'y' means a relatively 
smaller sacrifice in PS input but a considerable increase in the PH 
input. However, the overall QOL for the nation is adversely affected, 
and the level of social well-being is lessened from Q1 to Q

0 
(from 

equilibrium point N to N'). Unless the sacrifice is compensated for 
by a very substantial gain in PH input, say, from ox to OX, people will 
then feel indifferent and stay on the same iso-quality curve, Q1 • 

17/ In the structure of psychological well-being, Bradburn assumed that 
following Herzberg, Mansner, and Snyderman, psychological well­
being is a function of two dimensions--positive and negative 
effect, each of which is related to well-being by an independent 
set of variables. See Norman Bradbum, The Structure of 
Psychological Well-Being (Chicago: Aldine Publishing Company, 
1969), and F. Herzberg, B. Mausner, and B. B. Snyderman, The 
Motivation to Work (New York: Wiley, 1959). 
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With the equilibrium point moved from N to P, the gain in economic 
well-being by an.amount of x.X., for art example, is just enough to cover 
the costs of the resulting environmental damage of, say, yY.18/ 

This study outlines a framework to quantify the quality of life in U.S. 
metropolitan areas by measuring the QOL inputs, especially the PH in­
puts for which most data are available. Data on PS inputs are either 
not measurable or not existent for all SMSA's. As a proxy for quality 
inputs, indexes on some environmental input factors, nevertheless, were 
compiled in this study. Ultimately, it is hoped that future develop­
ment in this type of analyses will enable us not only to measure and 
evaluate the shifts in the capability curves, but also to identify and 
predict the expansion path of the QOL over periods of time under dif­
ferent national goals and policies. 

Diagram 7 

y 
y• 
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18/ It has been pointed out often enough that environmental pollution 
represents a long unpaid debt to nature. It is reasonable to 

attribute partially the economic growth in the U.S. since 1946, 
to the enlargement of that intangible debt. For this argument, 
see Barry Commoner, 11The Environmental Costs of Economic Growth," 
in Robert and Nancy Dorfman (eds.), Economics of the Environment 
(New York: W.W. Norton and Companyt 1972). 
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CHAPTER IV 

MF.A.SURING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN METROPOLITAN AREA.S 

The purpose of this study is to develop measures or indicators of the 
quality of life in metropolitan areas. Basic concepts and theoretical 
issues have been discussed in the previous chapters. This chapter 
describes the methodology used to construct our quality of life indi­
cators. 

SELECTION AND GROUPS OF METROPOLITAN ARFAS 

Like a nation, every Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) per­
forms a variety of economic functions, such as production, distribution, 
and consumption. Each EMSA may be considered as an economic entity. 
Furthermore, each metropolitan area, by definition, has a central city 
of at least 50,000 population, and it usually consists of several 
neighboring counties of related social, economic, political, and 
environmental characteristics. Geographically, the size of a metro­
politan area is approximately traversable by automobile in much less 
than a day, i.e., a so-called "commuting distance." From the social 
science point of view, an SMSA is an urban area, and most of the 
people can complete their social life daily within the metropolitan 
area. In addition, all the SMSA's today account for about seven-tenths 
of the total United States population. However, social and economic 
conditions vary considerably among SMSA's within the country. Under­
standing how and why the quality of life differs among SMSA's seems to 
be one of the most important problems in our concerns with society and 
with urban pathology. That is to say, one of the substantive tasks in 
this quality of life study is to analyze theoretically and test 
empirically those variables which significantly determine the variations 
in the quality of life among regions. 
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There were 243 SMSA's in this country in 1970, according to the U.S. 
Department of Commerce definition. Al~hough the number of SMSA's has 
increased since ·1970, and more counties have been added to the defini­
tions of some SMSA's, this study uses the 1970 definition in order to 
be consistent with other economic, political, and social data from the 
1970 Population Census. These 243 SMSA's had 139.4 million residents 
or 68.6 percent of the total U.S. population in 1970. Their populations 
range from 56,000 in Meriden, Connecticut, to 11,529,000 in New York City, 
New York. From the analytical point of view, it seems to be desirable 
to compare the quality of life between SMSA's with comparable population 
sizes. Thus, in this ptudy the 243 SMSA's are divided into three groups 
according to population: large, medium, and small. SMSA's with 
populations greater than 500,000 are in the first group; the small 
group includes all SMSA's with population less than 200,000; and the 
medium group has populations between 200,000 and 500,000. Although the 
total population within the three groups is overwhelmingly high for 
the large SMSA's, the numbers of SMSA's in each group are fairly even. 
There are 65 large SMSA's with a total population of 102.6 million; about 
24.9 million and 11.9 million people live in the 83 medium and 95 small 
s-ISA's, respectively. These three groups are referred to as Groups 
L, M, and S throughout this study. 

THE QUALITY OF LIFE FACTORS AND DATA SOURCES 

The physical inputs of the overall quality of life consist of five 
principal goal areas or QOL components. They are defined in broad 
terms, and cover most major concerns of all individuals: 

1. Economic Component; 

2. Political Component; 

3. Environmental Component; 

4. Health and Education Component; and 

5. Social Component. 

These concerns have been chosen with a view to developing as broad and 
common as possible a concept of well-being. Psychological inputs are 
not included because they are not amenable to quantification. The five 
goal areas encompass command over private goods and services being 
produced and consumed, and--in addition--the public counterparts not 
provided at "market prices" or consumed on an individual basis. The 
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physical input factors selected in this study tend to possess the 
following characteristics: 

* They should be sufficiently universal so that the fundamental prin­
ciples would generally be agreed upon by, and apply to, the majority 
of people in the metropolitan areas today; they should be of great 
present and potential interest to all levels of government as 
essential elements of well-being. 

* They should be commonly understood and have policy bearings which 
can be realistically and efficiently implemented. 

* They should be flexible enough to account for any lifestyle input 
variations over space and time, and easily adaptable to changes in 
social, economic, political, and environmental conditions in a 
dynamic society. 

* They should be open to verification according to recognized scientific 
approaches, and updative with new data so that intertemporal com­
parisons can be made over time. 

The number of variables selected under the five goal areas total more 
than 120. Insofar as possible, they are formulated in a way as to 
show both the concerns of the individual and the well-being of the 
community. The interdependent relationship among variables is also 
recognized; the same variable may appear simultaneously in two different 
goal areas, and yet the independent objective among the five principal 
goals is fundamentally unaffected. 

The variables selected for the study in their respective order of sequence 
are discussed below. As shown in Panel 1, page 57, the sign on the left 
of each variable indicates the effect of the variable on the quality of 
life--the positive or negative contribution to the input measurement. 

Economic Component 

The economic inputs to the quality of life are divided into two cate­
gories: individual economic well-being and community economic health. 
Personal income and wealth status are considered to be the most sensitive 
indicators of economic well-being of individuals. Personal income repre­
sents the flow variable; the wealth reflects the stock. On an individual 
basis, a metropolitan area with a higher stock of wealth and a larger 
flow of incomes tends to be healthier than those with lower wealth and 
sinaller incomes, ceteris paribus. 
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The wealth status of an individual can generally be measured by his 
fixed assets, properties, and changes. in income. In this study, the 
median value of owner-occupied single family housing, the percentage 
of owner-occupied housing units, and the percent of households with 
one or more automobiles are used to reflect wealth status. Savings 
per capita are employed to represent the variable assets and the ratio 
of total property income to total personal income as an index of 
property as cumulation and production. They all are positive inputs 
to the wealth category, and hence,become positive inputs to the 
quality of life. 

There are seven factor inputs to a community's economic health; these, 
coupled with an individual's economic well-being, constitute the 
economic component. Affluency, employment, labor productivity, indus­
trial diversification, availability of capital and the community's 
economic development efforts are all essential inputs to strengthen 
a community's economic health. In addition, a more and more even dis­
tribution of economic resources among people is gradually expected for 
a healthy economy. For this,the inequality index between central city 
and suburban income is also selected to measure the economic health of a 
conununity. Income inequality and unemployment rates are the negative 
input factors, while the remaining five are positive attributes to the 
metropolitan economy. 

The inequality between central city and suburban income distribution 
is one of two factors used in determining the income inequality index. 
Urban blight has become one of the critical metropolitan issues. The 
distribution of population and income between the central city and the rest 
of the SMSA is examined in a review of this factor, whereas the other 
factor centers on the percentage. of persons with either high or low 
incomes within the SMSA as a whole. The distribution of total income 
between the persons in the central city and suburban part of the SMSA 
identifies the inequalities which may exist. The equation used in 
calculating this factor is a reduced version of the Gini coefficient, 
or is: 

2(P - P ) 
cp cy 

where Pep is the percentage of population living in the central city and 
Pcy is the percentage of total income that is distributed in the central 
city. The ideal situation would be a perfect equality, or for both of 
these percentages to be equal; hence, the greater the deviation from 
zero, the less favorable the distribution. 
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The degree of economic concentration is expressed by the percentage of 
persons employed in the manufacturing and services industries in the 
SMSA's as compared to the corresponding figures for the U.S. as a 
whole. "Services" is defined by the U.S. Department of Commerce as 
business, repair, and personal services. The equation used in calculating 
this factor is as follows: 

with ~ and e
5 

defined as the percent of total employed in manufacturing 
and services in the g.fSA and E1n and Es the corresponding totals for 
the U.S. Since a diversified regional economy is less vulnerable than 
a highly concentrated one when the national economy changes its 
structure or suffers from any unavoidable or uncontrollable conditions, 
the variable should be viewed like the inequality variable: i.e., 
the greater the deviation from zero, the less favorable the structure. 

In sunnnary, the economic component of the metropolitan quality of life 
is represented by 18 individual and community inputs ranging from in­
come and wealth to economic concentration and income distribution. 
(See Panel 1). All selected variables are deemed as physical inputs 
that produce a certain level of quality of life under study regardless 
of their conventionally conceived input or output characteristics. In 
other words, they may jointly reflect a capability or command over 
goods and services of the metropolitan population that might have been 
differentiated otherwise. Moreover, all variables, be they individual 
or community concerns, depict not only the most essential fields of 
economic component in this country, but also the most critical area of 
today's political and welfare economy among metropolitan regions. 

Statistics for ·those variables shown in •Panel 1 are mainly collected 
from the Census of Population, 1970, (COP), County and City Data Book, 
1972 (C and C), U.S. Statistical Abstract, 1972 (SA) Census of 
Government, 1967 (COG), etc. The Appendix contains raw data and data 
sources for all variables employed in this study. 
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Factor Effect 
and Weight 

I. 

+ (.25) 

+ (.05) 
+ (,OS) 

+ (,05) 
+ (.05) 

+ (. 05) 

Panel 1. FACTORS IN ECONOMIC CCMPONENT 

Factors 

Individual Economic Well-Being 

A. Personal income per capita($) 

B. Wealth 

1. Savings per capita ($) 
2. Ratio of total property income to total 

personal income 
3. Percent of owner-occupied housing units 
4. Percent of households with one or more 

automobiles 
S. Median value, owner-occupied, single family 

housing units ($1,000) 

II. Community Economic Health 

+ (. 07) 

(. 07) 

+ (.014) 
+ (,014) 

+ (.014) 
+ (.014) 
+ (.014) 

+ (. 07) 

+ 

(.035) 
(. 035) 

(. 07) 

(. 07) 

A. Percent of families with income above pgverty level 

B. Degree of economic concentration, absolute value 

C. Productivity 

1. Value added per worker in manufacturing ($1, 000) 
2, Value of construction per worker ($1,000) 
3. Sales per employee in retail trade($1,000) 
4. Sales per employee in wholesale trade($1,000) 
5. Sales per employee in selected services($1,000) 

D~ Total bank deposits per capita ($) 

E. Income inequality index 

1. Central city and suburban income distribution 
2. Percent of families with incomes below poverty 

level or greater than $15,000 

F. Unemployment rate 

G. Number of full-time Chamber of Conunerce employees 
per 100,000 population 
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The following two variables have special definitions and connotations: 

The savings per capita variable includes only deposits in savings and 
loan associations, and excludes savings accounts in banks or other 
institutions. The amounts shown for the ~SA's are the totals for all 
savings and loan associations headquartered in that area, including 
their branches located elsewhere. 

The number of full-time employees of the Chamber of Commerce was obtained 
by means of a questionnaire sent by MRI to the Chamber located in the 
central city of the SMSA. (The questionnaire form is contained in the 
Appendix.) Therefore, the information presented is only for the central 
city and is used as an approximation to the entire SMSA. Estimates were 
made for the Chambers that either did not return the questionnaire or 
did not fully complete it. Estimates for the large SMSA's were based 
on s-ISA's of comparable population size. For the medium and small sized 
SMSA's, the minimum value of the SMSA's available in each group was 
used as a basis for estimation. As shown in the Appendix, all estimated 
figures are marked with a dot behind them. 

Political Component 

While variables in the economic component are designed to measure either 
the command over goods and services or the capability to satisfy the 
basic needs for a.decent standard of living of all the population 
within each metropolitan area, the political component is intended to 
describe the institutional factors and the functional operations of the 
democratic system which organize all individuals in a conununity to achieve 
some common goals and public objectives. The goals and objectives are 
determined collectively, and their products are characterized by the 
nature of nonmarketability, indivisibility, and relevant externalities. 

Within the political arena, two types of factors are considered as vital 
inputs to the metropolitan quality of life. One is the professionalism 
and performance of the local governments and the other is individual 
activities. The most important input of any individual is undoubtedly 
his own active participation in political events. The ratio of presi­
dential votes cast to voting age population is selected as the variable 
with available data that best represents individual participation. 
Individuals have to be well informed so that they can be well prepared 
and equipped for action or participation. Newspapers and radio and 
television broadcasts are most efficient communication media for 
the public in general and for governments in particular. Thus, they 
are selected to represent the informed citizenry and should have direct, 
positive effects upon the political quality of life of individuals. 
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The collective policies have to be implemented, and the public goods 
and services have to be provided for ~etropolitan residents by the 
governments. The quality of governments may be judged from the pro­
fessionalism and number of employees, while efficiency or accomplish­
ment may be reflected by the level of output or performance. The 
qualification and number of teachers, policemen, and firemen employed 
are by far the most conventional indicators of professionalism in 
state and local government. Eight variables are chosen for this 
category. Crime prevention is the most tangible and sensitive criterion 
when local governments are evaluated, The existence of high violent 
crime and property crime rates are indicators of poor government 
performance and detrimental to our quality of life. The willingness 
to finance production and to maintain the quality of these public goods 
and services is directly illustrated by the local government revenue 
per capita. The local governments are described as more efficient if 
they can secure more funds from the Federal Government. 

In addition to the crime rate, collllllunity health and educational results 
are also good indicators of government performance, and constitute 
significant inputs to the quality of life. Therefore, although these 
two coaununity indexes are computed under the health and education 
component, they also appear under the political component. This is 
one of the cases in which the interdependent relationship among 
variables manifests itself. 

Public welfare payments and welfare assistance from the state and local 
governments are considered another important role of the political 
mechanism. With the Federal Government's emphasis on equal opportunity, 
the welfare assi.stance helps to assure a minimal level of living 
standard for all who are incapable or needy. As a result, the welfare 
variables are included to measure the degree to which the public 
provisions for the basic needs are generally extended. 

The 21 variables shown in Panel 2 are by no means complete, and are not 
intended to be. However, they reflect the overall concerns of our 
political quality of life, and the yardsticks for them can be established. 
Consequently, related policies leading toward impro~ement can be designed 
and recommended. Except for the crime variables, they all are positive 
input factors in the model of quality of life production. 
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Factor Effect 
and Weight 

.Panel 2. FACTORS IN POLITICAL COMPONENT 

Factors 

I. Individual Activites 

+ (.083) 

+ (.083) 

+ (.083) 

+ (.25) 

A. Informed citizenry 

1. Local Sunday newspaper circulation per 1,000 
population 

2. Percent of occupied housing units with TV 
available 

3. Local radio stations per 1,000 populatio~ 

B. Political activity participation-ratio of Presiden­
tial vote cast to voting age population 

II. Local Government Factors 

+ (. 02) 
+ (.02) 

+ (.02) 
+ (. 02) 
+ (. 02) 
+ (.02) 
+ (. 02) 
+ (.02) 

(. 03) 
(. 03) 

+ (.03) 
+ (.03) 
+ (.03) 
+ (.03) 

+ (. 053) 

+ (.053) 

+ (.053) 

A. Professionalism 

1. 
2. 

3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Average monthly 
Average monthly 
employees ($) 

earnings of full-t~me teachers ($) 

earnings of other full-time 

Entrance salary of patrolmen ($) 
Entrance salary of firemen ($) 

Total municipal employment per 1,000 population 
Police protection employment per 1,000 population 
Fire protection employment per 1,000 population 
Insured unemployment rates under state, federal, 
and ex-servicemen's programs 

B. Performance 

1. Violent crime rate per 100,000 population 
2. Property crime rate per 100,000 population 
3. Local government revenue per capita 
4. Percent of revenue from federal government 
5. Community health index 
6. Community education index 

C. Welfare assistance 

1. Per capita local government expenditures on 
public welfare ($) 

2. Average monthly retiree benefits ($) 
3. Average monthly payments to families with 

dependent children ($) 
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All data sources are detailed in the Appendix. Because of the paucity 
of comparable statistics for all metropolitan areas, however, many 
variables under this political component are substituted by close 
approximations. They are explained as follows. 

Local Sunday newspaper circulation per 1,000 population measures the 
Sunday circulation of newspapers based in the central city of the 
SMSA. However, this figure may include areas outside the central city, 
and in some cases outside the SMSA itself. Local radio stations per 
1,000 population include only the radio stations located in the 
central city of the SMSA. It therefore excludes stations which may be 
located either in the suburbs of the central city or perhaps in other 
SMSA's. 

The 1973 Statistical Abstract contains the number of votes cast in 
the 1972 Presidential election for SMSA's with a population of more than 
200,000. Information for the 1968 Presidential election was available 
for the smaller sized SMSA's in the County and City Data Book, 1972. 
The minimum voting age used to compute the ratio of Presidential vote 
to voting age population was 21 in all states except Georgia (18 years), 
Kentucky (18 years), Alaska (19 years), and Hawaii (20 years) for the 
1968 election. In 1971, the voting age was lowered to 18 years in all 
states with the adoption of the 26th Amendment. Since voter regis­
trations are kept by county, data for Standard Economic Areas (SEA) were 
substituted for the SMSA's in New England. In a few cases state data 
were also used for S1SA's. 

The average monthly earnings of full-time teachers and other full~time 
employees were obtained from the Census of Government, Volume 5. 
However, where data were not available for an SMSA, state average data 
were used. The entrance salaries of patrolmen and firemen refer to that 
earned during the first 12 months on duty. The data shown are for 
the central city of the S1SA. The median entrance salary of all central 
cities was used if information was not available for the central city 
of the SMSA. 

Since there are no comparable data on municipal employees for an entire 
metropolitan area, the total number of full-time municipal employees 
per 1,000 population in the central city of the SMSA is used as a 
substitute. The police and fire protection factors include full-time 
uniformed forces, administration, and clerical personnel. 
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The Manpower Report of the President contains unemployment data for 
150 major labor areas as well as for states. The insured unemployment 
rates under state, federal, and ex-servicemen's programs show the in­
sured unemployment as a percent of the average covered employment for 
the areas. State data were substituted if data for the major labor 
area were not available for a particular SMSA. Because data for the 
smaller sized SMSA's were very limited, this variable was omitted 
from the study for the small SMSA's. 

Violent crime is defined as offenses of murder, forcible rape, robbery, 
and aggravated assault; property crime is offenses of burglary, larceny 
of $50 and over, and auto theft. The FBI Uniform Crime Rates for the 
United States contains these crime rates for SMSA's. County data were 
gathered in place of these rates in the New England states, so SFA's are 
shown instead of s-!SA's. In other instances, state data were the only 
available source of information. 

Percent of revenue from Federal Government and local government revenue 
per capita were taken from local government data as found in the 
Census of Government. State data were used if SMSA data were not 
available. Public assistance payments, recorded by county, were 
aggregated to obtain SMSA figures. Information for the New England 
SMSA's is actually SFA data. The state average was again substituted 
if no county data were available. 

Environmental Component 

We are told frequently that human values and institutions have set 
mankind on a co;lision course with the laws of nature. It is not yet 
clear precisely when and in what form the collision between economic 
growthJwhich can satisfy many human wants, and natural limits will 
occur, but the recent energy shortage vividly :signals the onrush 
of crises and environmental problems. The environment is the unique 
skin of soil, water, gaseous atmosphere, mineral nutrients, and 
organisms which, powered by the energy of the sun, make Earth hospitable 
to human life. We have long learned to modify and to exploit the en­
vironment to our advantage in numerous ways, yet we still cannot claim 
either full understanding or control of the environmental systems that 
support our growing population. Not until fairly recently did environ­
mental protection and natural resource conservation become focal points 
Of public interest and national concern in this country. 

The environmental component in this study ideally should take into 
account factors other than pollution, climate, and recreational facilities 
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such as natural endowments and conservation, resource availability 
and accessibility, etc. However, the scarcity of comparable data 
for SMSA's pr.events those representative variables from being selected 
and included. Thus, the environmental variables affecting the metro­
politan quality of life encompass only the air, visual, noise, solid 
waste and water pollution, climatological and recreational factors. 
All types of pollution are grouped under the individual and institu­
tional environment because they are different by-products of various 
human activities. Evidence suggests that the direct effects of 
pollution on property, on human health, and on the quality of life are 
varied. Their direct damages, however, may ultimately prove to be 
even less critical far society as a whole than the latent effects of 
pollution on the ecological systems that sustain human life.1/ 

The natural environment component includes five climatological variables 
and two recreational variables: sunshine days, inversion frequency, 
thunderstorms, high and low temperatures, areas of parks and recrea­
tional areas, and miles of trails. Parks and recreational areas have 
come to play an ever-increasing, important role in our city life. 
As a result, this variable is used twice in the environmental component, 
serving as a determinant of visual pollution and a factor of natural 
environment as well (see Panel 3). 

All variables, except the parks and recreational areas, miles of trails, 
and sunshine days, in this section have adverse effects on our environmental 
quality, and are negative inputs to our daily life. Thus 17 variables 
shown in Panel 3 depict mostly our urban environmental "bads" rati1er 
than "goods." They are chosen for the following reasons: making us 
alert to our environmental problems, comparing the cleanliness of our 
environment, and judging the efforts made to reduce and eliminate 
the pollutants. 

The air pollution index is comprised of two factors--total suspended 
particulate levels and sulfur dioxide levels. The information provided 
for total suspended particulates is the 1972 geometric mean level. 

1/ For d"etailed discussion, see P. R. Ehrlich, A. H. Ehrlich, and 
J. P. Holdren, Human Ecology (San Francisco: W. H. Feeman and 
Company, 1973); Larry B. Barrett and Thomas E. Waddell, Cost of 
Air Pollution Damage: A Status Report (Research Triangle Park, 
North Carolina: National Environmental Research Center, 1973), and 
Thomas E. Waddell, The Economic Damages of Air Pollution 
(Washington, D.C.: EPA Washington Environmental Research Center 

May 1974). ' 
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Factor Effect 
and Weight 

Panel 3. FACTORS IN ENVIRONMENTAL CCMPONENT 

Factors 

I. Individual and Institutional Environment 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

(. 05) 
(.05) 

(. 033) 
(.033) 
(. 033) 

(.033) 

(. 033) 
(.033) 

(.10) 

( .10) 

II. 

(.05) 
(.05) 
(. 05) 
(.OS) 
{. 05) 

( .125) 

( .125) 

A. Air pollution index 

1. 
z. 

Mean level for total suspended particulates (µg/m
3

) 
Mean level for sulfur dioxide (µg/m 

3
) 

B. Visual pollution 

1. Mean annual inversion frequency 
2. Percent of housing units dilapidated 
3. Acres of parks and recreational areas per 

1,000 population 

C. Noise 

1. Population density in the central city of the 
SMSA> persons per square mile 

2. Motor vehicle registrations per 1,000 population 
3. Motorcycle registrations per 1,000 population 

D. Tons of solid waste generated by manufacturing per 
million dollars value added 

E. Water pollution index 

Natural Environment 

A. Climatological data 

1. Mean annual inversion frequency 
2. Possible annual sunshine days 
3. Number of days with thunderstorms occurring 
4. Number of days with temperature of 90° and above 
5. Number of days with temperature of 32° and below 

B. Recreation areas and facilities 

1. Acres of parks and recreational areas per 
1,000 population 

2. Miles of trails per 100,000 population 
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The 1972 arithmetic mean level is shown for sulfur dioxide in the larger 
sized SMSA's, but due to data deficiencies the maximum observation is 
shown for the medium sized SMSA's. Estimates were made for some of 
the SMSA.'s where no Federal Air Monitoring Site was located, and hence 
no pollution concentrations were recorded. The air pollution informa­
tion relates only to the central city of the SMSA, and where the data 
were not available, estimates were based on the central city of a 
neighboring SMSA. Information for the smaller sized SMSA's was 
extremely limited and therefore, omitted from the study for small SMSA's. 

The frequency of low-level inversion (stable air) is an important 
factor of visual pollution. The data were obtained from the Air 
Quality and Emissions Trends Annual Report which includes a map showing 
the percent of total hours with inversions based 150 meters or less 
above the ground for the U.S. The map reflects the influences of 
mountains, lakes, and oceans on this factor. 

Motor vehicle and motorcycle registrations are recorded by the Department 
of Transportation by county. Registration data for cities and towns 
were not available, so the data for SMSA's in the New England states 
are again SEA data. Where neither SMSA nor SFA data were available, 
estimates were made based on the average of the S'!SA's in the state, 
census division, or census region, depending on the availability of 

data. 

Solid waste generated in the manufacturing industry was obtained by 
multiplying a factor of 7.6 tons by the total number of employees in 
the manufacturing industry in the SMSA in the year 1970.'!:/ This figure 
was then divided by the value added by manufacturing (in million 
dollars). For S'!SA's where value added information was either not 
available or was withheld to avoid disclosure, the state average figures 
were substituted. 

A water pollution index based on the prevalence, duration, and intensity 
of pollution has been developed for all ~SA's by the Mitre Corporation, 
and is called the PDI index. A lower PD! rank indicates a worse 
pollution problem. The figures shown for the water pollution index are 
the PDI rank for all Basic Data Units (BDU's) in the U.S. divided by 
the corresponding SMSA value, This was done so that the lower values 
reflect less of a water pollution problem. State values were sub­
stituted where SMSA values were not available. 

!:_/ This is the waste multiplier used in J. L. Berry et al., Land Use, 
Urban Form and Environmental Quality (The University of Chicago, 
Department of Geography Research Paper, Number 155, 1974), p. 268. 
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The U.S. Department of Commerce presents climatological data for cities 
in an annual publication called Local Climatological Data. The figures 
for possible annual sunshine days represent the number of hours of 
sunshine as a percent of the number of hours between sunrise and sunset 
for each day of the year. The number of days with thunderstorms 
occurring and the maximum number of days with high (90° and above) or 
low (32° and below) temperatures are statistics for the weather stations. 
Data were not available for all of the central cities of the SMSA's, 
so observations for nearby stations having approximately the same 
climatic conditions were substituted in some cases. 

The statistics for all parks and recreational areas, trails, etc., in 
this study were obtained from the 1972 Public Outdoor Recreation Areas 
and Facilities Inventory Survey conducted by the Bureau of Outdoor 
Recreation. Statistics are available at the county level, and the 
county data were aggregated to obtain SMSA information. Estimates 
based on the state totals were used for the SMSA's where no information 
was available. 

Health and Education Component 

The quality of health and education is another principal concern. Three 
major health considerations have been identified as dominating factors, 
i.e., long life, life free of disability, and medical care availability 
and accessibility. Long life reflects the human desire to live out a 
natural life span, which means a low death probability at every age in 
the life cycle. It is conventionally measured by life expectancy at 
birth, or the average life expectancy. However, life expectancy at 
birth depends substantially on the infant mortality rate, and sub­
sequently on the average death rate. For this reason, the infant 
mortality rate and the death rate are employed in the study to measure 
individual health condition. 

While no specific variable was chosen for life free of disability, due 
to data deficiencies, the availability of and accessibility to medical 
care are employed to reflect the conditions of conununity health pro­
tection. Disability can be partly prevented if quality medical care 
services are provided when needed. The number of physicians and 
dentists per 100,000 population represent the availability of medical 
manpower, and the number of hospital beds indicates the facili-
ties. The accessibility of medical care can probably be reflected by 
per capita local government expenditures on health. Although the 
hospital occupancy rate is undoubtedly an indicator of efficiency 
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and utilization, it may possibly reflect accessibility--hospital 
occupancy rate can be higher in one area than another only if patients 
in the area have better access to the hospitals than those in the 
other, given that the demographic characteristics, health conditions, 
number of hospital beds, and everything else are the same in both 
areas. 

The achievement of a basic level of education among residents and the 
opportunity for higher, better, and continuing education in a community 
are the primary concerns of today's intellectual health. Attaining a 
basic level of education implies that all persons, especially youth, 
have developed or been equipped with those essential skills required 
to participate and contribute in society independently, and to pursue 
their own interests and self-satisfaction intelligently. The existing 
opportunities and the willingness to invest in formal education or 
vocational training, whether for better employment opportunities, 
individual dignity and independence, or other general interest pursuits, 
are important community conditions for a healthy educational climate. 
Furthermore, personal relationships in a community are likely to be 
more harmonious and better communicated if educational backgrounds and 
the intellectual drives within the community are relatively homogeneous. 

For individual educational attainment, the median school years completed 
by persons 25 years old and over, and the percentage among them with 
4 years of high school or more, are selected as positive indicators. 
The percent of males between 16 and 21 years of age who are not high 
school graduates is considered as a negative indicator affecting 
educational homogeneity; the percent of population, ages 3 to 34, ' 
enrolled in schools is chosen as a positive indicator of individual 
willingness to invest in education. The willingness of a community to 
invest in education is shown by the variable of per capita local 
government expenditures on education, whereas a community's educational 
attainment and.probably its homogeneity are illustrated by the percent 
of persons 25 years old and over who have completed 4 years of college 
or more. 

The 13 factors described above are expected to portray, respectively, 
the individual and community conditions of health and education 
needed to evaluate the level of quality of life in the metropolitan 
areas. The policy implications of the health variables are that the 
overall social well-being is improved if l~fe expectancy is lengthened, 
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Panel 4. FACTORS IN HFALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT 

Factor Effect 
and Weight 

I. 

- (.125) 
- (.125) 

+ (. 063) 

+ (.063) 

- (. 063) 

+ (. 063) 

Factors 

Individual Conditions 

A.. Health 

1. Infant mortality rate per 1,000 live births 
2. Death rate per 1,000 population 

B. Education 

1. Median school years completed by persons 
25 years old and over 

2. Percent of persons 25 years and ove~, who 
completed 4 years of high school or more 

3. Percent of males ages 16 to 21 who are not 
high school graduates 

4. Percent of population ages 3 to 34 enrolled 
in schools 

II. Community Conditions 

+ (.OS) 
+ (. 05) 
+ (.OS) 
+ .(.OS) 
+ (.OS) 

+ (.125) 

+ (.125) 

A. Medical care availability and accessibility 

1. Number of dentists per 100,000 population 
2. Number of hospital beds per 100,000 population 
3. Hospital occupancy rates 
4. Number of physicians per 100,000 population 
5. Per capita local government expenditures on 

health 

». Educational attainment 

1. Per capita local government expenditures on 
education 

2. Percent of persons 2S years old and over who 
completed 4 years of college or more 
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and more and 
accessible. 
that quality 

better medical care services are made available and 
The policy implications of the educational variables are 
of life can be enriched by increasing both public and 

private investment in education and stressing uniform educational 
attainment among individuals. 

All educational variables contained in Panel 4 are found in the census. 
The infant mortality rate and death rate are based on information ob­
tained from certificates filed in state or city Bureaus of Vital 
Statistics. Thus, this information is limited to registered occurrences 
only. Again, SF.A data were used for the New England 9-iSA's; state 
data were substituted for SMSA in a few instances when no SMSA data 
were located. 

Limitations of data existed for the five factors comprising medical 
care availability: the number of dentists and physicians was not 
availa~le in the Statistical Abstract for 9-iSA's with populations of 
less than 200,000. As a result, these variables are not included for 
the small SMSA groups. 

Social Component 

Insofar as the quality of life is conventionally defined as social 
well-being and measured by social indicators, the social component 
constitutes the most significant and important element of this study. 
Due to the wide range of social concerns, a relatively larger number of 
factors are included in the social component. These variables depict 
primarily three central social issues: individual concerns, individual 
equality, and community living conditions. 

Among the individual concerns in the social component, the quality of 
life is identified with the opportunity for self-support, the promoting 
of maximum development of individual capability, and a widening oppor­
tunity for individual choice. The concern with self-support implies inde­
pendence and. self-reliance. The existing ?PPOrtunity for self-support 
thus may be represented by the labor force participation rate, the per­
cent of labor force employed, the mean level of income which reflects 
employment and income earning opportunity, the family status of the de­
pendent children, and the independence of married couples. Education, 
as described previously, provides essential skills needed to acquire em­
ployment, and also more often than not education generates employment 
opportunities. Therefore, it is also included to identify the existing 
opportunity for self-support. For the development of individual 
capabilities in this country, no investment other than education can be 
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formal, efficient, effective, and rewarding. For persons with less 
than 15 years of education, some vocational training apparently enhances 
their capabilities professionally. Physically, health is fundamental 
to any development of individual capability. Thus, the individual health 
index also becomes one of the essential determinants in this group; 
i.e., the index values, after they are computed, are included in this 
subcomponent. 

Individuals are expected to be very much concerned with available choices 
and appreciative of chances to acquire better knowledge and information 
about selection among jobs, residences, friends, etc. In order to 
widen opportunity for individual choices, individuals have to be 
mobilized with better transportation, and information has to be 
broadly distributed and timingly expedited. To assure mobility and 
efficient communication, variables such as automobile registration, 
newspaper circulation, and television and radio stations are used as 
positive indicators. The mobility and spatial choices are limited for 
young and senior citizens in the central city, and these limitations 
are probably the more serious the higher the population density. In 
addition, individual equality seems to be one of the preconditions for 
widening individual choices which,in turn, are obviously affected by 
the individual and institutional environment delineated previously. 

Individuals are born equal and are concerned about racial, sex, and 
orher discriminations. Regardless of race, sex, religion, and location, 
people in this country are protected by the law to enjoy equally the 
educational and employment opportunities that exist. Discrimination, 
however, is still present in this country due to reasons other than 
education. To reveal the rate at which racial and sex discrimination 
are being gradually eliminated within the metropolitan areas, the 
income and employment differentials between nonwhite to total persons, 
between nonwhite males to total males, between nonwhite females to 
total females, and between males to females, are all adjusted by the 
level of education and presented under the individual equality criterion. 
The implication of these variables is that the higher the equality, 
and the less the discrimination not resulting from educational 
differences, the better the quality of life. 

Four factors comprising racial differences identify the inequalities 
that may exist between Negroes and the total number of persons in the 
SMSA. The ratios of median family income, professional employment, 
and the male and female unemployment rates are adjusted for the 
different education levels of Negroes and total persons. The median 
family income and professional employment ratios are computed as follows: 
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Negro data 
Total persons data 

x Educational level of total persons 
Education level of Negroes 

The education level is the median number of school years completed. 
The unemployment rate ratios are computed in basically the same manner, 
i.e.: 

Negro data 
Total persons data 

x Education level of total persons 
Education level of Negroes 

The ideal situation would be for no inequalities to exist, in which 
case the factors would have a value of 1.0. For certain SMSA's the 
number of Negroes was so small that information was not available. 
In these cases a value of 1.0 was used. 

Differences between male and female unemployment rates and numbers 
professionally employed are clearly evident. The method used to compute 
the male to female ratios is similar to the one described above for 
Negroes and total persons. The formula is as follows: 

Male data 
Female data 

x Education level of females _ 1 
Education level of males 

Again, the ideal situtation is a value of l.O;while in most cases it 
is smaller. Three spatial variables are considered as negative 
attributes to the equality consideration. A high percentage of people 
working outside county of residence generally indicates that the 
surrounding counties benefit substantially from incomes earned in 
the central ci~y, while the central city, after providing job opportuni­
ties and public services, is significantly suffering from property 
tax revenue losses. Moreover, the commuters are normally in high paying 
jobs in the central city of an ~SA. As a result, the income inequality 
problem between those in the central city and others in the rest of 
an SMSA tends to be aggravated over periods of time. The third concern 
is the housing segregation problem. A housing segregation index which 
measures the percentage of Negroes living in the central city,as com­
pared to the SMSA as a whole, is constructed, The formula used in 
computing this index is as follows: 
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Percent of Negroes living in central city _ 1 
Percent of Negroes living in SMSA 

Values closer to zero are considered to represent a good balance in 
the ~SA, and hence, the quality of life. 

The last of the critical social concerns in this study is community 
living conditions. These conditions c~rcumscribe our daily life, and 
everyone's quality of life is vitally affected by them. Among the 
conditions three major areas are studied and variables pertaining to 
these three are selected. They are general living conditions, facilities, 
and other social conditions. 

Within the general living conditions category, factors of great concern 
are community poverty, decent housing and living space, adequate 
utility services, uses of public transportation, crime rate, and the 
cost of living. While most of the data for the preceding variables 
are available in the Census of Population, a special endeavor was made 
to construct the cost of living index. They are computed on the basis 
of the American Chamber of Commerce Researchers Association (ACCRA's) 
"Intercity Index Report" on the cost of living. The report, however, 
included indexes for only 105 central cities of the 243 SMSA's. The 
others were estimated according to the following formula: 

where In and Ia are, respectively, the indexes for an SMSA where an 
ACCRA index is not available and for a neighboring SMSA with ACCRA 
data, and Ru and Ra are the median gross rents for the two SMSA's. 
The 0.35 represents the fact that rent was given a weight of 35 percent 
in the computation of the cost of living index by the ACCRA. The 
indexes are for the central cities in the SMSA's. 

Under the facilities category, indicators representing public recreational 
facilities, financial institutions, service and trade establishments, 
hospitals and libraries are employed. As mentioned in the Environmental 
Component, data on recreation were surveyed by the United States Bureau 
of Outdoor Recreation and are incomplete as might be expected. The 
number of swinuning pools, camping sites, tennis courts, and the miles 
of trails reported may, therefore, be much lower than is actually true 
for the SMSA's. Only public facilities are included, which may exclude 
a large number of private facilities in some SMSA.'s. Estimates based 
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on the state totals, or based on the minimum value of the SMSA's 
available in each size group, were used for the SMSA for which no in­
formation was available. 

The total number of banks and savings and loan associations located in 
each SMSA is given in the Statistical Abstract, Section 33. However, 
information was not provided for the SMSA's with population less than 
200,000. The volumes of books in the main public library per 1,000 
population includes only the volumes of books which are shelved in 
the main public library of the central city in each SMSA. Data for 
university or other libraries located in other parts of the SMSA are 
not included. Limitation of data was the only problem encountered in 
computing the number of trades and services establishments. Where informa­
tion for the SMSA data was not available, the state figure was sub­
stituted. 

All the facility variables are positive inputs of our urban life; their 
availability and the accessibility to those public facilities and 
commercial establishments are primary social concerns to every 
metropolitan resident. 

In addition to the general living conditions in the community that 
persons in the community jointly participate in and collectively enjoy, 
there are special cultural, sports, and other social activities. 
While it is generally agreed that the more sports and cultural activities, 
the higher the community health, education and natural environment indexes, 
and the lower death rate, the better is the quality of social life, 
the negative contribution of birth rate may warrant some explanation. 
It is hypothesized in this study that the majority of the population in 
this country is in favor of family control, and that the zero rate. 
of population growth is also a social goal. All birth and death rates 
are based on original certificates filed in state and city Bureaus of 
Vital Statistics, and therefore include only registered occurrence. 

Information on both sports and cultural events was obtained through 
the questionnaire sent by MRI to the Chamber of Commerce in the central 
city.lf The sports category includes five major sports (football, base­
ball, basketball, hockey, and soccer). Each item is given points 
based on the class of team which played on a regular seasonal basis 
in the central city. Major league teams are given 3 points; minor 
league, 2 points; and college or university teams, 1 point. A 
maximum of 30 possible points is possible. The dance, drama, and 
music events factor includes the following 12 areas: ballet, modern 

]./ The questionnaire forms are contained in the Appendix. 
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dance, folk/ethnic dance, plays, stage productions, opera, symphonic/ 
philharmonic, chamber music groups, choirs, country/western/bluegrass 
rock concerts, and jazz. Again, ~SA's are given points depending upon 
the type of event held regularly--professional, 3 points; semiprofes­
sional, 2 points; university, college or touring groups, 1 point. 
The maximum here is 84 points. Cultural institutions include art, 
science, history, and natural science museums located in the area. 
The number and importance of fairs and festivals held are rated in the 
following manner. Fairs or festivals of national importance are given 
3 points; regional events, 2 points; and local, 1 point. 

Of the total questionnaires sent to the 243 Chambers of Commerce in the 
large (65), medium (83), and small (95) S1SA's, there were, respectively, 
51, 69, and 77, or a total of 197 (81.1 percent) returned in time 
for compilation. Some questionnaires were received too late to be 
included. The minimum values of the returned questionnaires in the 
medium and small groups were respectively assigned to those SMSA's whose 
Chambers of Commerce failed to respond. For those which did not 
respond, the values for the large SMSA's were estimated by taking the 
average of other large SMSA's in the same state. 

Thus, the Social Component, due to its broad nature and varying perceived 
concerns with our social well-being, is comprised of 54 factors. They 
are selected primarily according to our criteria set forth in the 
beginning part of this section. They are assumed to reflect critical 
social issues such as individual equality, individual concerns and 
community living conditions, etc. While some variables are repre-
sented by published official sources, some are denoted by the firsthand 
data collected and computed by MR.I, (See Panel 5.) 

In summary, about 125 variables have been selected and described in 
connection with the current economic (EC), political (PO), environmental 
(EN), health and education (HE), and social (SO) goal concerns. They 
all have been considered as important determinants essential to measuring 
the quality of life for today's urban population in the U.S. Jointly, 
they are expected to represent the physical ingredients or objective 
inputs which substantially contribute to the production of a certain 
level of the quality of li.fe among the metropolitan areas. The scope 
of this study covers a wide spectrum. Under the five main components, 
popular issues ranging from individual income and wealth, income in­
equality, political participation, pollution, educational attainment, 
and individual equality, to economic structure, government performance, 
environmental protection, community investment in education and health, 
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Panel 5. FACTORS IN SOCIAL CCMPONENT 

Factor Effect 
and Weight Factors 

I. Individual Development 

+ <.om) 
+ (.018) 
+ (. 018) 
+ (. 018) 

(. 018) 
+ (. 018) 

+ (. 028) 

+ (.028) 

+ (.014) 
+ (.014) 

+ (.028) 

+ ( .007) 

+ (. 007) 

+ (. 007) 

A. Existing opportunity for self-support 

1. Labor force participation rate 
2. Percent of labor force employed 
3. Mean income per family member ($) 
4. Percent of children under 18 years living with 

both parents 
5. Percent of married couples without own household 
6. Individual education index 

B. Promoting maximum development of individual capabilities 

1. Per capita local government expenditures on 
education ($) 

2. Percent of persons 25 years old and over who 
completed 4 years of high school or more 

3. Persons ages 16 to 64 with less th~n 15 years 
of school but with vocational training 

a. Percent of males 
b. Percent of females 

4. Individual health index 

C. Widening opportunity for individual choice 

l. Mobility 

a. Motor vehicle registrations per 1,000 
population 

b. Motorcycle registrations per 1,000 
population 

c. Percent of households with one or more 
automobiles 
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+ (. 007) 

+ (. 007) 

+(.007) 

- (. 011) 
- (.011) 

+ (. 022) 

+(. 022) 

2. Information 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Local Sunday newspaper circulation per 
1,000 population 

Percent of occupied housing units with TV 

available 
Local radio stations per 1,000 population 

3. Spatial extension 

a. Population density in 91.SA, persons per square mile 
b. Percent of population under 5 and 65+ 

living in central city 

4. Individual equality index 

5. Individual and institutional environment index 

II. Individual Equality 

+ (.028) 

+ (.028) 

- (.028) 

- (.028) 

- (.055) 

- (.055) 

.. (.037) 

- (.037) 

- (.037) 

A. Race 

1. Ratio of Negro to total persons median family 
income adjusted for education 

2. Ratio of Negro to total persons in professional 
employment adjusted for education 

3. Ratio of Negro males to total males unemployment 
rate adjusted for education, absolute value 

4. Ratio of Negro females to total females unem­
ployment rate adjusted for education, absolute value 

B. Sex 

1. Ratio of male to female unemployment rate 
adjusted for education, absolute value 

2. Ratio of male to female professional employment 
adjusted for education, absolute value 

c. Spatial 

1. Percent working outside county of residence 
2. Income inequality index--central city and 

suburban income distribution, absolute value 
3. Housing segregation index, absolute value 
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III. Community Living Conditions 

+ (.016) 

+ ( .016) 

- (. 016 \ 

+ (.016) 

+ (.016) 

- (.016) 
- (.016) 

A. General conditions 

1. Percent of families with income above poverty 
level 

2. Percent of occupied housing units with 
plumbing facilities 

3. Percent of occupied housing units with 1.01 
or more persons per room 

4. Percent of occupied housing units with a 
telephone available 

5. Percent of workers who use public transportation 
to work 

6. Total crime rate per 100,000 population 
7. Cost of living index 

B. Facilities 

1. Recreational facilities 

+ (.005) a. Number of swimming pools per 100,000 
population 

+ (.005) b. Number of camping sites per 100,000 
population 

+ (.005) c. Number of tennis courts per 100,000 
population 

+ (.005) d. Miles of trails per 100,000 population 

+ (. 018) 

-t- (.018) 

+ (.018) 

+ (.018) 
+ (.018) 

- (.018) 
- (.018) 
+ (. 018) 

+ (.007) 
+ (.007) 

+ (.007) 

+ (.018) 

+ (.018) 

2. Number of banks and savings and loan associa­
tions per 1,000 population 

3. Number of retail trade establishments per 
1,000 population 

4. Number of selected service establishments per 
1,000 population 

5. Number of hospital beds per 100,000 population 
6. Volumes of books in the main public library 

per 1,000 population 

C. Other social conditions 

1. Death rate per 1,000 population 
2. Birth rate per 1,000 population 
3. Sports events in the metropolitan area 
4. Cultural events in the metropolitan area 

a. Dance, drama, and music events 
b. Cultural institutions 
c. Fairs and festivals held 

5. Community health and education index 
6. Natural environment index 
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transportation, cultural and social activities and a host of urban 
problems such as housing segregation, population distribution, 
community crime~ urban blight, etc., are recorded. The positive or 
negative effects of these attributes to our urban quality of life 
are specified, and the arena of happiness or satisfaction based on . 
individuals, community, and activities are interwoven with the 
interdependent relationships among variables across the board. 

The Quality of Life Model developed in the preceding chapter has been 
completely expressed by its physical inputs, and the entire model 
specification may look as follows: 

QOLit = F (PHit; PSit) 

= F (ECit, POit, ENit• HEit' soit I Psit) 

and EC it f (IEWBit•CE~t) 

POit = f (IAit,LGFit) 

ENit = f (IIEit,NEit) 

HE it = f crcit•ccit) 

so it = f (IDit•IEit•CLCit) 

The model states that the QOL at the ith SMSA in time t may be 
measured physically from the five goal components for a given level 
of psychological inputs, or by holding constant the psychological 
factors influencing the perceived level of quality of life among 
SMSA's. The economic component is in turn measured by the concerns 
with individual economic well-being (IEWB) and community economic 
health (CEH); the political component by the concerns of individual 
activities {IA) and local government factors (LGF); the environmental 
component by the individual and institutional environment (IIE) and 
the natural environment (NE); the health and educational component 
by the individual and community conditions (IC and CC) and finally, 
the social component by individual development (ID), individual 
equality (IE) and the conununity living conditions (CLC). These five 
goal components are theoretically assumed to be independent. In 
reality, however, their independent substance cannot be fully, 
practically realized, and the representative variables selected 
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for each goal component have to capture empirically some interdependent 
relationships between events in this complex society to measure mean­
ingfully the level of quality of life among SMSA's. 

Representative QOL indicators are delineated with data being collected 
from both secondary sources as well as firsthand surveys. A detailed 
chart listing all data sources according to the order of sequence of 
variables appearing in this study is presented in the Appendix, 
together with all data for the 243 SMSA's under discussion. Most of 
the raw data have been transformed into forms with common units of 
measurement. They can be valuable inputs to scientific verifications, 
to other in-depth studies and extended research. Furthermore, it is 
the first of its kind, i.e., a QOL statistics handbook with complete 
coverage for all metropolitan areas in this country. A comparative 
static analysis across the statistical tables can provide substantial 
amounts of information for concurrent policy recommendations and 
various decision making. 

It should be noted that all variables measured by dollars were deflated 
by the cost of living indexes prior to their employment and all estimated 
data were marked with dots as shown in the Appendix. 

INDICATOR CONSTRUCTION AND RATING SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 

The quality of life,. as noted earlier, should be conceptually viewed 
as a stock variable. Theoretically, it reflects the status of human 
happiness and satisfaction at a particular point in time for the given 
physical and psychological conditions with which the individual in 
question is confronted. In Chapter III, a production model was 
developed in order to measure the level of quality of life perceived 
by any individual. In the model the level of quality of life is 
operationally .assumed to be the output produced by both psychological 
and physical inputs. The output produced is generally referred to 
as though it ia over a period of time and, hence, is a flow variable. 
Conceptually, social indicators designed to reflect the quality of 
life variations among metropolitan areas should be regarded as stock 
variables and constructed on the basis that they reflect a specific 
point in time. However, this presents an empirical problem since many 
statistics available today are in the form of flow variables. Furthermore, 
concerns with our social well-being have always been focused on issues 
related to both flow and stock variables; public interests are not 
likely to be dichotomized. As a result, the output production 
approach was employed for operational purposes, and both physical and 
psychological variables were selected as inputs to the model regardless 
of their flow or stock characteristics. 
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After the model has been specified and the variables included in the 
model have been identified, clearly the next requirement in measuring 
the variations in the level of quality of life among ~SA's is to collect 
empirically the statistics and data needed to construct the QOL 
indicators. Many technical problems arise relating to index construc­
tion and the development of the rating system. Generally, a model of 
measurement should include several attributes not always embodied 
in the model specification. Ideally, the index and weighting schemes 
designed to measure the quality of life should possess the following 
characteristics: 

* They should distinguish between various levels of quality of life 
for different persons at different locations and different points 
in time. 

* They should be embodied in an integrated model with their compila­
tion and use clearly related to public policy goals and interpre­
tations. 

* They should be sufficiently universal that the underlying method­
ology is commonly understandable and generally acceptable for 
collecting quantitative information. 

* They should be scientific so that the techniques can be repeated 
and verified. 

* While they should be neutral and independent of variable units of 
measurement, an increase in the numerical value of the indexes 
should represent a better quality or a favorable trend. 

The amount of effort that has been devoted to attaching quantitative 
values to the quality of life indicators discussed above is 
very limited, primarily because no consensus has emerged on what factors 
are important and what appropriate weights should be assigned to the 
important factors. In order to compare the measures associated with 
the factors, a conunon approach is to obtain individual weightings 
from the member of the sample population, i.e., through an opinion 
survey among the sample observations or the Delphi Proc~dure. This 
is one specific approach used by Dalkey and others.~/ 

~/ See N. C. Dalkey, Studies in the Quality of Life - Delphi and Decision 
Making (Lexington, Massachusetts: D.C. Heath Company, 1972). 
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It asks subjects to provide relative rankings of factors with 
some systematic procedure such as "Splitting 100." It is, however, 
very difficult in this approach to distinguish between the subjective 
measures and relative weights. 

The National Wildlife Federation's Environmental Quality Index was 
constructed as the sum of the products of a subjectively rated 
numerical scale of 0 to 100 (with 0 for a disaster and 100 for the 
ideal condition) of the component measures (air, water, minerals, 
soil, etc.), and the relative importance of the components in relation 
to life (e.g., 30 points for soil, 20 for air and water, respectively, 
etc). The index in 1971 was 55.5.21 

In the survey of Hopes and Fears of the American People, Cantril 
and Roll employed a 0 to 10 ladder-rating system on the "self­
anchoring striving scale" to measure the individual and national 
accounts of hopes and fears by age, education, income, race and 
political affiliation strata. A shift of 0,6 in a rating from past 
to present and from present to future is considered statistically 
significant. In the survey covering 3 years (1959, 1964, and 1971), 
they found that Americans, on the personal level, express less 
concern than they did 5 or 10 years ago with the material elements 
that have traditionally comprised the "American Dream"; on the 
national level, people gave this country a present rating almost one 
step below that for the past, and a future rating that merely compen­
sates for the ground lost in the last 5 years. 11The American peoPle 
clearly feel their nation is in trouble," noted Cant-ril and Roll.§_/ 
The use of a matrix form for the quality of life measures followed 
by derivation of the weighting scheme according to the perceived 
importance for each real measure in the matrix by the participants 
has been another conventional technique. 

Many attempts at developing social indicators without going through 
a personal survey have simply weighted all the basic measures 
equally in deriving an aggregate measure. This approach, while simple 
and easily understood, has frequently been criticized on the basis 
that many basic statistics are highly correlated; to weigh all these 
measures equally in deriving a simple measure of quality of life could 
be misleading. For this reason, Wilson and Smith have used factor 

2./ See for instance, National Wildlife Federation, 111971 National En­
vironmental Quality Index," National Wildlife (October-November 
1971). 

§_/ A. H. Cantril and C. w. Roll, Jr., Hopes and Fears of the American 
People (New York: Universe Books, 1971), p. 15. 
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analysis to resolve the weighting problem. Factor analysis is one of 
the techniques frequently used in multivariate studies. It not only 
can reduce a large number of variables to a few components which 
jointly explain most of the sum of the variances among the 
variables but also can produce the loadings or weights for each 
variable and, hence, the factor scores associated with each component. 
Sample observations can then be rated or ranked .according to the factor 
scores and the standardized original statistics.I/ 

The quality of numerical data available for the development of 
national social well-being, such as the New Economic Welfare indicators, 
leaves much to be desired, and the difficulti~s are apparently com­
pounded at the regional level. Given the present state of social 
statistics, not only does the model specification have to be limited 
to its selection with representative variables, but also frequently 
the numerical series that have to be used are close to social indicators 
defined in the model. In other words, the social indicators are 
empirically measured by indirect surrogates, like death rate, and 
physicians per capita rather than the exact years of life expectancy 
and the true availability and accessibility to medical care. Another 
particularly knotty problem encountered by index construction and 
rating development is that of variable weights; we will comment on 
this later. 

Despite the nature of true indicators or indirect surrogates, three 
kinds of regional social indicators have been recognized. According 
to Kamrany and Christakis, there are absolute indicators, relative 
indicators, and autonomous indicators.~/ The absolute indicators are 
those of scientifically established maximum or minimum levels for a 
certain condition, such as the various pollution standards set by the 
Environmental Protection Agency and the minimum wage rate enacted 
by the U.S. Congress. The relative indicators are not bound by the 
minimum or maximum levels, but rather measure the relative position 
among regions, such as living cost and crime indexes, unemployment 
and school attendance rates, etc. -With a common denominator, the 

l/ See J. 0. Wilson, "Quality of Life in the U.S.--An Excursion into the 
New Frontier of Social Economic Indicators," (Kansas City: Midwest 
Research Institute, 1971), and D. M. Smith, The Geography of Social 
Well-Being (New York: McGraw Hill, 1973). 

~/ For the three types of indicators, see N. M. Kamrany and A. N. Christakis, 
"Social Indicators in Perspective," Socioeconomic Planning 
Sciences, !!:., (1970), pp. 207-216. 
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relative indicators serve very well as comparative statistics for 
interregional comparisions. The autonomous indicators are generally 
referred to as conditions unique or specific to particular areas, 
which are not conunon concerns over all regions. For instance, the 
number of movie stars to total professional people and the number of 
retired to working population may be very important social indicators 
for Los Angeles and Phoenix, respectively; however, they are not 
widespread social concerns. 

In this study, both absolute and relative indicators were selected. 
As shown in the preceding section, a careful choice has been made 
between an absolute and a relative indicator when there are data which 
offer both alternatives. Relative indicators are chosen in favor 
of absolute indicators, mainly because this study is aimed at com­
paring the quality of life variations among SMSA's. Also for this 
reason, no autonomous indicator was included in this study • .21 

Three methods of indicator construction have been reviewed and considered 
in this study: (1) the standardized additive method; (2) the adjusted 
standardized additive method; and (3) the component and factor analyses. 

Method 1: The standardized additive method involves the transformation 
of data on individual variables into standard scores, which in turn are 
added linearly to generate the quality of life indexes for each of the 
five components. The conventional method of standardization is to use 
the Z scores method. The Z score is a linear transformation of 
the original data, such that the mean of the Z score becomes "O" and 
its standard deviation becomes "l." In other words, two important 
parameters of the initial distribution of the original data set are 
normalized to show a uniform zero mean and unitary standard deviation. 
The basic reason for this standardization is to eliminate the units 
of measurement among different variables so that they can be neutral 
and further operated with addition or subtraction, depending only on 
the direction of those variables toward the explanation of the vari­
ations in the quality of life. For observation (i) on any variable 
(j), the standardized score (Zij) is measured by: 

2./ A decision on the appropriate goal or desired state is a prerequi­
site to determining the required numerical indicator. The abso­
lute indicators are of vital importance in judging the conditions 
as to what constitutes a reasonable or minimum acceptable standard 
for the QOL. A major effort in this area has been made by o. W. 
Markley and M. Bradley at Stanford Research Institute. 
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= x 11 -xj 
zij 

sj 

(1) 

where Xij is the original value that variable j 

vation i 

takes for obser-

Xj represents the mean value of all observations for the 
variable j ; and 

sj denotes the standard deviation of variable j 

One of the most significant characteristics of this transformation is 
that the Z scores are normally distributed with almost 99.8 percent 
of transformed observations _!alling between values of (Xj ± 3Sj) or 
n.±3", 95.0 percent between (Xj ± 2Sj) and 68.3 percent between 
(X'j ± sj) or "±2" or "±1",i:espectively, given that the original dis­
tribution is also normal.10/ 

Since all variables take values independent of the unit of measurement 
after the transformation, the standardized additive method to obtain 
the quality of life indexes for all SMSA's is simply to add or subtract 
the weighted Z scores with weights being assigned to each of the 
variables separately. To be more specific, the method of constructing 
the QOL indicator "k" is given by 

n 

Iik = (j~l wjzij)/n ~ Iik 

n 

= ( t zij)/n with w3. = 
j=l 

1.0 (2) 

where Iik stands for the magnitude or the indexes value for the kth 
component 

Wj is the weight assigned to variable j 
n indicates the number of variables measuring the criterion in 

question; or a subset of all variables used in the study. 

!~u=~c~ov::~:~~et~: ~::i:~:::tt!:e:e!!h::! ::~:l~~iu:ro~i:~eWin~~~::ual 
Z scores. In a like manner, the indexes for the five QOL components 
are also treated as weighted averages of the indicator values, as follows: 

lJl/ For discussion on normal distribution, see P. G. Hoel and R. J. Jessen, 
Basic Statistics for Business and Economic (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons , 19 71) • 
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m m 

Qip = (k~l Wk Iik) /m --7 Qip = (k~l Iik) /m (3) 

where Qip represents the quality of life index value for component 
p for SMSA i and m the number of indicators included 

in the component. 

The three steps described above illustrate the standardized additive 
method employed in this study with the weights being equal to unity 
for all variables in the same category (or indicator) and for all 
indicators in the same QOL component. The equal weighting scheme is 
used for the sake of simplification because there is even less 
theoretical guidance or consensus among social indicator researchers 
with respect to weighting schedule than for the representative variable 
selection. This lack of general agreement is entirely due to the 
absence of a social preference function among members within the 
society. The selection of generally agreed on variables in the social 
welfare function is a difficult task for any researcher, but the 
choice of a generally agreeable weighting scheme applicable to the 
variables is even more formidable. 

Although the attitudinal survey seems to be the only way of deriving 
such weights theoretically, empirically it is not only costly but 
also difficult to conduct. For instance, the attempt to introduce 
the Dalkey and Rourke approach (described previously) to identify and 
weigh the quality of life factors at the Conference on the Quality 
of Life Concept sponsored by U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in 
1972, was received with surprising hostility from a substantial 
percentage of the attendees. Despite the substantial spread in the 
weights that the conference attendees attached to the different 
variables, the three major components of the QOL were given relatively 
similar weights by them; on a "Splitting 100" scale, the economical 
component received 31.8 points, environmental comP.onent 31.2 points, 
and the political/social component 35.6 points • .!.!} This leads one 
to believe that the members tended to consider the major components 
almost equally important. 

There are five components in this metropolitan 001 study, i.e., 
economic, political, environmental, health and education, and social. 

11/ See U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, The Quality of Life 
Concept (Washington, D.C.: The U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1973), PR! - 78-80. 
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Within each component, there are at least two category indicators-­
generally one refers to individuals, another to the community. There 
are also subcategories in these indicators, and many variables in each 
subcategory. The equal weighting scheme employed in this study means 
that variables in the same subcategory are weighted equally, and that 
subcategory factors and component indicators at the same level are 
weighted equally. Thus, the variables, factors, and indicators at 
the same level among the five components are not necessarily weighted 
equally; indeed, most of them carry different weights when intercom­
ponent comparisons are made. 

For example, there are five variables in the wealth subcategory in the 
economic component. The original values of these five variables were 
first standardized or transformed to the Z scores as shown by equation 
(1). The five Z scores were then weighted equally to derive the average 
value for the wealth factor. According to equation (2), the wealth 
and the standardized personal income per capita were weighted equally 
to obtain the individual economic well-being indicator. In a similar 
manner, the community economic health indicator was developed through 
the standardized Z scores and the equal weighting process for the 
variables such as the value added pe~ work in manufacturing in the 
productivity category, for the categories of economic diversification, 
income inequality, unemployment rate, etc. Finally, the economic index 
was derived by taking the average of these two indicators--an individual's 
economic well-being and the community's economic health. As a result, 
the variables in the wealth category were apparently weighted unequally 
from those in the income inequality category as far as the construction 
of the economic component index is concerned. 

The equal weighting scheme applied to the variables at the same level-­
subcategory, indicator category, and component--in this study has 
another important aspect. Specifically, the weight attached to each 
variable is determined implicitly after the model specification has 
been completed as shown in the charts in the last section. For example, 
the personal .income per capita variable has a weight five times as high 
as the variable of median values of owner-occupied single family 
housing units in the wealth category. The income and wealth variables 
in the individual economic well-being indicator carry with each a 
weight that is 2.5 times higher than those at the same level in the 
community health economic indicator, such as the degree of economic 
concentration and productivity. The community economic health indicator 
has seven categories, while there are only two in the individual 
economic well-being indicator. Therefore, the specification of the 
level at which each variable is used in this study, as it appears in 
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the five criteria charts, has been simul~aneously assigned a variable 
weight which, in essence, is based on the number of variables included 
in each subcategory, the number of subcategories, and the number of 
component indicators. This is the major reason for devoting a sub­
stantial amount of effort to a literature review and to the structure 
development of the model. 

Method 2: The adjusted standardized additive method differs slightly 
from the standardized additive method in that the former approach, in 
order to avoid extreme values, al~ays converts the original standard­
ized data into grade points prior to the use of the aggregating and 
weighting technique as aforementioned. Specifically, all observations 
are divided into five grades based on the percentile distribution of the 
Z scores. SMSA's received grade points ranging from "l" to "5" depend­
ing upon their respective Z scores according to the following schedule: 

Z > 0.83 (= X + 0.83 S)-------5 points 
0.83 ~ Z > 0.25 (= X + 0.25 S)-------4 points 

0.25 ~ Z > -0.25 (= X - 0.25 S)-------3 points 
-0.25 ~ Z > -0.83 (= X - 0.83 S)-------2 points 
-0. 83 > z -------1 point 

In other words, every factor value for each SMSA has to be first con­
verted into an ordinal grade point according to its group standing 
among the SMSA's in the same population size group. The ~SA's with 
a Z score greater than 0.83 are given 5 points, while SMSA's with 
a Z score less than -0.83 are given 1 point. The critical values 
are chosen such that about 20.0 percent of the SMSA's are in the same 
group should the Z scores be normally distributed. The basic justi­
fication for this adjustment is that the overall index construction 
is based on the additive which, as generally desired, should be 
neither significantly pulled up by the extreme high values of the 
Z scores on certain variables nor substantially pushed down by the 
extreme low values of the Z scores on certain other variables. In 
terms of the purpose--evaluating the QOL among SMSA's--this adjustment 
seems to be warranted and more desirable than omitting the adjustment. 
After all Z scores have been replaced by the point scores, the similar 
weighting scheme and the steps involved for QOL component indexes 
construction noted earlier are taken to compute the adjusted standard­
ized scores for all observations. 
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Although the standardized additive method still retains the character­
istic of having the zero mean value for all observations at the final 
stage when the component QOL indexes have been developed, this special 
mean value disappears in the adjusted standardized additive method. 
As expected, these two methods of index construction will produce some­
what different rankings among SMSA's being evaluated. For purposes 
of comparison, indexes derived from both methods will be reported for 
each of the five QOL components in the following chapters of empirical 
analyses. Nevertheless, more findings and results will be analyzed 
with reference to the adjusted standardized scores than those that are 
unadjusted. 

The quality of life in the SMSA's is rated as Outstanding (A), Excel­
lent (B), Good (C), Adequate (D), and Substandard (E) in accordance 
with their component indexes. The rating system used here is somewhat 
arbitrary. It is assumed that SMSA's with an index value of one standard 
deviation (S) beyond the mean level (X) should be rated Outstanding (A), 
and SMSA's with an index value of one standard deviation below the mean 
should be rated Substandard (E). The other three fall in between 
(X + S) and are rated, respectively, Excellent (X + 0.28 S ~ B <X + S), 
Good (X - 0.28 S <C <X + 0.28 S), and Adequate (X - S <D <X - 0.28 S). 
If the distributions of the QOL component indexes are normal, this 
rating system should give A's and E's to the top and bottom 16.0 per­
cent of observations, respectively; and 23.0 percent would be in each 
of the B's and D's; and 22.0 percent in the C's. 

Method 3: The third method considered in this study is the factor 
analysis. Factor analysis is a general name given to a class of 
techniques whose purpose often consists of data reduction and summari­
zation. It does not entail partitioning the data into cause-effect 
or dependent-independent subsets, nor does it provide any hypothetical 
framework; rather, the analysis is primarily concerned with establish­
ing the "str:ength" of the overall relationships among the whole set of 
variables selected in the study. In other words, this method attempts 
to account for the maximum variation, or to best reproduce the observed 
correlations in terms of a smaller set of linear combinations of the 
original variables. The major substantive purpose of the factor 
analysis is the search and test of structures or dimensions assumed to 
underlie manifest variables. Frequently, its stress is more on data 
reduction and description than hypothetical testing and statistical 
inference. However, it does provide one mathematical approach to 
resolution of the weighting problem: no assumption with respect to 
the weight of each variable is needed. For example, the standardized 
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additive method had to assume that the five variables under the wealth 
category in the economic component were weighted equally to derive 
the score on wealth which, in turn, was weighted equally with the 
personal income per capita input variable to compute the score for 
individual economic well-being. Finally, the scores of the individual 
economic well-being and the community economic health were averaged 
to produce the QOL index for the economic component. 

Two types of factor analyses have been widely applied to biological, 
geographical, social, and economic studies: one is intended to develop 
a smaller set of uncorrelated variables, which jointly can extract 
the maximum variance from the original set of variables (these may be 
highly intercorrelated), and the other is an attempt to best repro­
duce the observed linear correlations in the original set of variables. 
The former is conventionally referred to as the principal component 
analysis, while the latter is usually called the factor analysis. 

The mathematical operation for extracting the maximum variance from 
the original n variables (Xi, •.• Xn) is shown as follows: 

where Z's are the standardized form (with zero mean and unit standard 
deviation) of the observed variables, and are expressed as a linear 
combination of n new components Fi, F2 ••• Fn which are uncorrelated 
among themselves but each of them, in order of importance, makes a 
maximum contribution to the sum of the variances of the original n 
variables. The A's are factor weights or the correlation coefficients 
between the original variables and the new factor component. The sum 
of the squared A's for any factor over all variables observed is 
called the eigenvalue (X) for that factor. For component factor k, 
the eigenvalue (Xk) is also equal to the maximum amount of variance 
among the original variables accounted by the factor, Vk, i.e., 
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Once the factor loadings or weights for each variable are determined, 
a set of indicator or factor scores (Ik) associated with each component 
factor k can be derived from the set of the standardized, initial 
statistics Zj· To be specific, 

In practice, a great portion of the total variance among the original 
set of variables can be explained by a few members or components. As 
a result, the component analysis provides an efficient summarization 
of the data. 

The mathematical ~xpression of the factor analysis which seeks to best 
reproduce the observed correlation among the original variables is 
slightly different from the component: the n original variables are 
expressed as a linear function of m (m < n) connnon factors (F) and 
one unique factor (U)--

21 = b11F1 + b12F2 + ..• +b1mFm + elUl 

2n = bn1F1 + bn2F2 + ••• +brunFm + enUn 

The common factors account for the 
while the unique factor is used to 
on the residual of that variable. 

correlations among the variables 
account for the remaining variance 
The factor scores for the factor 

analyses cannot be exactly determined as described above for the 
component analysis. The conventional least-squares regression 
technique has to be employed to estimate the factor scores in the 
factor analysis, and the h's and e's are factor loadings or weights 
from the regression study. 

Both component and factor analyses can begin with a simple correlation 
matrix of dimensions (n x n) for a set of n original variables taking 
on standardized Z values. The solutions of a principal component 
analysis require the correlation matrix with values of unity in 
the principal diagonal and then performing an orthogonal transformation, 
transforming the n original variables into a new set of n components. 
The factor analysis allows less tharr unity values for the principal 
diagonal elements in the correlation matrix, or requires only the 
estimated values of commonalities in the diagonal. The number of 
factors constructed as best uncorrelated representations of the original 
variables is less than that of the original variables because there is 
a unique variable in the model. Given a nonsingular matrix to begin 
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with, the factor scores for the component analysis can be determined 
exactly as noted earlier and are unique. Nevertheless, the factor 
analysis involves both common and unique factors with the total number of 
factors exceeding the original number of variables. Thus, an inverse 
does not exist for such a singular correlation matrix, and the 
general approach to estimate the factor scores is to regress factor 
(Fk) on the n variables. Further discussions of, and applications to, 
factor and component analyses can be found in Addman and Morris, 
Crew, Guertin and Bailey, and Harman • .!.~/ 

The application of the principal component method by bringing all 
variables up to the same level and pulling them together for statistical 
operation, however, violates our theoretical concept of quality of 
life input framework--such a procedure ruins the hierarchical 
structure based on the hypothesized importance of each variable 
towards explaining the total variations in the quality of life among 
regions. Many studies measuring the quality of life in the U.S. 
found little difference between ranking produced by the standardized 
additive methods, and by the complicated method of factor and component 
analyses. 121 For these reasons the results from the principal 

111 See Irma Addman and Cynthia T. Morris, "A Factor Analysis of the 
Interrelationship Between Social and Political Variables and Per 
Capita Gross National Product," Quarterly Journal of Economics 
(November 1965), pp. 555-578; Robert E. Crew, Jr., "Dimensions 
of Public Policy: A Factor Analysis of State Expenditures," 
Social Science Quarterly (September 1969), pp. 381-389; w. H. 
Guertin and J. P. Bailey, Introduction to Modern Factor Analysis 
(Ann Arbor, Michigan: Edwards Brothers, Inc., 1970); and 
H. H. Harman, Modern Factor Analysis (Chicago: Chicago Univers-ity 
Press, 1966). 

'J:l/ In the quality of life study by John Wilson, state ranks computed 
from both factor analysis, using squared multiple correlation 
coefficients as estimates of existing communalities, and the 
principal component analysis were compared and showed a very 
highly significant spearman rank order correlation coefficient of 
about 0.96. In the interstate geography of social well-being, 
Smith found that the rank correlation coefficient between the 
general social well-being indicator aerived from summing the 
unweighted Z scores and the indicators from the component 
analysis is 0.914. In other words, little difference is ob­
served in state rankings so far as different weighting methods are 
concerned. See John Wilson, "Quality of Life in the U.S." 
(Kansas City: Midwest Research Institute, 1970), p. 22; and 
David Smith, The Geography of Social Well-Being (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1973), p. 101. 
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component analysis will not be completely presented for all QOL 
components in the following chapters. Nevertheless, the quality of 
life rankings for the economic component computed by this method will 
be employed and analyzed strictly for the purpose of methodological com­
parison. 

In the following three chapters empirical findings on QOL variations 
and their policy implications will be discussed respectively for the 
large, medium, and small group of SMSA's. Again, only intragroup 
variation comparisons are legitimate. Intergroup comparisons are 
prohibited because the project is designed to measure the QOL variations 
among SMSA's within the same population size group. The original 
statistics are respectively normalized with their own group mean and 
standard deviation. Thus, ~SA's rated outstanding in one group may 
possibly be rated only excellent or good if they were in other groups, 
and vice versa. 
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CHAPI'ER V 

QUALITY OF LIFE FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS: 
I.ARGE METROPOLITAN ARFAS (L) 

In 1970, there were 65 SMSA's in this country with a population of 
more than 500,000 persons. Geographically, most of these SMSA's are 
located in the Middle Atlantic and the East North Central regions of 
the U.S. There are no large SMSA's in the States of Alaska, the Dakotas, 
Delaware, Idaho, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, 
New Mexico, South Carolina, Vermont, West Virginia, and Wyoming. As a 
result, the quality of life comparisons for the large ~SA's (L) mainly 
refer to the most densely populated states in the U.S., especially in 
the East. (See Figure 1.) 

According to the model development, the five components of the quality 
of life measures, findings, and implications will be discussed in the 
following order: economic, political, environmental, health and edu­
cation, and social. A brief summary will be given in the last section. 

ECONOMIC COMPONENT 

The economic component constitutes one of the basic physical inputs to 
our quality of life. Material wealth satisfies our fundamental need 
for survival, or meets the minimum requirement of freedom from hunger. 
A decent standard of living was a most important concern, second only 
to personal health, among all Americans surveyed by Cantril and Rolls 
for the periods from 1959 to 1971.1/ A broad concept of personal 
command over goods and services--defined as the ability of individuals 
and families to obtain and consume those goods and services available 
through both the public and private sectors--has been used as the basis 
for selecting the relevant variables for the study. 

!/ See Hadley Cantril, The Pattern of Human Concerns (New Brunswick, 
New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1965), p. 35; and A.H. 
Cantril and C,. w. Rol11:1, Jr., "Hopes and Fears of the American 
People" in Environmental Protection Agency, The Quality of Life 
Concept (Washington, D.C.: Governmental Printing Office, 1973), 
p. 69. 
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Table 1 contains indexes and ratings of the economic component of all 
65 large SMSA's •. As of 1970, in terms of economic strength, the Dallas, 
Texas, SMSA had the highest adjusted standardized score among the large 
SMSA's, given the structure organization of the economic variables 
proposed in this study. The index value for Dallas is 2.76, or about 
1.9 standard deviations above the mean value (1.74) for all 65 SMSA's. 
The Houston SMSA, with an index slightly below that of Dallas (2.70), 
ranked s~cond; and Portland, Oregon/Washington SMSA with an index 
insignificantly different from Houston (2.68), ranked third. Cleveland, 
Ohio; Indianapolis, Indiana; Fort Worth, Texas; Atlanta, Georgia; 
Chicago, Illinois; Cincinnati, Ohio/Kentucky/Indiana; and Richmond, 
Virginia, complated the top 10. The remaining two areas with index 
values above the mean plus one standard deviation (0.55) are still rated 
"A" or categorized as "outstanding"; they are Rochester, New York 
Fort Lauderdale, Florida, and Hollywood, Florida. They are marked with 
stars in Figure 1. 

There are 16 SMSA's with an index valued between 1.89 (x + 0.28 S) 
and 2. 29 (x + S). They are rated "B" or excellent. Most industrialized 
and manufacturing-oriented SMSA's, such as Seattle/Everett, Los Angeles, 
Minneapolis/St. Paul, St. Louis, Grand Rapids, Detroit, Dayton, New York, 
and others are in this group. They are marked with dots in Figure 1. 

The outstanding (A) and excellent (B) S1SA's are distinguished from 
the others by a combination of factors. They are outstanding or 
excellent not only in the sense of individual economic welL-being, 
represented by personal income and wealth, but also have a very healthy 
regional economy with higher labor productivity and lower unemployment 
rate, more diversified economic structure and equal distribution of 
income, a larger pool of available capital funds, and a greater local 
effort in stimulating regional economic growth. In other words, 
measures in the economic component are related to the individuals as 
well as the community in which individuals conduct their economic life. 
These measures cover the three vital functions of the economic per­
formance--produc tion, distribution, and consumption. 

In contrast, 13 SMSA's are rated "E" or substandard because of their 
low index values--lower than the mean minus one standard deviation 
(or 1.19). Jersey City, New Jersey, which received an adjusted 
standardized score of 0.59, ranked last on the list. Reading from 
Jersey City upwards are: San Antonio, Texas; New Orleans, Louisiana; 
Norfolk/Portsmouth, Virginia; Jacksonville, Florida; Memphis, Tennessee/ 
Arkansas, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania/New Jersey, Birmingham, Alabama, 
etc. 
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TABLE 1 

INDEX AND RATING OF ECONOMIC COMPONENT (L) 

Ad 1uued St•ndardlud ScorH Stu~•rdlud ScorH 

~ Y!!!! ~ Rating ~ lhnk Rating 

I. Akron, Q\lo 1.8736 29 0.0713 31 
1. Alb•nrSch•nectady .. Troy, N.Y, 1.3286 47 D -0.0939 42 
3. AllentO"Wn• Bethlche~EHton, Pa .-K.J. 1.4286 43 D -0.1180 44 
4. AnahehrSanta Ana-Carden Crov•. Ca. 2.1786 15 0.4038 ' 5. Atlanh, Ga. Z.4714 A 0.5041 
6. hl t tmre. Md. 1.3429 46 -0.2146 48 
7. Blnalnghm, Ah. 1.0500 58 -0.6756 6Z 
8. Boston, Mau. 1.1786 53 -0.1819 47 
9. Buffalo, N.Y. 1.8357 32 0.0405 JS 

10. O.lcagc-, 11 L z .3643 A 0,2824 18 

11. Clnclnnatl, Ohio·Ky.-Ind, z. 3429 0.3522 II 
IZ. Cleveland, Ohio 2.5143 0.34M 13 
13. Columbua, Ohlo I. 7857 35 -0.0127 38 
14. DallH, Tedi 2,7)11 1 A o. 7489 
IS. Dayton, Ohlo 2 .1?14 18 8 0.2159 21 
16. Denver, Colo. l.8J57 33 c 0, 1216 24 
17. Detroit, Hieb. 1.8929 28 8 0.1044 Z7 
18. Fot't Lauderdlle•Hol lyvood, Fh. 2.3143 12 A 0.6708 3 
19. Fort 'Worth, Texas 2.4786 6 0.4829 
21. Cny-HSl:llnOnd·Eut Chicago, Ind. l. 3929 44 D -0.1564 45 

21. (;rand llapld•, Hlch. 2 .2643 14 o. 3755 10 

22. Creeoaboro .. \lln1ton-S. lee-Hlgh Point, 
N.C, 1.1571 54 E -0.2434 50 D 

23. KattfoTd, Conn. 2 .0357 22 8 o. 3958 8 

24. Ro11olulu, Havdl 1.1357 55 -0.4047 55 

25. Houston, Tex•• z. 7000 2 0.5379 

26. lndl•n.apoll•, Ind. 2 .5143 5 o. 3946 

27. J•ck•oavll le, Fh. 0.8929 61 -o. 5800 59 

28. Jeuey Ctty, H.J. o.5857 65 -l.1323 65 

29. bn111 City, Mo.•X1. l .6857 38 0.0158 36 

30. Lo• Angtoha-Long Buch, Ca. 2 .0500 21 o. 3507 12 

31. LouhvUle, Ky.•lnd. l. 9071 27 0.1031 28 

32. Hem.phta, Tenn. ·Ark. o. 9429 60 -0.5872 60 

33°. Hind, Fh. 1.2857 48 0 -0.1016 43 

34. K11voukee, Wta. 2.1786 16 0,2858 17 B 

35. Htnnupol la·St. Peul, Hlnn. 1. 9357 ZS 0.0886 29 c 
36. Nuhvl Ue-Davidaon, Tenn. l. 7286 37 0.0025 37 

37. Nev Orlean1, La. o. 7857 63 -o. 7046 63 

38. Ne" York, N. Y. l.9500 24 8 o. 3003 16 8 

39. Nevnk., N.J. 1.2571 50 0 -o. 3293 SJ 0 

40. Hor fol k·Portamouth, Va. 0.8500 62 ·0.6368 61 

41. Okllhc::aa City, Okla, 2 .ll43 19 0.1935 22 B 

42. Omaha., Nebruk•·lova 2 .2786 13 0.2688 19 8 

43. Pateraon-Cltfton-Pauaic, N.J. l.9357 26 0.0597 33 c 
44. Philadelphia, Pa.·N,J. 0.9500 H -0.5513 58 

45. Phoenix, Artz. 1.2786 49 -0.1706 46 D 

46. Pttt1bur1, Pa. 1.5929 41 c -0.0636 41 

47. Portland, Oreg.-Wuh. 2 .6786 3 A o. 8879 l 

48. hovldence·Pavtuck.et-\latvlck, R.1.-

Ha••· 1.0786 57 -0.3613 54 

o. atchlbOnd, Va. 2 .3357 10 A 0.3264 14 

50. ~cheater, N.Y, 2.3214 11 o. 3105 15 

51. Sacramento, C1. 1.5929 40 c -0.2183 49 

52. St. Lout1, Ho.·111. 2.0357 Z3 0.1120 26 
53. Silt Lake City, Utah 1.3714 45 -0.2660 SI 
54. Sin Aatonto, Texa1 o. 7857 64 -1.0204 64 

55. Sin 8ernadlno•Riveraide·Oot1\"lo, Ca. l.2000 52 0 -0.4286 56 
56. San Dteao. Ca. 1.8786 30 c 0.1471 23 
57. San Franci1co·O.kl1nd, Ca, 1.8357 34 0.0565 34 
58. Sen Joae, Ca. l.7500 36 0.0814 30 
59. Seattle·Everett, W•. 2 .1071 20 -0.0328 39 
60. Spring f leld·Chlcopee·Holyokc, 

Haaa. ·Conn. 1.1357 56 -0.4301 57 

61. Syracute, N, Y, 1.2071 51 -0.2962 52 D 
62. T•p•·St, P1teuburg, Fla. 1.6214 39 c 0.0705 32 c 
63. Toledo, Ohlo·Htch. 2.1714 17 B 0.2362 20 
64. VHhlngton, 0,C,·Hd,•Va. 1.8571 31 c 0.1154 25 g 
6S. Young1tovn•V1rren, Ohto l.S857 42 D -0.0540 40 c 

Hean (ii:) • I. 7390 Hean (ii) • 0.0000 
A • OutaUndtng (:t i + a) Stand•rd Oevlatlon(•) •• 5475 Standerd Devl•tlon(a) • 0. }997 
II• Eacellent (>1 + .28a s: 8 <I+•) 
C • Good (2 • • 28a < C < I + • 28a) 
D • Adequate (t .. 1 < D s: i ... 28•) 
E • Sub•Uhdard (s I - •) 

95 



* 
()uts tanding 

• Excellent 

D Good (C) 

• Adequate (D) 

• Substandard 

(A) 

(B) 

(E) 

STANDARD METROPOLlTAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
SMSA's POPULATION OVER 500,000 

OK~CIJY 

[j> 
i AN AN l ONIO 

Figure 1 - Geographic Distribution of Ratings: Economic Component (L) 

,,,......,.vc .. n -
0 l·J.ooo"':'W'::C:M:t .. 



As expected, the findings in this study differ from those which employ 
only one or several arbitrarily selected factors as economic measures, 
such as the studies by Louis and Flax. A vivid example is that in Louis' 
study, in the affluence component Honolulu was rated as one of the 
finest cities by the measures of median income per capita and the 
percentage of families below the poverty income level. However, 
in this study, Honolulu with an index value of 1.14 is rated "E" 
substandard. 

One of the reasons for this significant difference i.s, as correctly 
pointed out by Louis himself, that the Census Bureau statistics on 
individual and family income may be somewhat misleading since they 
are not adjusted for differences in the cost of living.~/ In this 
study the personal income variable and, in fact, all other variables 
with dollars as units of measurement, were deflated by the cost of 
living index before the other indexes were developed so that they 
become 11 relative indicators"--relative in terms of real purchasing 
power. Although the nominal income per capita in the Honolulu EMSA 
in 1969 was extremely high, $3,484, or about 11.0 percent higher than 
the national average of $3,139 (see Table A-1 in the Appendix), the 
cost of living index for the SMSA was even higher, 124.6 versus 100.0 
(see Table A-5 in the Appendix). Consequently, the adjusted personal 
income per capita deflated by the cost of living was equivalent to 

$2,796 or only 89.l percent of the U.S. average. Therefore, based 
on per capita income, the Honolulu SMSA is not rated high in this 
study.1/ Furthermore, income and the percentage of families with 
income below the poverty level are only two of 18 factors selected in 
this study. These two factors alone cannot reflect the overall 
affluence of the region because the stock of wealth and the viability 
of economic structure are not taken into account. In addition, the 
distribution of income would also have an effect upon regional quality 
of life. Considering all these factors jointly, the Honolulu SM&\ 
was evaluated slightly below "adequate." Once again, readers should 
be alert that the ratings in this study are "relative" and not 
absolute terms. For example, Honolulu is relatively substandard only to 
the other 64 large SMSA's being studied. 

See Arthur Louis, "The Worst American City - A Scientific Study to 
Confirm or Deny Your Prejudices," Harper's Magazine (January 1975), 
pp. 67-71. 

For the same reason, Washington, n.c., SMSA and Paterson/Clifton/ 
Passaic SMSA are ranked, respectively, 12th and 20th in adjusted 
personal income among the 65 SMSA's in this study rather than the 
first and second highest as shown by their unadjusted incomes. 
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Another example of contrast is the Dallas and Houston SMSA's. Flax 
observed that both Dallas and Houston S>ISA's, among the 18 largest 
SMSA's in this country, were ranked, respectively, 7th and 11th in 
income and 16th and 17th in poverty.~/ These SMSA's are rated the best 
two in the economic component of our study of the 65 large SMSA's for 
these reasons: Dallas had very high rankings in productivity, 
available capital funds, and had a low unemployment rate; Houston had 
very high rankings in economic diversification and percentage of labor 
foTce employed. !hese favorable factors in balance made the two 
SMSA's outstanding. 

Figure 1 provides information on geographical distribution of the 65 
large SMSA's. A quick review of the map suggests that most of the 
SMSA's in the East North Central region had outstanding or excellent 
economic quality of life while the substandard ones (marked by squares) 
are found in the Middle Atlantic and in the South. All large SMSA's west 
of the Missouri River, except Honolulu, Hawaii and San Antonio, Texas, 
rated better than substandard in terms of the economic component. The 
picture revealed in this study for 1970 is similar to the concentration 
pattern of the so-called "industrial belt," and even more so to other 
factors in the 1950's, as presented by Ullman, such as the distribution 
of patents issued--a measure of innovation; of headquarters of the 
largest industries--a measure of decision making; and of Class One 
railroads in the u.s.--a measure of efficient transportation.~ 

The outstanding and the substandard SMSA's can exist concomitantly not 
only within one state, but also in a neighboring area: notable examples 
are Dallas, Houston, and Fort Worth versus San Antonio in Texas; and 
Richmond versus Norfolk/Ports1I10uth in Virginia. 

In the light of regional economic growth theory which postulates 
"spread" and "backwash" effects, these are interesting observations. 
The spread effect refers to favorable impact of growth in the thriving 
center: the region around a center tends to gain from increasing demand 
by the center· for agricultural products and raw materials and may feel 
the benefits of technical spillover. The East North Central region 
probably demonstrates the spread effect of economic growth. The 
backwash effect, as argued by Myrdal, implies that the beneficial effects 
of the growth center may be outweighed by the adverse effects: i.e., 

fi/ See M. J. Flax, A Study in Comparative Urban Indicators: Condition 
in 18 Large Metropolitan Areas (Washington, D.C., Urban 
Institute, 1973). 

2_/ See Edward L. Ullman, "Regional Development and the Geography of 
Concentration," Papers and Proceeding of the Regional Science 
Association, Volume 4, (1958). 
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movements of labor, capital goods, and services generally favor the 
prosperous center at the expense of the poorer neighboring regions.£/ 
For example, migration may have harmful repercussio~s on the age 
distribution of the population in the originating region,and the capital 
market will deflect savings from poor regions where the effective demand 
for capital is low to the growing regions where returns on capital are 
high and less risky, etc. The cases in Texas (San Antonio) and 
Virginia (Norfolk/Portsmouth) may be attributed to the backwash effect. 

To the decision makers the implication of this drastic contrast due 
to the backwash effect is whether or not in the future any state should 
consider a balanced growth policy or a concentrated growth policy. 
If balanced growth among regions is preferred, then various policies 
should be directed at examining the problems and seeking the means to 
improve the economic strength in the lagging regions. For instance, 
San Antonio and Norfolk/Portsmouth showed, respectively, an index of 
0.79 and 0.85 in the economic component, and both are rated economically 
substandard. However, their individual problems are substantially 
different and thus require different corrective policies. Based on the 
static analysis on which this study is designed, it is appropriate to 
point out that what is needed by people in San Antonio is the know-how 
to enhance their productivity and economic diversity so that the income 
flow can be enlarged. These factors are relatively worse than others 
in the economic component. For Norfolk/Portsmouth, however, the flow 
of income in 1970, on a per capita basis,did not seem to be as serious 
a problem as the stock factors of wealth, or as the shortage of local 
capital funds measured by bank deposits per capita. While unemployment 
did not present a special problem in Norfolk/Portsmouth, there were a 
relatively ~ignificant large number of families with income below the 
poverty level--13.4 percent or 25 percent higher than the U.S. average 
(see Table A-1 in the Appendix). This implies either too many non­
working dependents in each family or a large income gap among families or 
both prevailed in the SMSA. In a similar manner, diagnoses can be 
performed for all SMSA's rated substandard in the hope that their 
economic conditions will eventually be bettered. 

~/ For these two countervailing sets of forces and arguments, see 
J. T. Romans, Capital Expar,ts and Growth Among U.S. Regions 
(Middletown, Connecticut: Wesleyan University, 1965); G. H. Borts 
and J. L. Stein, Economic Growth in a Free Market (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1964); and G. Myrdal, Economic Theory 
and Underdeveloped Regions (London: Duckworth, 1957). 
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Although all 12 SMSA's marked with stars are rated outstanding, the 
economic weakness and strength among them can also vary substantially. 
For instance, Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood SMSA. ranked first in wealth as 
a result of having the highest property to personal income ratio 
(0.26 against 0.14 with U.S.), an extremely high percentage of owner­
occupied housing units (72.8 percent versus 62.9 percent in the U.S.), 
and more than nine out of 10 households with one or more automobiles. 
In spite of relatively low productivity among workers in the area, the 
unemployment rate was only 3.4 percent in 1970, or 1 percentage point 
below the U.S. average. In addition, this SMSA is one of several 
regions with high equality in income distribution between the central 
city, the suburbs, and among all families. Chicago, on the contrary, 
was one of the regions with the highest adjusted personal income per 
capita but ranked only 12th in Individual Economic Well-Being because 
of a relatively low wealth level--especially in terms of housing and 
automobile ownership. Even though there was a very unequal distribution 
of income between city and suburban families (ranked 59th) and little 
effort to stimulate the local economy,,Chicago benefited substantially 
from readily available capital funds, high employment, and productivity. 
On the whole, Chicago was rated outstanding and ranked eighth among the 
65 SMSA.'s under consideration. It has been shown that any outstanding 
~SA just as the substandard ones, may have weak spots in the economic 
component. This study provides useful information for detecting the 
total economic condition for each of the S1SA's. 

In our earlier quality of life state study, the State of Georgia 
received a very low index for its economic status (0.67 or 67.0 percent 
of the U.S. average), and rated as substandard. Also, a number of 
other quality of life studies concur with our findings that the overall 
quality in Georgia rated lower than 40th among the 50 states.l/ 
When interest is really in regional comparison, evaluations on the basis 
of the state average are not very meaningful, if not misleading. Although 
this is the reason for initiating a regional study, this study does 
generate promising results. The Atlanta SMSA in Georgia, for example, 
ranks outstanding in the economic component among the 65 large SMSA's. 
Neither the States of Texas nor of Florida showed better than the U.S. 
average economic status in the earlier study for states, but this study 

ll For comparisons see Ben-chieh Liu, The Quality of Life in the 
United States 1970 (Kansas City Midwest Research Institute, 1973), 
pp. 14 and 23; and "Quality of Life: Concept, Measured Results," 
The American Journal of Economics and Sociology (January 1975), 
pp. 1-13. 
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reveals that one-third of the SMSA's rated outstanding in the economic 
component are in Texas and Florida. These comparisons indicate the 
importance of a regional study and the ~referability of the SMSA study 
over the state study. 

The variation among the SMSA's in economic conditions can be measured 
by the 11coefficient of variation," which is the ratio of the standard 
deviation divided by the mean. The higher the value, the greater the 
variation.-~/ _The coefficient of variation for the 65 SMSA 1 s is 0.32 
(0.5475/1.7390). As noted in Chart 1, there are 25 SMSA's with 
adjusted standardized scores outside the range of mean plus and minus 
one standard deviation (X + S), and the best and the worst SMSA differ 
in index value by as much as four standard deviations. The variation 
is smaller between scores for those SMSA's rated "good" than for those 
rated "adequate." Chart 1 is organized according to the order of ranks 
on the basis of the adjusted standardized scores contained in Table 1. 

As noted in the preceding chapter, four methods of index construction 
were developed. The results from the standardized 112 11 scores method 
differ only slightly from those adjusted standardized scores as ex­
pected--the rank order correlation coefficient between the two sets 
is highly significant and is equal to 0.96. However, the weighted index 
computed from the component analysis with the first three principal 
components which jointly explained more than 50 percent of the total 
variance, and those obtained from the factor analysis with the weights 
from the first four major factor scores produced considerably different 
rankings, especially for SMSA's rated "B," "C, 11 and "D" by the other 
two methods. Consequently, the rank order correlation coefficients (r) 
between the results derived from the standard score methods and the 
component and factor analyses are very low: between the adjusted 
standardized scores and those of the principal component and the factor 
analysis, r = 0.14 and r = 0,38, respectively; between the standardized 
scores and those of the principal component. and factor analyses, 
r = 0.19 and· r = 0.33, respectively. Since a detailed technical 
investigation on factor or component analysis is beyond the scope of 
this work and the rankings are inconsistent, the empirical results 
from factor and component analysis will not be reported and discussed 
throughout the following chapters. 

~I For statistical presentation, reference to the coefficient 
found in most elementary statistics books. See A. Haber 
R.P. Runyon, General Statistics (Reading, Massachusetts: 
Wesley Company, 1969), pp. 102-104. 
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CHART 1 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

I Oallos. To,.,, 
2 HoU\ton, 1'e1t0\ 
3 Portland. Oreg - Wash 
4 Cleveland. Ohio 
5 lnd;onapol is. Ind 
6 Fort Worlh. T ucn 
7 Atlonto. Go 
8 (h;cogo, 111 
9 Cindnno•i, Ohio - Ky - 5nd 

10 Richmond. Vo 
11 R.ocheiter. NY 
12 Fort Lauderdale - Hollywood. Flo 
13 Ornoho, Nobr - Iowa 
14 Grond Rop;ds, Mich 
15 Anaheim .. Santo Ano .. Gcrden Grt>ve, Colil 
16 Milwaukee, Wis 
17 Toledo, Oh;o - Mich 
18 Dayton, Ohio 
19 Oi<lohomo City. Ol<lo 
20 s~nle .. Everet!. Wo,h 
21 Loa Angele• - long 8e<a~h. Colif 
22 Hoftfotd, Conn 
23 St.loul1, Mo-111 
24 New York, NY 
15 Minneapolis .. St.Pou\. Minn 
26 Paterson .. Clifton - Pauoic, NJ 
27 Louisvill•. Ky .. Ind 
28 Detroit, Mich 
29 Alcron, Ohio 
30 Son Diego, Collf 
31 Washington, DC - Nd - Vo 
32 IMlolo, NY 
33 0en¥er. Colo 
3' Son Fron<:i1co - Ooklonc:I. Colif 
35 Cclu..OU1, Ohio 
36 Son Jose. Col;f 
37 N01hvllle - Davidson, Tenn 
38 Konso1 City, M> - Ks 
39 To"""1- St.Petenhtrrg, Flo 
.CO Sacramento, Calif 
41 Pl ti.burgh, Po 
(2 Young\town - Wonen, Ohio 
43 Allentown - Bethlehem - Eolian. Po - NJ 
4-4 Gory - Hammond - Ecnt Chicago. Ind 
45 Soh Loke City, Utoti 
46 Bohimore, Nd 
47 A Ibo ny - Schenectady - Troy, NY 
4'8 Mlomi. Flo 
49 Phoenix, Ariz 
SO Neworl<, NJ 
51 Syrocuse, NY 
52 Son Bernodino - Riverside - Ontario, Calif 
53 Boston, Mou 
5-4 Greensboro - Win1ton - Salem - High Point, NC 
55 Honolulu, Hawaii 
56 Spr;ngfield - Chicopee - Holyoke, Mou - Conn 
57 Ptovi~nce - Powtudcel .. Warwick. RI - Neu 
58 Birmingham. Alo 
59 Philodelph;o. Pa - NJ 
60 Memphis, Jenn - Ark 
61 Jacksonvale, Fla 
62 Noi!olk - Pon .... vth, Vo 
63 New Orleoni, Lo 
64 Son Antoriio, Texas 
6S Jeney City, NJ 

ECONOMIC COMPONENT (L) 

ADJUSTED ST ANOARIZ£D SCORE 

x - s X +S 

---~ ------~ ---.. 
' ------

-x-s x + s 
X •Moon• 1.7390 
S •Standard Devfolion =- .5'75 
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POLITICAL COMPONENT 

In evaluating the metropolitan quality of life the primary political 
concerns may be differentiated according to those in which the individuals 
participate directly and those that affect the individuals collectively. 
In other words, political concerns may be evaluated through both 
individual and institutional factors. In this study, the criteria are 
centered on how well people are informed and involved, how efficiently 
the local governments perform, how qualified the employees in the public 
sector are, and how much welfare assistance is provided for the needy. 
Specifically, this section is concerned with the factors of input to the 
political arena and output of public goods and services produced by 
the local governments. Metropolitan areas with better informed and 
more involved citizenry, higher quality of public administration, and 
greater collaboration and shared power among all levels of government 
would be ranked above the others that lack such elements. 

While the mass cocrnnunication channels or the news media are used to 
reflect the degree to which private citizens are informed, due to 
lack of data, only one indicator was selected for political activity 
participation or individual involvement--the ratio of presidential 
votes cast to voting age population. The professionalism of the local 
governments can be evaluated both on the qualification of public 
employees--a quality consideration,and the amount of public service 
performed by the public employees--a quantity consideration. The 
entrance or average salaries of teachers, policemen, and firemen 
are conventional indicators of their qualification. Therefore, four 
salary variables were included in this study. As explained earlier, 
throughout this study any variable measured by dollars and cents was 
first deflated by the cost of living index to give a real term in the 
sense of purchasing power. Thus, the nominal values were deflated p~ior 
to index development. If the productivity of public employees does 
not vary among regions, the services produced among regions may vary 
because of the different numbers of people employed. For this reason, 
the number of public employees per 1,000 population was chosen as a 
quantity criteria. 

Safety and security are basic daily concerns, and the performance of 
local governments is often judged by crime rates. Violent crimes and 
property crimes are substantially different in nature. Hence, both 
factors were chosen as criteria. Community health and local educational 
environment are equally important, but probably less sensitive criteria 
than the crime rates. These considerations, plus the power shared with 
other levels of government in raising revenues, jointly determine the 
performance of the local governments. From the human welfare and the 
equal rights points of view, the public is responsible for assisting the 
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handicapped and the needy. Therefore, the following rating and ranks 
among the metropolitan areas were derived from the more than 20 factors 
just mentioned. 

Among the indexes and ratings shown in Table 2, the outstanding SMSA's 
in the political category are Buffalo, Albany/Schenectady/Troy, 
Rochester, and Syracuse in New York, Grand Rapids, Michigan; Hartford, 
Connecticut; Sacramento, California; Portland, Oregon/Washington; 
Minneapolis/St. Paul, Minnesota; Boston, Massachusetts; Salt Lake 
City, Utah; and Milwaukee, Wisconsin. Tunnediately after Milwaukee in 
Chart 2 are the 15 excellent s-!SA's, starting with Detroit and 
Philadelphia and ending with Cincinnati and Oklahoma City. There are 
also 15 SMSA's with "E" ratings, referred to as "substandard"--a 
relative term meaningful only when they are compared to the other 50 
large SMSA's in this country. In contrast to the four outstanding 
~SA's in New York, all four SMSA's in Texas fall in this substandard 
category, with San Antonio at the bottom. 

While Buffalo was disclosed to have an index as high as 3.88 for the 
political quality of life, the corresponding figure for San Antonio is 
only 1.34. Given the mean index value of 2.62 for all 65 SMSA's, these 
two indexes are, respectively, 48 percent above and 48 percent below the 
mean. Buffalo is shown to be one of the three best regions in pro­
viding public welfare assistance to the needy people in real terms 
rather than nominal dollar amount. The people in Buffalo may be 
considered best informed since it is one of the three SMSA's with the 
highest ratio of local radio stations and Sunday newspapers in circu­
lation to population, and of television sets to occupied houses. 
According to adjusted salaries of teachers, policemen, and firemen, 
and the number of public employees per 1,000 population, Buffalo ranked 
high in local government professionalism. People in San Antonio, on 
the contrary, received a very small amount of real public welfare 
assistance, and the public employees in the area were paid low salaries 
that when deflated by the cost of living index were slightly higher 
than the U.S. average at 100.9. (See Table A-5 in the Appendix.) In 
fact, the average monthly earnings of teachers in San Antonio were 
$559 in 1970, the lowest among the 65 SMSA's without the cost of living 
adjustment, or equal to 82.0 percent of the U.S. average of $682. 
(See Table A-2 in the Appendix.) The professionalism of local govern­
ments in this area compared least favorably to its counterparts. 
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TABLE 2 

INDEX AND RATING OF POLITICAL COMPONENT ~12 
Adjutted St.ndudtud Score• St•nderdh!d Scorn 

!!fil ~ ~ 1lati.:ng ~ ~ Utll'lg 

I. Akrcm, Ohio 2.6319 32 0.0431 33 c 
2. A lbariy•Schenectady•Troy 1 N.Y, 3. 7431 2 A o.nu A 

). Al lentown-Bethl1h1111-~uton, P• ,•N.J. 2 .4192 )8 c ·0.1195 41 c 
4. Anahe1111-S1nu Ana-Garden Ct'ove, Co. 3 ,0486 11 .,. o. 260S l8 

5. Atlanta, Cil. t.8750 56 g ·0. 3419 49 ll 

6. B•lttmore, ttd. 2.5278 36 c •0.1198 42 c 
7. ll rmtngham, Ah, 1.6944 62 g ·0.5882 61 

I, Bo•t~n, K1H. 3.3889 10 A o.4113 II 

9. Bufhl.o, lf.Y, 3.88\9 A 0.1226 3 

10. Oticago, 11 \. 2. 9653 2l 0.1181 28 

II. C S.nctnnat t ,Ohta-Ky. - Ind. 2 .&403 26 B 0.14S4 24 

12. Cleveland, Ohio 2.7847 28 c O.OJJ4 J4 c 
13. col.um.bus, Ohlo ),0208 2\ a 0.1663 21 8 

14. Dallaa, Titll•S 1.4653 64 ·0.5812 60 

15. Dayton, Ohio 2 .562S JS ·0.1077 40 

16. I>envtr, Colo. 3,0903 16 0.1286 26 

17. Detroit, Hich. 3.2222 13 B 0.2124 20 

18. Fort l.auderd1h-Hol lywood, Fla, 2,13\9 47 ll ·O.l750 46 ll 

19. Fort Wo?th, T•JtH I. 7986 60 ·0.4701 SS 

20. Cary•''l111DOn1·-E11st Chtcar.o, Ind, 2.7178 44 ·0.1602 44 D 

21. Grand ll:apld•, Hf ch. 3.6319 0.6428 

22. Greensl>oro·Wintton-:jelem-H igh "Po lot, 

N.C. 1.8333 58 ·D.4707 S6 E 

21. R1rtford, Corm. ),6181 • o.6692 6 • 
24. Honolulu, ll•..,dt 2 .14S8 46 D ·O.l277 S9 E 

2S. Houlton, Texu 1.9167 53 E ·0.4923 58 l 

26. IndlmapoHa, lnd. 2 .4236 4t ll •0.~388 31 c 
27. J1eluonv1lle, Fla. 1.7569 61 ·0.4637 54 E 

28. Jersey Citf, N.J. 2.1uo 48 D -0.4S57 53 

29. J:anH• City, Ho.-Ka. 2.0486 50 D ·O. lS8l 51 0 

30. Loa Ana~1~1-Long Be•ch, C•. 2 .5278 JI c 0.0219 35 c 

31. Lou hvil le, Ky, - Ind. 2.3403 42 ·D.1238 43 D 

32. Kt=pbh, Ttnn.-Ark. 1.8264 S9 -0. 3737 S2 D 

33. Kh:11111. 1 Fh. 1.9091 S4 ·0.4887 S7 l 

34. Milwaukee, WU. 3.2708 12 0. 3789 12 
35. Minneepolh-St. Paul, l1lrm. 3,4122 9 A o.6543 1 • 
36. Nuhvi l le-Vavldscn, Tenn. 2 ,0833 49 0 •0.2864 41 0 
37. Nev Orlean1, La. 1.5625 63 ·0.6617 63 
38. Nev Tork, N. Y. 2,2014 45 •0.2307 45 D 

39. Nevark. N.J, 2.9931 22 o. lJ6l lJ 
40. Norfo\k.-Porumouth, Va. l ,9306 52 l -0.6076 62 E 

41. Okhboma City, Okla. 2 .8056 27 0.1501 2) 

42. O:iulba, Nebrask.9- lova 2 .5833 33 o.ouo 36 c 
43. Pateuon-Cl if ton- Psudc, N.J, 1.8142 S7 ! • l.2549 6l E 
44. ft\ilade\.-;mu, Pa.-N.J, 2 .4306 40 0 .o.OS79 38 c 
45. Phoenix, Artz. 1.9097 SS ·0. 3235 48 D 
46. Pttt•b\Jrgh, Pa. J.1181 14 0.2883 17 B 
47. Portland, Oreg.-Wuh, J.5486 0.60SO 9 
48. Ptov1.drnce- Pawtucke t-Warvlck, R.1.· 

Kaaa. 3.0341 \8 o. 306\ 14 11 
49. Richmond, Va. 2.4722 39 ·0.0()60 39 c 
so. Roch eater, N. Y. J.6667 J 0.6781 I 

Sl. Sacramento, C•. 3.6181 • 0,6982 • 52. St. Louts, Mo.-tll.. 1.5833 34 c 0.0101 29 c 
53. Salt Lake City, lJteh 3.3542 11 • o. 7608 2 
S4, Si1n Antonio, Texas 1.:v.01 6S l ·O. 8781 64 
SS. San Bernadino·R1Hn1de-t.JntaTio, c •. 2 ,6944 30 c 0.0703 30 c 
56. San Diego, Ca. 3,1111 15 B 0,2685 16 B 
57. San hanch(:o•Oakland. Ca. 1.!1444 24 ~ 0,0643 JI c 
58. San Jou, Cs. 2.9167 25 0.3029 IS B 
59. Seettle-Everett 1 We. J.0347 19 o. 2480 19 
6(1. Spr 1ngfle1d•Ch1copee- Ho 1 yoke, 

Ha11.-Conn. 2.6667 31 0,0418 32 c 

61. Syncu1e, N. Y. l.6458 0.5514 10 A 
62. Tamp•-St. Petenburg, Fla, l.9Sl4 51 ·0. 3416 50 p 

63. Toledo. Ohlo .. Hlch. 3.0218 20 O. IS53 22 
64. w .. hington, D.C.-Hd.-Va, 2. 3403 43 0.1184 27 
6S, Youngatovn.-llanen, Onto 2.1222 19 0.1386 25 

~ndJna c~ i + •) 
MHn (i) • 2.6219 Mean (i) • 0.0000 

I • Excellent Ci+ .28• ~ B < i + •) 
St•ndard Deviation(•) • 0.6466 Standard Devtu ton (•) • 0.4310 

C • Good (R - .2h < C < i + .2h) 
D • Adequate (st • • < D s I - .28•) 
! • Sub•Underd ($ i - •) 
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CHART 2 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: POLITICAL COMPONENT (L) 

RANK SMSA 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

I Buffalo. NY 
2 Albo"y - Schenectady - Troy. NY 
3 Roche,ter. NY 
4 Syrocu1e. NY 
5 Grand Rapid•. Mich 
6 Hort ford. Conn 
7 Sacramento. Calif 
B Portland. Oreg - Wa•h 
9 Minneapolis - St. Poul. Minn 

10 Bo•ton. Moss 
11 Solt Lake City. Utah 
ll Milwaukee. Wis 
13 Detroit. Mich 
14 Pitt•bvrgh, Po 
15 Son Diego. Calif 
16 Dt'nver. Colo 
17 Anaheim - Santo Ano - Gorden Grove, Calif 
18 Providence - Pawtucket - Warwick. RI - Ma,. 
19 Seattle - Eve•eH. Wash 
20 Toledo. Ohio - Mich 
21 Columbvs. Ohio 
22 Newark. NJ 
23 Chicago. 111 
24 Son Francisco - Oakland, Calif 
25 San Jo.e. Calif 
26 Cincinnati. Ohio - Ky - Ind 
27 Oklahoma City, Okla 
28 Cleveland, Ohio 
?9 Young•town - Warren. Ohio 
30 Son Bernadina - Riverside - Ontario, Col if 
31 Springfield - Chicopee - Holyoke, Moss - Conn 
32 Akron. Ohio 
33 Omo ho, Nebr - Iowa 
34 St .lovis. Ma - 111 
35 Dayton, Ohio 
36 Baltimore, Md 
37 Los Angele• - Long Beach, Calif 
38 Allentown - Bethlehem - Easton. Po - NJ 
39 Richmond, Vo 
-'O Philodelphio, Pc - NJ 
41 Indianapolis, Ind 
42 Louisvi Ile, Ky - Ind 
43 Washington, DC - Md - Vo 
44 Gory - Hammond - Eo•I Chicago. Ind 
45 New York, NY 
46 Honolvlu, Hawaii 
47 Fort Lauderdale - Hollywood, Fla 
48 Jersey City, NJ 
49 Nashville - David.an, Tenn 
50 Kansas City. Mo - Ks 
51 Tempo - St .Petersburg, Fie 
52 Norfolk - Portsmouth, Vo 
53 Hou•ton, T exos 
54 Mioni, Fla 
55 Phoenix, Ariz 
56 Atlanta, Go 
57 Poter.an - Clifton - Passaic, NJ 
58 Greensboro - Winston - Solem - High Paint, NC 
59 Memphis, Tenn - Ark 
60 Fart Warth, Texas 
61 Jacksonville, Fie 
62 Birmingham, Ala 
63 New Orleans, Le 
64 Dallas, Texas 
65 Sen Antonia, Texas 

ADJUSTED STANDARDIZED SCORE 

x-s x + s 

-i--"""9 -• 
• ---------

- -X-S x + s x 
X =Mean= 2.6219 
S =Standard Deviation = . 6466 
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In terms of funds from the Federal Government, local government in 
Buffalo did not show a strong position in sharing the power. Only 
1.8 percent of all local government revenues came from the Federal 
Government~ as compared to 2.7 percent in the U.S. and 8.3 percent in 
San Antonio. Grand Rapids, Michigan, another outstanding SMSA in the 
political component, showed the worst bargaining power with the Federal 
Government--revenues from the Federal Government consisted of only 
0.5 percent. 

Albany/Schenectady/Troy, New York, and Allentown/Bethlehem/Easton, 
Pennsylvania/New Jersey, were the safest SMSA's in 1970, with a 
violent crime rate as low as 133 cases per 100,000 population in that 
year or about nine and six times, respectively, better than the two 
worst areas: New York (1,357 cases per 100,000) and Baltimore (957 
cases per 100,000). Other safe areas were Milwaukee, Syracuse, Honolulu, 
and Rochester. The high violent crime areas in 1970, as shown in 
Table A-2 in the Appendix, were Miami, Los Angeles, Detroit, Jacksonville, 
Chicago, and Washington, D.C. For property crime, Denver dominated all 
large SMSA's, with 4,611 cases per 100,000 population in that year. 
Following Denver are Los Angeles, San Francisco/Oakland, Miami, Phoenix, 
and Sacramento having property crime rates of over 4,000 cases. Areas 
with the lowest violent crime rate also have the lowest property crime 
rate. 

Crime data are often considered suspect. One reason is that police 
officers see the usefulness of clerical work in terms of whether it can 
be used for later case documentation. "If there is no likelihood of 
finding a suspect, the police often consider filling out a report a . 
waste of time. 11'!../ Another reason for misleading crime data is that 
victims, because of personal reasons, do 
the police. The above findings are very 
in other studies using different indexes 

not always report crimes to 
much the same as those found 

d . h . h 10/ an weig ting sc emes.~ 

Concerning crime prevention, suggestions have been made that the city 
or state in which the crime occurred should be held responsible for 
compensating the victim. Under present laws the private cost of crime 

'l_/ See Council of Municipal Performance, City Crime (Municipal Perform­
ance Report, 1:1, May-June 1973), p. 25. 

10/ For instance, see Council of Municipal Performance Ibid., and The 
Wealth of Cities (Municipal Performance Report, 1:3, April 1974), 
p. 42; and M. J. Flax, op. cit. 

107 



is borne by the individual and he has little hope of being compensated. 
Even if the attacker is caught and jailed, the victim ends up paying 
part of his own taxes for the prisoner's room and board. Presently 
five states--New York, California, Hawaii, Maryland, and Massachusetts-­
provide some liability which is not in any form significant compensation. 
"Crime costs. So does crime prevention, but the latter also has 
benefits to society which can be weighted in the making of decisions 
about law enforcement methods and expenditures,u stressed North and 
Miller.11./ After a crime occurs, the victim is all too often quickly 
forgotten. Our criminal justice system owes the crime victims far better 
treatment than they now receive in most cities. As a result of these 
criticisms, the Sacramento Police Department will create a position of 
Victims Advocate to work with the police and other law enforcement and 
medical agencies. The Portland, Oregon,Rape Victim Advocate Project 
received a 2-year grant of $124,000 to assist the rape victim. 121 

The geographical distribution of the SMSA's with outstanding or 11A" 
rating of political quality of life can be clearly visualized from 
Figure 2. Like the patterns revealed in the economic component, they 
are concentrated in the northern part of the Middle Atlantic and the 
East North Central Region. The most significant or critical finding in 
the South Atlantic and East South Central regions is that the sub­
standard SMSA's are clustered there. Therefore, the political quality 
of life that each resident faces in these areas of the South may be 
completely different from the economic quality. Dallas, Houston, 
Fort Worth, and Atlanta received stars in the economic component but 
are all in black squares in the political component evaluation. In 
other words, while high positive correlation between economic and 
political quality are found in the Middle Atlantic and the East North 
Central regions, high negative correlation between the two components 
is also observed in the SMSA's in the South. The negative correlation 
implies that people in those SMSA's are economically healthy and able 
to enjoy a good quality of life, but politically their efforts to im­
prove local government professionalism, to inform citizens for political 
involvement and participation, and to provide social welfare assistance 
to the needy tend to be relatively insufficient and substantially behind 

.!.!/ Douglas North and Roger Miller, The Economics of Public Issues 
(New York: Harper and Row, 1973), p. 124. 

See Patrice Horn (ed.), Behavior Today, Volume 61, Number 5, 
(February 3, 1975) 
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STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
SMSA's POPULATION OVER 500,000 

O<Ci{JCllY 

* 
Outstanding (A) 

• (B) Excellent 
100 2'00 Mil• JOO 

CJ Good (C) Figure 2 Geographic Distribution of Ratings: Political Component (L) 

Adequate (D) 

• Substandard (E) 



their economic status. In Boston, where the economic component is 
substandard and the political component outstanding, governments may 
gain in popularity if they will stress regional economic growth. 

The regional variations in political indexes among the large s-tSA's are 
shown in Chart 2. This bar chart shows relatively smaller variations 
among regions than does the bar chart for the economic component. The 
coefficient of variation of the political component is 0.25 (0.6466/ 
2.6219), as compared to 0.32 for regional economic variation. 

As pointed out previously, many indicators used in this component are 
related to the central cities in the metropolitan areas rather than 
for the entire ~SA, such as the salary figures and the newspaper 
circulations. Thus, the results presented in this section should be 
interpreted and used with caution. 

Crittenden, in a comparative state politics and political system analysis, 
has observed that political participation is strongly correlated with 
high education and high income. In terms of "welfare orientation" 
or "liberalness," Hofferbert confirmed the findings by Dawson and 
Robinson that as a state becomes industrialized, the life styles of its 
inhabitants naturally create a set of claims for action which are re­
flected in government activity. The governments in the industrialized 
states in turn actively respond to the claims. As a result, the States 
of New York, Connecticut, California, New Jersey, Wisconsin, Massachu­
setts, Oregon, Minnesota, Wyoming, and Illinois were ranked the highest 
10 in welfare orientation in this country. In an inquiry about the 
process of diffusion of ideas for news services or programs among the 
American states, Walker found that some states adopted political 
innovations much more rapidly than others in policy decision making. 
In this category, he cited New York, Massachusetts, California, 
New Jersey, Michigan, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Oregon, Colorado, and 
Wisconsin. Although Sharkansky argued that economic activity has 
substantial influence on public policy, he asserted that regional 
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phenomena make a significant contribution to the explanation of inter­
state differences in policy. Regional affiliations of the states 
showed important relationships with most policy decisions.13/ 

The findings in this section tend to concur in a varying manner with 
those earlier studies relating state economy and regionalism to politi­
cal divisions. However, a comparison between this metropolitan study 
and other earlier state studies by Liu, Wilson, and the Citizens Con­
ference on State Legislatures leads one to reject quickly the hypothesis 
that states which rate low in political activities can have highly 
rated regions in the state. The states in the South were rated unfavor­
ably in political quality in all three studies of varying definitions 
and measurements. The metropolitan areas in these southern states are 
no exception. This is in contrast to the findings in the preceding 
section on economic conditions.14/ 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT 

The concern over the dependence of the human community on the natural 
environment and the exchanges and flow of food, materials, energy, 
pollution, and the quality of life between man and nature has been our 
focal point and the central issue in the past several years. There is 
growing dissatisfaction over land use, natural resources extraction, 
and pollution damage to our natural environment by industrialization 
and urbanization. According to the estimate of the Council on Environ­
mental Quality, a total of $200 billion will be spent on pollution 

13/ See John Crittenden, "Dimensions of Modernization in the American 
States," American Political Science Review, Volume 61, Number 4, 
(1967), pp. 989-1,001; Richard Hofferbert, "The Relation Between 
Public Policy and Some Structural and Environmental Variables in 
the American States," American Political Science Review, Volume 60, 
Number 1. (1966), pp. 73-82; Jack Walker, "The Diffusion of In­
novations Among the American States," American Political Science 
Review (September 1969), pp. 880-899; and Ira Sharkansky, 
"Regionalism, Economic Status, and the Public Policies of Ameri­
can States," The Social Science Quarterly (June 1968), pp. 9-25. 

14/ See Ben-chieh Liu, The Quality ·of Life in the U.S., 1970, ££..cit., 
p. 19; John Wilson, The Quality of Life in America (Kansas City: 
Midwest Research Institute, 1967), pp. 10-11; and Citizens Con­
ference on State Legislatures, State Legislatures: An Evaluation 
of Their Effectiveness (New York: Praeger Publishers, 1971), 
p. 83. 
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control between now and 1980, in order to maintain present air and water 
quality standards.12./ Since resources are finite and environmental pro­
tection or pollution control is costly, it is necessary to ascertain 
that the last unit of control bought imposes no additional costs greater 
than the additional benefits. 

Kneese clearly stated that given the population, industrial produc­
tion, and transport service in a regional economy, it is possible to 
visualize combinations of social policy which could lead to quite 
different relative burdens placed on the various residuals--receiving 
environmental media and tools need to be selected and developed which 
can be used to approximate optimal combination~ of the environmental 
protection.16/ The precondition for any effective and efficient policy 
combination in environmental protection, however, is a set of well­
designed and meaningful environmental indicators which not only can 
directly reflect the well-being of the environment in which people live, 
but also can provide a yardstick for measuring the changes over time. 
Thus, the mandate by the National Environmental :?rotection Act of 1969, 
charged the Council on Environmental Quality with preparing a set 
of indicators to measure the state of the environment for the nation. 
As a result, the relative indicators have been published annually by 
the Council on Environmental Quality. Nevertheless, these indicators 
do not exist for all metropolitan areas in a comparable form, nor has 
a systematic framework been established to fulfill the requirement of 
developing a comparable set of indicators among regions. This section 
represents an exploratory effort devoted to such an establishment. 

The environmental quality of life indicators in this study concern 
both individual ·and institutional environment and the natural environ­
ment. Air, visual, noise, water, and solid waste pollution are by­
products of the postindustrialized society. Their existence and the 
attempts at eradication not only impose a heavy financial burden on our 
society, but they are also hazards to human health, animal fertility, 

15/ See President's Council on Environmental Quality, Environmental 
Quality 1972: Third Annual Report (Washington, D.C., 1972), 

'}&/ Allen Kneese, "Analysis of Environmental Pollution, 11 The Swedish 
Journal of Economics (March 1971). 
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crop production, etc.ll/ Thus, relative indicators for these five 
categories were constructed based on the absolute indicators obtained 
from various public and private sources. The individual and institu­
tional environment among the metropolitan areas is evaluated jointly 
on 10 different factors. 

The natural environment is evaluated from five climatological and two 
recreational factors. The factors included in this component are fewer 
than desirable and are far from being complete because of the lack of 
empirical statistics. Nevertheless, these factors provide basic 
information for a fairly accurate judgment on urban environment for all 
metropolitan areas. 

All adjusted standardized scores in the environmental component have 
negative values because most factors used are 11environmental bads" 
rather than "environmental goods." Since most of the factors are 
hazardous to life, the quality of life would be the higher given 
smaller intakes of the environmental bads. According to Table 3, 
Sacramento, California,had the best environment in 1970, with an index 
of -0.20; Seattle/Everett and Miami are rated, respectively, second and 
third. The remaining 11A" rated ~SA's are Honolulu, San Bernadina/ 
Riverside/Ontario, San Diego, San Jose, Phoenix, Allentown/Bethlehem/ 
Easton, Springfield/Chicopee/Holyoke, and Portland. 

People in Sacramento have the longest trail mileage--or about 2 miles 
per 1,000 people--and the manufacturing industries in the area generated 
the least solid wastes--only 350 tons per million dollar value added. 
(See Table A-3 in the Appendix.) The trail mileages were aggregated 
from the county data of the first survey of the U.S. Bureau of uutdoor 
Recreation, and the solid waste generation was computed from a regres­
sion model. Both data are subject to the question of source reliability. 
Specifically, every aspect of urban life generates solid wastes, and the 
use of industrial solid wastes as an indicator for all household, com­
mercial, municipal, and other solid wastes may be biased and misleading. 

17/ For instance, L. D. Zeidberg, R. A. Prindle, and E. Landau pointed 
out that 25 to 50 percent of the total morbidity can be associ­
ated with air pollution. He~ce, Lave and Seskin estimated the 
cost of air pollution, because of health effects, would run 
between $14 and $29 billion per year. See Lester Lave and 
Eugene Seskin, "Air Pollution and Human Health," Science, 
Volume 169 (August 21, 1970), pp. 723-733. 
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TABLE 3 

INDEX AND RATING OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (L) 

1. Akron, Ohlo 
z. Albi111y .. schenecudy-'froy, N. Y. 
'· Allentovn•MthlehN-E .. ton, Pe.•tf,J. 
4, Anehitl••Santa Ana-Cardea Crove, Ca. 

'· Atl•nta, Ca. 
6. ldtlmore, Hd. 
1. llnnlngha•, Ab. 
9, loatoa, J'YH, 

9, tuft.lo, H.Y. 
io. Cbtugo, 111. 

11. Ctncin1U1tl, Ohlo·ICy.•Ind. 

12· Clevehnd, Ohio 
lJ. Columbu1, Ohio 
14. Dallaa, Teua 
t~. Da1toa, Ohlo 
16. Denver, Colo. 
17, Detroit, Hlch. 
is. Port Lauderdale·Hollyvood, Fla. 
19- Port Worch, Tex•• 
20. Cuy•Haccrnond-Eaat Chicago, Ind. 

21. Grand bpi.de, Hlch. 
22. Guen1boro-Wlnston-Salem-Hlgh Point, 

N.C. 
2). Hartford, Coon. 
24. Honolulu, Hav.,11 
2). Houaton, Teu1 
26. lndlanapolh, Ind. 
27, JackaonvUle, rta. 
28- Jeuey Clty, N.J. 
29. laOHll Ctty, Ko.-Ka. 
30- Loa Angeha·Long Beach, C.a. 

)1. Louhvllle, X.y.-Ind. 
32° He1t1phls, Tenn.-Ark. 
JJ. Ml••!, Fla. 
34. Hlht•ukee. \Ile. 
)S,. Hlnnupol 11-St. P•ul, Hlnn. 
J6. Nashvllle-D•videoa., Tenn. 
37. Nev Orleens 1 i... 
J8. l"ev York, N.Y. 
)9. Newark, H.J. 
40. Norfolk-Portsmouth, Ve. 

41 · Okl•hoaia Clty, Okla. 
42. Om.mha, Nebraelc•-lov• 
4). Paterson-CUfton-Pauatc, N.J. 
44. Philadelphl•, Pa.-N.J. 
45. Phoenix, Adz. 
46. Pltt11burgh, Pa. 
47. Portland, Oug.-Wuh. 
48· Provldence-Pavtucket-\laN1clc, R. I.­

Mau. 
49. Richmond, Ya. 
50. Roctluter, H. Y. 

Sl. S•cr•mento, C•. 
S2· St. Loula, Mo.-111. 
53. S•lt L.ke Clty,

0 

Ut•h 
St.. San Antonio, T~xas 
SS· Smn Brrnadlno-Rlvcrslde-Ontarlo,Ca. 
S6. San Dlego, Ca. 

S7. San Pnncisco•O•kland, ~. 
SB. S•n Jote, Ca. 
S9. Suttle-Ev~t"ett, Wa. 
60. Spr lngfle I d-Chlcopee-Ho \yoke, 

Kau.-Conn. 

61· Syucuu, l".Y. 
62. T•mpa-St. P.rereburg. Fh. 
63· Toledo, Ohlo-Hlch. 
f.4, WuhSngton, D.C.-Hd.-Y1. 
6S. Youngatovn·W•rrcn, Ohio 

A • Outstanding (:t 2 + a) 
8 • Excellelll (i + 0.28a :;. 8 < 'R' + a) 
C • Good (X .. 0.281 < C <: 'i + 0,28s) 
D • Adequate (2' - a < D ~ '2' - 0.28a) 
I • Subatandud (,;. 'i - e) 

Ad lueud Scaaderdlud Scoru 

~ San! !!.!.!!!I 

·0.9667 
·1.2911 
-0.6167 
-1.osoo 
·1.28)) 
·1.2667 
•1,42SO 
·l.2SOO 
-1.2000 
·l.8167 

·1.0333 
·l.42SO 
·1.0917 
-Ii. 9083 
·1.)167 
·O. 9917 
·1.72SO 
·l.083J 
·0.8S83 
·1.1750 

·I.OJ)) 

·I. 3000 
-1.12so 
·0.4S83 
·1.0000 
-1. s2so 
-1. zs()O 
·l.0167 
·1.1250 
·l .OSBJ 

·l.4167 
·I. 2083 
-0.4167 
• 1.0417 
·0.9000 
·1.08'3 
·1.2667 
·1.3HJ 
·1.2000 
-0.8667 

·0.82SO 
·I. 3083 
-1.0000 
-1.02so 
-0.5917 
·1.8667 
·0.6500 

-0. 766 l 
·1.1))3 
·O. 7000 

·O. 2000 
·l.5833 
·!. 0250 
·0.8333 
-0.4750 
·O. S3Jl 
·O. 7000 
·O.l3J) 
·0.2667 

-0.6167 

·l.ISOO 
·!. 0583 
·1.1833 
•0.83)) 
·0.9667 

Z3 
SJ 

9 
33 
S2 
so 
S9 
48 
45 
64 

30 
60 
38 
2l 
56 
2~ 

63 
36 
18 
43 

31 

S4 
40 

4 
26 
61 
49 
27 
J9 
34 

58 
47 

J 
32 
20 
37 
St 
51 
46 
19 

lS 
SS 
2S 
28 
8 

6S 
II 

14 
~I 
13 

62 
29 
11 
s 

12 
l 

10 

42 
3S 
44 
16 
22 

Hun (i) • •l. 0342 

c 
0 

I 
0 
0 

c 
B 

A 
c 

' 0 
c 
c 
c 

D 

A 

A 

E 
c 

A 
A 

A 
A 

0 
c 
D 
B 

c 

Sc.ndt1rd Devlatlon(•) • 0, 34~2 
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sunderdtud Scou1 

0.0340 
·0.1209 
0.16Jl 
0.1063 

·0.0811 
·0.0787 
•0.3185 
·O. 282S 
·0.0388 
·0.4S76 

·0.06S6 
·0.4SSJ 
·0.018'< 

O.OZS8 
·0.1892 
·O.OSl4 
-0.5801 
0.1103 

-0.0031 
·0.06SS 

0.0358 

·0.1628 
·0.0647 

0.1648 
·0.0114 
·1.0332 
•0.1441 
·0.0482 
·0.0642 

0.09S7 

·0.1389 
·0.0160 
I. 51S4 

·0.024S 
0. 0776 

·0.0244 
·0.1624 
-0.1289 
·0.1504 
0.1278 

o. 0009 
·0.1279 
o. 0070 

-o.ooso 
0.1192 

·0.84J6 
0. 2040 

0.1308 
-0.0072 
o. 2366 

1.2102 
·0.2920 
•0.1141 
0.0892 
0.4583 
0. 2624 
0. 2163 
0.3292 
0.4327 

0.3035 

·0.0302 
·0.1041 
·0.0712 

0.0991 
0. 0203 

Zl 
49 
12 
17 
46 
4S 
60 
SB 
31 
62 

43 
61 
Jl 
24 
S7 
39 
63 
16 
28 
42 

22 

S6 
41 
11 
31 
6S 
SJ 
38 
40 
19 

52 
32 

lS 
Zl 
34 
SS 
SI 
S4 
14 

Z7 
so 
26 
29 
lS 
64 
10 

13 
30 

S9 
48 
20 

) 

36 
47 
44 
18 
ZS 

Kun Ci) • D. 0000 

c 

D 

c 

c 

c 
B 

D 
c 
A 
c 

• 
D 

D 

A 
B 

D 

c 
8 
c 

St•ndud [)evl•tion(a) • O.l49l 



Furthermore, the waste multiplier of 7.6 tons per manufacturing employee 
per year is only an aggregate figur~ with no consideration whatsoever 
of different types of manufacturing industry. The solid waste indicator 
in this study only implies that for each million dollars worth of value 
added by manufacturing industries, the fewer workers employed, and hence, the 
fewer tons of solid wastes generated according to the formula, the 
better. 

Although Sacramento ranked first in the environmental component, this 
does not mean that it has all the best in every environmental category. 
For instance, it had nearly the worst noise problem in that year 
because of its high motorcycle and vehicle registration per 1,000 popu­
lation and high population density in the central city. Admittedly, 
these are only crude indicators of noise pollution, which in reality 
depends on the number of motorcycles and vehicles used per day, and 
their capacity of noise generation such as the age, size, etc. In 
comparison, Miami SMSA had the best natural environment and had virtually 
no visual pollution, but its water pollution and solid waste problems 
were considerably worse than most s-1SA's under discussion. Seattle/ 
Everett SMSA had very little air, visual, and water pollution, but its 
noise pollution was worse than average. 

Environmental problems were most serious in the East North Central 
region. Pittsburgh scored the lowest among the 65 ~SA's with an index 
value of -1.87. Chicago and Detroit followed closely with an index of 
-1.82 and -1.72, respectively. The other five SMSA's rated substandard 
are St. Louis (Missouri and Illinois), Indianapolis, Indiana; Cleveland, 
Ohio; Birmingham, Alabama; and Louisville (Kentucky and Indiana). While 
noise pollution did not seem to be a problem in Pittsburgh, the worst 
water pollution, plus very serious air and visual pollution, push the 
rating for Pittsburgh down to the bottom. For instance, the mean 
level for sulfur dioxide in Pittsburgh was 63.0 ppm, lower only 
than Cleveland (113.0 ppm) and Providence/Pawtucket/Warwick (64.0 ppm); 
the water pollution index was 48.0 for Pittsburgh, substantially higher 
than the second and the third worst SMSA's of Detroit (31.06) and 
Boston (24.00), and much higher than the majority of the SMSA's with 
indexes ranging from 0.68 (Anaheim/Santa Ana/Garden Grove) to 9.78 
(Columbus). People in both Chicago an~ Detroit suffered seriously 
from the air and water pollution; however, people in Detroit enjoyed 
a relatively better natural enviromnent and saw fewer dilapidated housing 
units than citizens in Chicago. St. Louis was observed to have little 
solid waste problem, but its very small park and recreational area 
(2.3 acres per 1,000 people) and bad climatological data forced its 
rating down. 
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Figure 3 contrasts vividly with Figure 1 in the East North Central 
region: the economic core of the industrial belt of this country has 
the worst pollution and environmental problems. This demonstrates 
clearly the trade-off between industrial growth and environmental health. 
EKcept in Birmingham, which was also troubled by air and visual pollu­
tion as well as climatological conditions, the environment in the 
South has been kept in adequate or good condition probably because little 
trading occurred between economic goods and environmental bads. The 
West Coast, on the other hand, is the only region in this country which 
has enjoyed concurrently both a prosperous economy and beautiful 
environment--probably due to public awareness of and proper planning 
to protect the environment. 

Regional variation in index values was high for 1970; the coefficient 
of variation was 0.330 This high coefficient of variation, however, 
can be attributed largely to the extreme values in both the outstanding 
and the substandard SMSA's. As portrayed in Chart 3, very small 
variations among environmental indexes exist for the majority of U.S. 
urban areas. This indicates that urban environmental problems have 
not been significantly different among most of the SMSA's. Even at the 
bottom of the scale, the SMSA's rated "E" are fewer than in the economic 
and the political components. In fact, only the last five SMSA's in 
the chart showed significant deviation from an adequate level and thus 
require some special consideration. The air pollution concentration 
level has been, on the average, reduced by some 50 percent in the past 
few years in this country because of the efforts of the Environmental 
Protection Agency and the public awareness of environmental problems. 
Continuing emphasis on cleaning and protecting the environment will 
undoubtedly improve environmental quality and thus enrich future urban 
life. The rank-order correlation coefficient between the two sets of 
rankings is also high, i.e., 0.93, meaning that the two methods differ 
only slightly. 

Plans for reduction of air pollution have centered on the improvement of 
individual and institutional environments. However, there is much to 
be done in our natural environment. Land use is the starting point 
for most of man's polluting activites, and land dedicated to parks and 
recreational areas makes a significant contribution to environmental 
quality in at least two ways. It is enjoyable both in and of itself, 
and also for the relief it provides from surrounding and polluting land 
uses. The greatest contribution the cities could make to improve 
their quality of life may be the acquisition of as much desirable land 
as possible, as early as possible, before land prices soar out of 
range, or development occurs causing permanent loss of open spaces 
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CHART 3 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

~ ____ .....::S;;.;M_:S.:..A'--------

A 

B 

c 

D 

l S.Ocromento, Col if. 
2 Seottle-Eve1ell, Wo\h. 
3 Miomi, Flo. 
~ Honolulu. Ho. 
5 Son krnodioo-Rive'lide-Ontorio, Col if. 
6 Son Oiepo, Col if. 
7 Son Jote, Calif. 
B Phoenix, Ariz. 
9 Allentown-&ethlehem-fo,ton. Po. 00 N. J. 

10 Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, IJicns ... Conn. 
11 Porrloncl. Oreg .-Wash. 
12 Son Froncisc.o-Ooldond, Calif. 
l3 Roch01le<, N.Y. 
14 Providence•Powlucket-Worwick, R. I .-Haou. 
15 0\dohomo City, Oklo. 
16 Wo1hinglon. D.C.·Md.-Vo. 
17 Son Anionic, To:o~ 
18 Fort Wcnth, Texas 
19 Norfolk-Portsmouth. Vo. 
20 Minneapolh-St, Poul, Minn. 
21 Oollos. 1 uo• 
22 Your.gstowll'-Worren, Ohio 
23 Akron, Ohio 
2~ Denver. Colo. 
25 Poters.on-Clihon-Poss.oic, N .J. 
26 Houston, Texas 
27 J•~y Ci1y, N.J. 
28 Philodelphio, Po.·N.J. 
29 Soll loke City. Utah 
30 Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky .-Ind. 
31 Grand Rapids, Mich. 
32 Milwo1Jkee, Wis. 
33 Ar-oheirn-Sonto Ano-Garden Grove, Cotif. 
3" lo• Angeie1•long &each, Calif. 
35 Tompo-St.Ptl•ribu,g, Flo. 
36 Fort lovde«lole·Hollywood, Flo. 
37 Nosh ... ille-Dovidson, Tc-nn. 
38 Columbus, Ohio 
39 KoNOs Cily, llo.·Kon. 
40 Hort lord, Conn. 
41 Rich...,nd, Vo. 
42 Syrocu>e, N. Y. 
43 Gory-Homrnond-Eosl Chicogo, Ind. 
« Toledo. Ofiio-Mich. 
45 8uHolo, N. Y. 
46 Nework, N.J. 
47 /ii'iemph•1. Tenn. ·AA. 
-48 Boiton. Meas. 
49 Jocksonville, Flo. 
so Bah;..., .. ' Md. 
51 New Orleans, Lo. 
52 Atlonlo, Go. 
53 Albony-Scheneclody-T roy, N. Y. 
54 Greensboro-Winsfon--Solem-Hi9h Point, N.C. 
55 Omoho, Neb,.-lowo 
56 0oy1on. Ohio 
fil New Yorlc, N. Y. 

59 Sirminghom, Alo. 
60 Cleveland, Ohio 

E 61 lndlonopoli1, Ind. 

{ 

58 louisvill•. Ky.-lnd. 

62 S1 .loul" No.-111. 
63 Oetroh, Mich. 
cS.c Chicago, Ill. 
6S Pittsburgh, Po. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (Ll 

ADJUSTED STANDARDIZED SCOR! 

x -s 

x-s X +S 

X•Meon•-l.03<12 
S = Stondord Deviation = .J.452 
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18/ 
and green land.~ The need for open space and green land in the metro-
politan areas becomes more urgent as the percentage of American popula­
tion in these are·as continues to increase. 

The availability of open space and green land as reflected by parks and 
recreational areas varies significantly among large SMSA's. The 
statistics in Table A-3 in the Appendix reveal that people in Jersey 
City had for small parks and recreational areas only 1 acre per 1,000 
population in 1970 as compared to 447.2 acres per 1,000 in Miami, 130.1 
acres per 1,000 in Sacramento, 116.3 acres per 1,000 in Phoenix, and 
48.1 acres in Denver. Almost one-half of the 65 large SMSA's had 
fewer than 10 acres per 1,000 population. The Citizen's Advisory 
Committee on Environmental Quality has urged that land and water conser­
vation funds be used for urban recreational programs, especially some 
outreach programs and a substantial reordering of priorities on federal 
aid to recreation. 

One of the suggestions regarding our land use pattern and natural 
environment conservation is the planned suburban community. A study 
by the Real Estate Research Cor~oration stated that planned suburban 
communities with population densities slightly higher than those in 
existing new towns can cut capital costs, energy consumption, and pol­
lution by a significant amount. 19/ In terms of environmental, economic, 
and energy costs, planned development of all densities is less costly 
to create and operate than is sprawl. Nevertheless, higher density 
connnunities will suffer from increased crime, noise, and diminished 
privacy. Therefore, the need for a land use plan which optimizes 
our natural environment utilization and balances social benefits wi~h 
social costs is apparent in metropolitan and suburban expansion. 

HF.ALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT 

The term "quality of life" is something that everyone can talk about 
but no one can define precisely. Diffuse as the term becomes, few 
can deny tnat health and education forms a significant part of it. As 

18/ This suggestion was made clear by the Citizen's Advisory Com­
mittee on Environmental Quality; see CACEQ, Annual Report to 
the President and to the Council on Environmental Quality 1972 
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 20-27. 

19/ See Real Estate Research Company, The Costs of Sprawl (Chicago: 
Real Estate Research Company, 1974). 
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mentioned earlier, Cantril and Rolls found that good health dominated 
all other concerns when they questioned individuals in this country in 
both the 1959 and 1971 surveys about their personal hopes. Similarly, 
good health was considered their number one hope by respondents in 
West Germany, Brazil, the Philippines, and Cuba. Ill health worried 
everyone ~ost among respondents in Yugoslavia, Israel, Egypt, and 

Panama. 2.Q./ No wonder health was selected by the Organization on 
Economic Cooperation and Development to be thP. first in the list of 
fundamental social concerns conman to most member countries. 

Using cross-sectional sample observations from sixth grade pupils, 
teenagers, university students, alcoholic patients, mental patients, 
and other persons, Scott obtained a unanimous conclusion from the 880 
respondents that death is the saddest event, despite the fact that these 
groups selected different occasions for the happiest event.1!/ As a 
result, the individual health factor consists of mortality rates for 
the general population as well as for infants. 

The community health conditions in the study are depicted by medical 
care availability--an input factor--in contrast to the mortality rates 
for the individual--an output factor. The five community health 
factors were chosen to represent, respectively, the medical care man­
power, facility, the rate of utilization, and the public decision on 
health provision. The emphasis here is on preventing the occurrence 
of health disabilities and the avoidance of disease. The mortality 
rates were selected to reflect the level of health quality. Similar to 
the income and wealth factors employed in the economic component, both 
flow (mortality rate) and stock (medical care availability) variables 
are contained in this health component as input to our overall quality 
of life regardless of their conventional input-output characteristics. 

Improvement in the quality of life necessitates improvement in the 
quality of human capital. While health constitutes physical quality of 
the human capital, the mental quality of human capital can be primarily 
enriched through education and experience. To evaluate the quality of 
human capital, the aggregate level of educational attainment of people 
in a community and the magnitude of similar educational background among 
them are deemed fundamental measurements for it. Although there is 

20/ See Hadley Cantril, The Pattern of Human Concerns, 22· cit. 
21/ See Edward Scott, An Arena for Happiness (Springfield, Illinois: 

Charles C. Thomas Publishing, 1971), p. 107. 
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evidence that individuals can become less content and happy as their 
level of education increases) this individual observation is character­
ized over time and, hence, is of no concern in this static study of 
cross-sectional comparison. As a joint product in a collective sense, 
however, a community with many highly educated people is generally 
preferred to another without. In addition, a community consisting of 
residents of homogeneous cultural and educational background is normally 
assumed to be better than another comprising members of heterogeneous 
cultural and educational attainments. This hypothesis is analogous to 
that as postulated by some new welfare economists that total expected 
social welfare among individuals would be maximized if their incomes 
were equally distributed. 

The index and ratings of the health and education component are shown 
in Table 4. Of the 13 outstanding SMSA's, the Pacific region 
accounted for six and the State of California contained four. San Jose 
fMSA. had the highest quality of health and education. The composite 
index value for San Jose was 2.72 or 2.4 times as high as the metropoli­
tan mean. The 12 other outstanding ~SA's are Salt Lake City, Denver, 
san Francisco/Oakland, Hartford, Seattle/Everett, Minneapolis/St. Paul, 
Sacramento, Portland, Washington, D.C.; Anaheim/Santa Ana{Garden Grove, 
Boston, and Rochester. From the other end of the scale are 11 sub­
standard SMSA's led by Jersey City, Providence/Pawtucket/Warwick, 
Birmingham, Tampa, and Norfolk/Portsmouth. 

San Jose surpassed other SMSA's in individual health and education. 
conditions and ranked second in community educational attainment. Al­
though the community health conditions in terms of medical care avail­
ability were outstanding for San Jose, it ranked only 12th in this 
category. In a like manner, Salt Lake City outstripped all large 
SMSA's except San Jose in individual health and education conditions, 
but fell behind in providing medical care services to the community, 
ranking only 38th in terms of available physicians, dentists, hospital 
beds, etc. New York was rated the best in community medical care avail­
ability with the highest number of physicians and dentists per 100,000 
population (286 and 96, respectively, versus 154 and 59 in the U.S.) 
and the highest per capita local government expenditures on health 
($8.82 against U.S. average of $2.96). Ironically, New York's death 
rate was also very high in 1970, 10.5 deaths per 1,000 population or 
one death more than the U.S. average. Among the 15 SMSA's with a 
death rate exceeding 10.0, New York ranked sixth. (See Table A-4 in 
the Appendix.} 
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TABLE 4 

INDEX AND RATING OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT {12 
AdJu•ted StandardhK Scorn Stand•rdited Score1 

~ ~ !.!!!! R•tin1 V•he .!!.!!! Rating 

I. Akron, Ohio l.12SO 30 c 0.0718 28 
2. Albmy·Schenect1dy·TToy. N. Y. 1.862 s 14 I 0.3846 II 
3. Al fft'totirn-kthlehem--!a1ton, P1 .. -N.J. O.JBn 52 D 0 0.3176 49 D 
4. An•hel ... Santa Ana-Carden Grove, c.. 2 .012s 11 A o. 74)1 A 
s. AthnU, Ca. 0.8375 37 D -0.0970 36 c 
6. S.lU.mrt. ltd. 0.3625 53 D ·0.46lS SJ D 
7. llralnabft .. , Ah. ·0.02SO 63 I •0.7143 62 I 
a. )Gaton, 1(111, 2.012s 12 A 0.6282 to 
9. luffalo, N. Y. 1.42SO 25 I O. ISll 27 

10. O.ic•10, Ul. 0.662S 42 D -0.3318 44 

11. Clnclnnlltl, Ohlcr-Ky.-Ind, 0.62SO 46 D -0.3446 47 D 
12. Clevehnd, Ohio l.087S 32 c -0.04S8 ll 
13. Coluabu•, Ohio 1.487S 23 0.26Sl 22 
u. ball••, Teu1 0.7625 39 D -0.261S u D 
IS. D17ton, Cillo l.062S 34 c -0.0366 32 c 
16, Denver, Calo, 2.5000 3 A 0.9190 4 
17. Detrolt, Hlch. 0.962S 35 c -0.1208 37 c 
18. Fort Laududale-Hol lyvood, Fh. 0.2000 58 -0.5872 57 E 
19. Fort Vorth, Tcua 0.3SDO 54 0 -0.5269 SS 
20. Cary•H.->nd-EHt Cbleago, Ind. o. 7000 40 D -0.6149 59 

21. Cnnd Uptda, Hlc:h. 1.5375 21 0.1797 23 
22. Ct'emaboro-Wtuton-S1le111-High Point, 

11.C. 0.1000 60 -0.9202 63 
23. Hartford, Conn. 2.2750 s A 0.5289 13 
24. honolulu, Havatt 1.5375 22 0.0121 JO 
25. Houlton, teJtH 1.0815 33 -0,0824 J5 
26. lndtanapo\11, Ind. 0.6500 4J D -0.3626 48 D 
27. .Jack1onvtlle, Fl•. O. llZ5 59 I -0.6149 58 
28. Jer•ey City, N.J, ·0.5250 6S -1.6011 65 
29. kanHI Clty, Ko.-Ks. 1. llZS 31 -0.0186 31 
JO. Lo• Aagelu-Lona Be1ch, c •• 1. 73JS 18 0.4113 16 

JI. l.ouhvtll•, J:y.-Ind. 0.31Z5 SS •0.4356 SI D 
32. Hesphl1, lttm.-Adt. 0.6lZ5 47 D -0.3393 46 D 
J3. Hl-1, Fh. 0.6000 48 D 0 0.2183 39 D 
34. Hilvaukee, W la, I. 7000 19 o.4344 15 
JS. Htnneapolta-St, taul, H1nn. 2.2375 1 A o. 7331 8 A 
:l6. lfHhvtl le-Davldson, Tenn. D.637S 45 D •0.2440 40 D 
J7. Rev Orle•n•, La, 0.4250 51 D 0 0.5696 56 E 
38. llev Ycrclr., H.Y. l.21ZS 29 c 0.2873 20 B 
J9. Hevark, N.J. l.262S 28 c 0.0144 29 c 
40. Nor folk-Port hCXJ th, v •• o.062S 61 0 0.6898 60 

41. Okhho.a City. C*b. 1.3750 26 O.lH4 2S 
42. Om.ha, Nebraak.a· tova l. 7500 17 0.3847 17 
43. Patenon-Cllfton-haHlc, H.J. 1.4625 24 B 0.1735 24 8 

44. Phllldelphia, P1.-N.J. D.3000 56 -0.4061 so D 
45. l'hoenh, ATh. 1.6000 20 0.2778 21 
46. Pttt1bUrgh, Pa. o. 7815 JS D ·0.1372 38 c 
47. Porthnd, Oreg,-1luh. 2.1375 0.613S II 
48. Provtdsnce-P.wtucket-Man.rlck, R. t.· 

H11a. ·0.1750 64 ·0.6958 61 
49. Ucl=ond, Ve. 0.4500 so D ·0.4548 52 
so. Roche1ter, N.Y, 2.0000 IJ A 0.5445 12 

51. Sact'aale't\to, Ca. 2 .1875 8 A 0. 7818 
s2. St. Lout•, ~.·Ill. 0.562S 49 D -0.2646 42 0 
SJ. Salt t..k.e Ctty, Utah 2.5625 2 A o.9570 3 
S4. San Aatoato, Texas 0.287S 57 I ·0.4715 54 0 

55. San lernadino-Rlvenlde-Oii.tario, Ca. 1.J625 27 0.15BS 26 c 
56. Sen 01110 1 Ca. l.812S 16 0.320J 19 8 
57. San Fnncl•co-O•ltland, Ca. 2.3750 4 0.8512 A 

SS. San Jo1• 1 Ca. 2.7250 I A 1.6010 

"· Se•ttle•Ewrett, "•. 2.2625 6 A 0.7010 A 

60. Spring fl dd .. Ch teepee-Holyoke, 
Hu•.-ConD. 0.7000 41 D -0.2999 4J 

61. SyTacu•e, N.Y. 1.8500 lS 0.446S 14 
u. Tempe-St. Pcteuburg, Fll. 0.0000 62 ·0.9928 64 
63. Toledo, Q\lo-Htch. 0.937S 36 c ·0.0821 J4 
64. Va•hlngton, D.C.-Hd.-v •• 2.1000 10 1.0136 2 
65. 'touna1too.m-\ilarrcn, Ohta 0.6J7S 44 D ·0.3387 4S 

11 .. a (ll) • 1.1252 Hean (i:) • 0.0000 
~ndtng (2 i + •> Srandard Dtvfatton(a) • o. 7868 Standard Devhtion (•) • 0.5679 
a • E>ec•llent (i: + .281 $ B < i. + a) 
C • Good (i • . 281 < C < ii + .281) 
D • Ad•quate (i - 1 < D .s; i: - . 281) 
I • Subatandard ( ' l • 1) 
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Other "A" rated SMSA's such as Seattle/Everett, Sacramento, and Anaheim/ 
Santa Ana/Garden Grove also showed relatively incomparable positions in 
community medical care provision. The remaining "A" rated SMSA 1 s in 
this component, however, showed a good balance among individual and 
community health and education factors. 

Three SMSA's showed negative indexes in this component: Jersey City, 
Providence/Pawtucket{Warwick, and Birmingham. The negative indexes 
resulted from the fact that the scores of the negative input factors 
such as death rate, infant mortality rate, and the percentage of 
population 16 to 21 years of age not high school graduates in the 
individual conditions category were so low that they more than offset 
the positive input factors scores. Table A-4 in the Appendix reveals 
the death rate statistics for these three SMSA's, respectively, as 
12.2, 10.5, and 10.3 per 1,000 population: the infant mortality rate 
as 23.5, 22.5, and 23.0 per 1,000 live births; and the percentage of 
males 16 to 21 not high school graduates as 18.0 percent, 17.2 percent, 
and 18.9 percent. However, these three SMSA's ~ere relatively better 
as far as the community medical care availability is concerned. They 
ranked 48th, 37th, and 23rd, respectively, among the 65 large SMSA's. 

The geographic distribution of various health and education ratings 
among ~SA's is presented in Figure 4. While the West Coast and the 
New England region had most "An rated SMSA 1 s, the "E" rated S>ISA' s were 
scattered in the South and along the East Coast. The State of 
California showed extremely well in health and education with no SMSA 
in the state rating below excellent or "B." In contrast, three of the 
four SMSA's in Florida received less than adequate or "substandard" 
ratings. The implication is that the precondition for a good quality 
of life in the South would be to invest in human resources by either 
expanding the educational programs, improving the health facilities 
and medical care availability, or both. 

It is of interest that there exists a clear dividing line between states 
with outstanding and excellent ratings and those with substandard 
ratings. It is surprising to note that two neighboring SMSA's in the 
same state received completely opposite ratings. In Massachusetts, 
Boston was rated "A" yet Providence/Pawtucket/Warwick ranked 64th. 
Apparently,Boston showed better results than the national average in 
almost every factor, whereas Providence/Pawtucket/Warwick revealed the 
opposite. Given the reliability of the statistics one may question 
why, for instance, per capita local government health and educational 
expenditures in Boston amounted to $2.9 and $130.7, respectively, but 
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the corresponding figures in Providence/Pawtucket/Warwick were only 
$0.9 and $118.4. In addition, one may attempt to seek causes of the 
high death rates in the latter S1SA where more than two deaths per 
1 000 were recorded in 1970, than in Boston S1SA in both infant and 

' general death category. 

The index values computed for the health and education component for 
the 65 SMSA's revealed a very high standsrd deviation, 0.7~ which is 
more than two-thirds of the mean, 1.13. The standard deviation reflects 
dispersion of scores so that thevariabilityof different distributions 
may be compared in terms of the value of the standard deviation. With 
a high value of standard deviation and low mean value, the coefficient 
of variation thus becomes very large, 0.70, the highest among those 
of the quality of life components analyzed so far. Chart 4 demonstrates 
visually the wide dispersion of index scores. The implication of this 
wide dispersion is, in short, that the health and education conditions 
are significantly unequal among urban areas in this country. 

The geographic variations in ratings in this section are very consistent 
with those of the state studies by Liu and Wilson cited previously. To 
be specific, the states that rated very high in health and education 
quality are also found to have high ratings for the SMSA 1 s in these 
states, and vice versa. In this sense, the state indicators, though 
aggregate, may still be good regional indicators for any purpose of 
relative static comparison. Furthermore, the correlation coefficient 
(r) between the rankings produced by the two methods is very high, 
r = 0.98, indicating a great consistency between underlying methods 
employed. 

While health and educational manpower, facilities, and services are 
lacking in some areas, they are in excess in others. There is also 
functional as well as geographical maldistribution, causing regional 
disparities and imbalanced results in the health and education quality 
of life in this country. The market mechanism works imperfectly in 
meeting needs for decent health care and adequate educational attainment. 
As the Committee for Economic Development pointed out, faulty allocation 
of resources is a major cause of inadequacies and inequalities in U.S. 
health services, resulting in poor or substandard care for large segments 
of the population. 

Educational background is also a crucial determinant of the quality of 
labor. Mounting evidence suggests that education and advances in 
knowledge are critical factors contributing to national income growth 
worldwide. For instance, Denison, in an extensively detailed empirical 
study, found that about 15.0 percent and 23.0 percent of the U.S. 
economic growth rate between 1950 and 1962) were accounted for by 
increased education of the labor force and the advances of knowledge, 
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CHART 4 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: HEALTH, AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (L) 
HEALTH -"ND EDUCATION COMPONENT (A) 

RANK SMSA -"DJUSTED STANDARDIZED SCORE 

j( + s 
I Son .lo>e, Calif 

• Soll Lok• Cay, Utah -e 0el"l'Ver, Colo 

• Son Francisco ... Ooklond, Calif 
5 Hor1fo,d. Conn 

A 6 ~ottle - Everett, Wash. 
7 Minneapolis .. St. Poul. Minn 
8 Socromento. Calif 
9 Ponlond, Orog - Wo1h 

10 Wolohington, DC - h'd - Vo 
11 Anoheim - Santo Ano - Gorden Grove, Calif 
12 Boston, Moss 
l3 Rocho1tor, NY 
I• Albany - Schonectody - Troy, NY 
IS Syro•""'· NY 
16 Son Diogo, Col;f 
17 Omaha, Nebr - lowo 
18 Los AngelH - Long 6eo•h. CoHf 
19 Mi lwovkee, Wis 
'!() Phoeni•, Ariz 

B 21 Grond Ropid1, Mich 
22 Honolulu. Hawaii 
23 Columbus. Ohio 
24 Paterson - Clihon - Pouoic, NJ 
25 Buffalo, NY -26 Oklohomo City, Okla ~ 
27 Son Bernodino - Rive,..,ide - Ontario. Calif -28 Newarl<, NJ -29 New York, NY 

"""' 30 Akron, Ohio 
31 Konoo1 City. 11o - K1 ' 

c 32 Cleveloftd. Ohio 
33 Houston, Tuos 

. . 
~ Dayton, Ohio -35 Detroit, Mich -36 Toledo. Ohio - Mich -37 Atlonra, Go -38 Pittsburgh, Pa 
39 Dollos, T e11Cos 
•a Gory - Hammond - Ea" Chicago, Ind 
•1 Springfield .. Chic.ope• - Holyoke, Mau - Conn 
•2 Chicago, Ill 
•3 Indianapolis, Ind 
« Youngstown .. Warren, Ohio 

D •s NaV,vitle - DovidlOn, Tenn 
46 Cinclnnoli, Ohio - Ky- Ind 
•7 Memphis. Tonn-M 
.a Miomi, Flo 
•9 St. Louil, Mo - Ill 
so Richmond, Vo 
51 New Orleont, lo 
~2 Allentown - Bethlehem .. Easton, Po .. NJ 
53 Baltimore. Md 
5o4 Fort Worth, T ucn 
55 Louisville, Ky - Ind 
56 Phi lodelphio, Po - NJ 
57 Son Antonio. T exos 
58 Fort Lauderdale - Hollywood, Fla 
59 Joclnonville, F!o 

E 60 Greensboro• Winston-Solem - High Point, NC 
61 Norfolk - Ponsrnouth, Vo 
62 Tampa - St. Peterd>urg, Fla 
63 Birmingham. Ala 
6o4 Providence .. Pawtucket - Worwick, RI - Mou 
65 .leney City. NJ 

-x-s X+S 

X •Moon• 1.1252 
S • Stondord Deviation • • 7868 
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STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS 
SMSA's POPULATION OVER 500,000 
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100 ... 
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In Belgium, the corresponding figures for the same period are 
percent and 25.0 percent; in the United Kingdom, 12.0 percent 
32.0 percent; in Italy, 7.0 percent and 13.0. percent, etc.22/ 
individual basis, Daniere and Mechling utilized data from the 

14.0 
and 

On an 
1960 

Census of Population and computed discounted lifetime earnings by 
occupation for people with 4 years of college and those with education 
beyond the graduate level. They found that on the average males with 
graduate education would earn 17.0 percent more income than those with 
college education--$187,818 against $160,992. 23 / In Greece, Psacharo­
poulos estimated the annual labor earnings difference between those 
with high school and those with college education was more than 49.0 
percent in 1960.24/ 

In this country, the educational level of the population has been rising 
at a remarkable rate for several decades. The median school years 
completed among the population 25 years of age and over in 1940 was 8.6; 
the figure rose to 9.3, 10.5, and 12.1, respectively, in 1950, 1960, 
and 1970.25/ Nevertheless, in 1970, the median school years completed 
was relatively lower in many SMSA's than the U.S. average. Examples 
are Greensboro/Winston-Salem/High Point, North Carolina--11.1; 
Baltimore, Maryland--11.3; and Birmingham--11.4, as compared to the U.S. 
average of 12.l years completed. Improving the quality of education in 
the lagging regions will not only strengthen the skill level and earning 
potential but will also increase the mobility of individuals in these 
regions. Equal opportunity in education itself automatically will 
reduce the inequalities in employment and income distributions among 
people in this country. Eliminating the gap of educational attainment 
among regions will undoubtedly have other significant social benefits, 
tangible and intangible. 

22/ Ed,ward F. Denison, Why Growth Rates Differ (Washington, D.C.: The 
Brooking Institution, 1967). 

23/ See Andre Daniere and Jerry Mechling, "Direct Marginal Productivity 
of College Education in Relation to College Aptitude of Students 
and Production Costs of Institutions," The Journal of Human 
Resources, Volume 5, Number 1 (Winter 1970), pp. 51-70. 

24/ See George Psacharopoulos, "Estimating Shadow Rates of Return to 
Investment in Education," The Journal of Human Resources, Volume 5, 
Number 1 (Winter 1970), pp. 34-50. 

25/ See U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical 
Abstract of the U.S., 1971 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1972), Table 164 on p. 109. 
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SOCIAL COMPONENT 

The output of quality of life as perceived by people in any urban area 
at a particular time is measured by the physical and psychological 
inputs. This study focuses on the physical input measurements. In 
the preceding sections measures, findings, and implications have been 
discussed for four physical input components of the quality of life in 
the large metropolitan areas: the economic component illustrates the 
level and capacity of consumption and production of goods and services 
to meet the basic human desire for a decent standard of living; the 
political component measures the efficiency and performance of local 
governments or institutions which provide goods and services for 
satisfying basic public needs; the environmental component describes 
the quality of both the man-made and the natural environment in which 
we live; the health and education component depicts the quality of 
human resources or human capital on which not only the existing but 
also the future quality of life depends. This section presents the 
empirical findings in the social component. 

All economic, political, environmental, and health and education factors 
are essential attributes to the production of quality of life for any 
individual. However, no individual 1 s quality of life can be completely 
represented by the four components without the inputs from the social 
component. As well demonstrated by Maslow, Scott, and others the arena 
for human life is constituted of the self, other people, and the environ­
ment or community. 261 The human quality of life, therefore, has to be 
reflected in the quality of self, other people, and the community. The 
four components discussed previously cover these three elements in the 
human life arena, but the linkage or the interflow relationships among 
them has not yet been delineated. The interflow relationships are 
considered in this study as the social component. 

In the social component, major concerns center on the community living 
conditions, the equality among individuals, and the independency of 
each individual. In other words, the interflow relationships are 
differentiated and reflected first, by factors measuring the level and 
potentiality of the development and flourishing of individual indepen­
dence and dignity; secondly, by factors describing the differences 
between the actual and desired levels of equality or justice in seeking 

26/ Abraham Maslow, Motivation and Personality (New York: Harper and 
Row, 1970); and Edward Scott, An Arena for Happiness (Springfield, 
Illinois: Charles c. Thomas, 1971). 
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employment and housing, in commanding goods and services, etc., as a 
result of race, sex, and spatial discrimination; and thirdly, by 
factors portraying desirable living conditions collectively enjoyed by 
individuals, such as high level of safety and security, good accessibility 
to basic health, commercial, and recreational facilities, and sufficient 
opportunities to participate in social, cultural, and sports activities. 

Some of the factors chosen in this section may be conventionally re­
garded as input variables and some as output measures, but they are 
all physical inputs to our measure of social quality of life. There 
are two basic arguments for the exclusion of the conventionally defined 
input information from the social indicator approach with emphasis on 
output measurement. First, outputs are said to give a more accurate 
picture of actual social conditions than do inputs, e.g., educational 
attainment may be a better indicator than expenditure per capita. 
Second, our understanding about the technical relationships among inputs 
and outputs are sedimentary in particular and poor in general; e.g., 
the relationship between number of policemen per 100,000 population 
and the crime rate. For this reason this study attempts to balance 
empirically the two sets of factors, and, theoretically, they are all 
regarded as physical inputs to our quality of life. 

The indexes and ratings for the social component are contained in 
Table 5. Portland ranks outstandingly as the finest metropolitan area 
with an index value of 1.03--1.86 standard deviations above the mean. 
Next are Seattle/Everett, Omaha, Denver, and Sacramento, all having 
very high index values. In addition, there are seven more outstanding 
~SA's with index values higher than the mean (0.48) plus one standard 
deviation (0.29)--San Diego, Oklahoma City, Milwaukee, Minneapolis/ 
St. Paul, Los Angeles/Long Beach, San Francisco/Oakland, and Kansas City. 
Although the New England and Middle Atlantic regions showed unfavorably 
in the social component (no "A" rated SMSA) relative to preceding 
components, these regions had about one-half of the "B" or excellent 
SMSA's. As Figure S reveals, almost all large ™SA 1 s west of the 
Mississippi River are rated either excellent or outstanding except those 
in the State of Texas. In fact, with the exception of Milwaukee, all 
12 outstanding SMSA's are west of the Mississippi. 

There are 13 SMSA's with substandard ratings; they all are located east 
of the Mississippi River and are clustered mainly in the Middle Atlantic 
and the East North Central regions. Jersey City and Detroit fall at 
the bottom of the list with index values substantially below the metro­
politan average. In fact, they are the only two ~SA's with negative 
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TABLE 5 

INDEX AND RATING OF SOCIAL COMPONENT {L} 
i!:!!Ju•te~ §t!nd•rdhf:d Score• Standardlud Scoru 

~ !!!l!!. ~ .!!!.!3 ~ ~ RatLnK 

I. Akron, Ohio 0.18)5 '' -0.13S6 47 

2. Albany-Schnee: tady-Ttoy, Kew York 0.)836 25 0.0786 24 

'· Alhntavn-Bethlehti.,.t.aaton, Pet1n1ylvania-Nev Jeruy 0.217' SI -0.1060 42 

~. Anahet ... saata #.na•Gatdel\ Cto'lle, C&\Hocnla 0.4762 33 0.0628 25 8 

5. Atlanta, Ceorgh 0.2806 44 D ·0.1051 41 0 

6. laltlmore, Haryland 0, IJ92 S7 g ·0.2J05 56 

7. eindnghaa, Allbaiw 0.0931 62 -0.2385 57 

a. lo•ton, t-Y•••Chuset.t• 0.6036 22 O.OS62 27 

'· l!llulfalo, Hint York o. 7019 II 0.1433 20 • 
10. Chicago, llUnoh 0.30S6 43 -0.0930 40 D 

n. Cinclnnatt, Ohlo-Jtentuc'k.y-1 ndl&l\a O.OHI 63 g -0.1189 "" 0 

12. Cleveland, ohJo O.S8J7 24 ·0.0252 35 c 
13. Coluabua, OhlO o. 7621 14 0.1584 15 

14. Dllllae, Tex.a• 0.4515 JS c 0.0503 28 

IS. Deytoo, Ohio 0.3421 41 D -0.0591 38 0 

16. Denver, Colorado 0.9&04 4 ... 0.3241 4 A 

17. Detrolt, ttichtaan •0.0248 64 g ·O. 3553 64 

18. Fort Lauderdale-JbJ Jywood, Tlor!da 0.5823 26 0.1572 16 

19. fort Vorth, Tex.a• 0.072 37 c •D.0323 '' 20. Cary•Hall:aond-!Ht Chic.go, Indiana 0.2106 52 D ·0.1165 53 

21. Grand &aplda, Michigan 0.5527 30 c 0.0319 30 
22. Crua1boro-vt.n1ton .. salea.-High Polnt, Hoi-th c.arolina 0.2JJ7 48 -0.2608 59 

23. Binford, eonnectlcut 0.5981 23 0. 0352 32 
24. tt:molulu. Hawaii 0.4496 36 c ·O. 2692 61 ! 

25. ib>•ton, Te::u• 0.5513 29 c 0.0374 JI c 
26. lndhnapolla, lndlan.a 0.430J 38 c ·0.1268 46 
27. Jack1oaville 1 Florida 0.3169 42 D •0.0116 34 

28. Jertey Clty, Nev Jeuey •0.1694 65 £ ·0.5117 65 
z<j, ~nlH Clty, K1uourl-K.an1u 0.8089 12 ... 0.2132 14 A 

JO. l.a• A.agelee-t.ong 8e•c.h, califont.a 0.83lS 10 A 0.2809 A 

31. l.aul1vU le, Kentucky-Ind Lana 0.26ilJ 45 D ·O. ll99 45 D 
32. ~hla, TenneHee-Arkanau 0.1198 59 -0.2219 SS 
JJ, Nlami, Florid• D. 7634 13 • 0.2227 12 A 

34. tlilvaukee, Wllconlln 0.11453 8 ... 0.1496 18 

"· Klnneapolh-St. Paul, KlnnHota 0.8329 9 A 0.2530 9 A 

36. Ka1bville-David1on, TenneHee 0.7218 17 8 0.2195 13 A 

"· Irv Or11an1, L.ouhi•N 0.1783 54 I -0.2756 62 £ 

38, llev Yori<, Nev Yorl. 0.5179 32 c 0.0398 29 c 

"· Mevlrlt, Nev Jeney 0.1000 61 I -0.3204 63 I 

40. Nodolk.•Port11110uth 1 Vlrginla 0.2.507 46 -0.1144 S2 D 

41. Utlahoma Cit)'. Oklahoma 0.6852 A 0.3415 A 

42. 0..b&, Mlbrulta-lova 0.9166 3 A o. 2747 A 
43. Pater10C1•Cltftoo-Paualc:, Nev Jeruy 0.1371 )8 ! -o. 2617 60 
44. Philadelphia, Penuylvanl••Hev Jersey 0.2234 49 D ·O. IS54 so D 
45. Phoenlx, Artzona 0. 7246 16 B 0.1416 19 B 
46. Pittabuqb, Ponnaylvania 0.3510 40 D -0.0748 J9 D 
47. Portland, Oregon•\luhington 1.0273 I A 0.3981 A 
48. ho vi denc:e · Pavtucket-Wantick, Rhode Uland- 0.1606 SS •D.1508 49 D 

HIHaCbuaett• 
49. lichmond, Virginia 0.1123 60 ·O. 2498 l8 
so. loch.eater, Na-. Yotk 0.2196 50 -0.1409 i.8 

51. Sacramento, CalUornb 0.9576 5 A 0.3750 2 ... 
52. 8t. Louil, Ki••ouri-llllnoh D. IS83 56 ·0.1709 51 
,3. lalt t.a.ke Clt:r, Utah 0.5728 27 0.0579 26 
54. &an Antonio, Texaa o. 2463 47 .o. 2018 S4 D 

"· Ian &rrnadtno·R1v•nide·Ontario, Cdtforni& 0.6042 21 8 0.1034 22 8 
S6. San Dieao, California 0.9020 6 A 0.2661 8 A 
57. tan rraKhco·Oakl•nd, California 0.8181 II A 0.2300 II A 
58. tan JoH, C.lifoniia 0. 7364 IS 8 0.2J54 ID A 

59. Seattle-!verett, \luhirtgton 1.0144 2 A 0.3063 5 A 

60. &p ri a&fl•l d-Ch1copee· 8>lyoke, KH11chuaetta· 0.4634 34 c 0.0175 J3 c 
Connecticut 

61. 81racue, Nev York 0.6157 20 8 0.1509 17 
SJ. 'J'aipa-St. Pater1burg, Florida 0.5526 31 c ·0.0262 36 c 
63. t'Dl•do, Ohio•Klchig•n 0.5617 28 o.osn IJ 
64. lifatblnaton, o.c ... Maryh11d .. Vlrgini1 0.61148 19 0.1087 !I 
65. 'touftgatovn-varnn, Ohlo 0.3634 39 D .().1079 43 D 

lie•• (i) - 0.4809 ""•• (i) - 0.0000 
Standard Devlatlon (•) • O. 2928 Standard Deviation (•) • 0. 2071 

~ondtna <• l + •> 
I • bcellent 0 + .281 c 9 < I + 1) 
C • GOOd (I• ,281 < C< i + .281) 
D • U.qu•t• (I • 1 < D s i · .lll) 

I • 1u-.nenc1ar.t '' t .. e) 
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adjusted standardized scores, -0.17 and -0.02, respectively. The 
negative scores indicate that these two SMSA's had extremely high 
negative input values that more than o~fset the positive input factors. 
As a result, the overall score is negative. 

The remaining 11 substandard SMSA's, though still with index values 
below the mean minus one standard deviation (X - S), do not vary much 
from the adequate SMSA's. The remaining substandard SMSA's are 
Cincinnati, Birmingham, Newark, Richmond, Memphis, Paterson/Clifton/ 
Passaic, Baltimore, St. Louis, Providence/Pawtucket/Warwick, New Orleans, 
and Akron. One finding in the social component is that the New York 
s-1SA, while surrounded by three "E" rated SMSA's, still received an 
index of 0.52, slightly greater then the metropolitan mean value of 
0.48. In the ranking, New York is the last ~SA with a value greater 
than the mean, ranked 32nd among the 65 SMSA's, and rated "good" in the 
social component. This is due primarily either to better opportunities 
for self-support and individual development, greater equality among 
individuals, better community living conditions, or a combination of the 
three. For example, the individual equality index for Newark is sub­
stantially below that for New York; while New York was ranked 17th 
in this category, Newark ranked 64th. Table A-5 in the Appendix gives 
the following information: Negro male to total male unemployment rate 
adjusted for educational differences in 1970, was 1.65 and 2.22, 
respectively; meaning that Negro males in New York had an unemployment 
rate 65 percent higher than the average for all males, but, in Newark 
the figure was 122 percent; the Negro females in both SMSA's had a 
23 percent and 61 percent higher than average unemployment rate; the 
ratio of male to female unemployment rate adjusted for education in 
New York was 0.81, while in Newark it was 0.63. 

As far as community living conditions are concerned, New York shows 
considerably higher indexes for many factors than does Jersey City. 
Jersey City, though showing an average birth rate, has the second 
highest death rate, next only to Tampa, with more than 12 deaths per 
1,000 in 1970. Very few sports, dance, drama, or music events and 
virtually no cultural institutions and fairs and festivals were held 
in Jersey City in 1970. In addition, there were very few recreational 
facilities. The estimated cost of living index was 124, or 24 percent 
higher than the U.S. average. 
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CHART 5 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 
SOCIAL COMPONENT (L) 

SOCIAL COMPONENT (A) 

SMSA ADJUSTED STANDAltlZED SCORE 

I Portland, Oreg - Wosh 
2 SeoUle - Everett. Woih 
3 O..Oho, Nebr - l<>wo 
4 0.nvor. Colo 
5 Socra_,,to. Calif 
6 Son Diego. Call! 
7 Oklahoma City. Oklo 
8 Milwai.,lc.•e. Wi, 
9 Minnoopolh-St.Povl. Mino 

10 Los Aogele•-loog Beach, Cora 
11 Son frooci1<:0-0oklond, Col;! 
12 Kamo1 City. No - Ks 
13 MiomL Flo 
14 Columbut. Ohio 
15 SonJ ... , Col;f 
16 "-•Ix, Ari< • 
17 Nothvlllo - Davidson, Tonn 
IB llullalo. NY 
19 Wothlngron. DC - Md - Vo 
20 Syrocu10, NY 
21 Son Bornodino-Rlvo,.ide-Ontorlo, Calif 
22 Botton. Men• 
23 Hartford. Conn 
24 Cleveland. Ohio 
25 Albony-Sdionoctody-Troy, NY 
26 for! loudordole-Hollywood, Flo 
27 Solt Lolce City, Utah 
28 Toltdo, Ohio - Mich 
29 Houslon, T exos 
30 Grond Rapid" Mich 
31 To...,.-Sr.Peto..!>urg, Flo 
32 New York, NY 
33 Anoheim-Sonto Ano-Gorden Gmve, Calif 
3-4 Springfleld-Chlcopee- Holyoke. Mos1-Conn 
3S Dallen, lo>«>t 
36 Honolulu. Hawaii 
37 F0<t Wo•th, T exos 
3ll lndlonopoll1, Ind 
39 YoungstO#n - Wonon, Ohio 
40 PUttburgh , Po 
41 Dayton. Ohio 
42 Jack10nvllle, Flo 
43 Chicago, Ill 
44 Allonto, Ga 
45 Louiwllle, Ky - Ind 
46 No.folk - Por1.,..uth, Vo 
47 Son Antonio , T exot 
48 Greemboro-Winston-Solem-High Paint, NC 
49 Phllodelphla, Pa - NJ 
.SO Roche1'er. NY 
51 Allentown - Bethlehem - Ecntan, Po-NJ 
52 Gory - Hammond - Eo1t Chlcogo. Ind 
53 Akron, Ohio 
54 New Orleam, la 
55 Provldence-Powtucket - Worwlck, RI - Mou 
56 St. l.oul1. Mo - Ill 
57 6oltl-•, Md 
58 Pote"°n - Clifton - P0S10lc, NJ 
59 Momphi1, Tenn - Ark 
60 Richmond. Va 
61 Ne#Ork, NJ 
62 Birmingham, Ala 
63 Cincinnati, Ohio - Ky - Ind 
64 Detroit, Mich 
65 Jersey City, NJ 

x- s X +S 

x-s x X +S 

it ........... 4809 
Sa Stondord Oeviotion • .2928 
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The weakest factors in Jersey City are individual concerns. People in 
the city have very limited opportunities for development of individual 
capabilities. Individual choice is restricted by inunobility, lack of 
information, and spatial extension. ·For instance, only 36.3 percent 
of the population older than 25 have completed 4 years of high school or 
more--some 16.0 percentage points below the U.S. level. While 82.S 
percent of the households in the U.S. have one or more automobiles, the 
corresponding figure for Jersey City is only 59.1 percent. Population 
density in the city is extremely high, with 12,963 persons per square 
mile--about 35 times the U.S. average of 360 persons. It shows, on 
the average, a fairly equal state between males and females, and whites 
and nonwhites. In fact, the city is one of the best in terms of racial 
nondiscrimination as reflected by income and unemployment differences 
adjusted for education. The extremely low positive indexes in the 
factors of individual concerns and community living conditions are more 
than offset by the negative indexes in the category of individual 
equality. As a result, the overall index value for the city in the 
social component. becomes negative. 

Detroit ranks low on all three counts in the social component--individual 
concerns, individual equality, and community living conditions. 
Nevertheless, Detroit received better than average ratings in several 
social factors. For instance, it ranks 29th in promoting maximum develop­
ment of individual capabilities, 21st in racial equality, and 3Sth in 
other social living conditions. The low positive index values in 
individual concerns and community living conditions, however, are not 
enough to make up for the high negative index values in the individual 
equality category. For example, the SMSA had very high spatial inequal­
ities as shown by housing segregation and income inequality indexes 
between city and suburban residents--the central city's population share 
was 10.0 percent higher than its income share, and the percentage of 
nonwhites living in the central city was 2.42 times as many as those 
living in the entire metropolitan area; comparing respectively to 6.0 
percent and 1.3 times in the U.S. The additive model employed in the 
study, hence,derived a negative social component index for the SMSA 
(-0.02), This suggests that more local emphasis might be placed on 
policies aimed at reducing individual inequalities between races, sexes, 
central city, and suburban populations. 

Portland, Seattle/Everett, Omaha, Denver, and the other "A" rated S1SA's 
rated better than the U.S. average in almost all social factors. However, 
there are differences among them in terms of their strengths and 
weaknesses. Portland and Seattle/Everett are very close in the social 
component with indexes of 1.03 and 1.01. However, the living cost in 
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the former is much lower than in the latter l:MSA. People in Portland 
have a lower birth rate and enjoy more recreational facilities on a 
per capita basis than in Seattle/Everett but have a higher unemployment 
rate and lower family income relative to Seattle/Everett. 

Omaha has very good existing opportunity for self support and good 
community facilities. There is an excellent equality between sexes in 
the area; e.g., the male to female ratio of professional employment 
adjusted for education was 1.24, meaning that given equal educational 
background, males have only 24 percent more professional employment 
than females in employment distribution among occupations, while in 
the U.S. and Portland the corresponding figures are 49 percent and 48 
percent, respectively. The higher male to female ratio in professional 
employment adjusted for education may be partly attributed to sex 
discrimination. 

Another outstanding SMSA in the Midwest is Kansas City. It ranks 
fourth in terms of facilities for good conununity living and has excellent 
opportunities for self support and very little sex discrimination. 
Racial discrimination is evidently a problem for the area since it ranked 
46th in terms of individual equality between white and nonwhite popula­
tions. By contrast, the St. Louis SMSA, which is also constituted of 
counties in two states, reveals a significantly lower social quality of 
life than Kansas City. The substandard rating for St. Louis is primarily 
due to its weak showing in the areas of individual concerns and individ­
ual equality. As far as living conditions are concerned St. Louis 
ranks 31st, or average. The weakest factors in St. Louis are considered 
to be spatial inequalities and the restricted opportunities for individ­
ual choice. The housing segregation index is 1.55 for St. Louis, for 
example; meaning that the central city has proportionally 1.55 times more 
nonwhite population than that of the metropolitan area as a whole. The 
U.S. figure was only 0.2. In the central city, the young (under five) 
and the old (over 65) age groups accounted for more than one-fifth of 
the total population (22.7 percent), the second highest among the 
large SMSA's next only to Fort Lauderdale/Hollywood. The number of 
motor vehicles registered in the area is 498 per 1,000 population, 
about 90 percent of the U.S. standard. 

As noted earlier, the adjusted standardized scores for the larger SMSA's 
range from -0.17 to 1.03. In the social component widespread distribution 
among the indexes can be discerned from its coefficient of variation 
which is equal to 0.61 (0.29/0.48). This coefficient of variation is 
much greater than those obtained for the other components, implying that 
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social quality of life varies appreciably. A quick glance at Figure 5, 
a geographic distribution of ratings, shows that the ~SA's of the North­
east account for most of the lower ratings and the s-iSA's of the West 
Coast and Midwest dominate the outstanding ranks. 

The rankings in this study are highly consistent with those of state 
studies by Liu, Wilson, Smith, et al. Comparing the results in this 
study to similar regional studies, the rankings among the metropolitan 
areas agree with extremely high consistency. For instance, in his 
recent study of 50 large cities Louis also rated Seattle, Portland 
Denver, Minneapolis, Oklahoma City, and Omaha as the best and Newark, 
St. Louis, Detroit, Baltimore, and Birmingham as the worst American 
cities. Although there is no single indicator for the social component 
computed in the metropolitan studies by Coughlin and Smith, they demon­
strate nearly identical patterns of geographic distribution of social 
well-being.ll/ 

In sununary, this section has undertaken an extensive investigation of 
social well-being among the 65 large SMSA's. In attempting to identify 
relative weakness and strength, numerous concerns with our social 
evolvement in the urban U.S. have been examined through criteria such as 
independency, equality, and community living conditions. A total of 
more t~an 50 factors affecting our social well-being were studied and 
some important implication are delineated. It is not the purpose of 
this study to try to identify all weaknesses and strengths for each 
SMSA with the information contained in Table A-5 in the Appendix. 
However, this study does point out the fact that there are no totally 
perfect or imperfect regions. In other words, the "A" rated SMSA's may 
have just as many problems, though of a different nature, as those "E" 
rated SMSA's. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The five quality of life components--Economic, Political, Environmental, 
Health and Education, and Social--have been analyzed. The relative 

27 / See Arthur M. Louis, "The Worst American City, 11 Harpers Magazine 
(January 1975), p. 71; David M. Smith, The Geography of Social 
Well-Being (New York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1973), p. 109; and 
Robert E. Coughlin, "Goal Attainment Levels in 101 Metropolitan 
Areas" (Mimeograph, Number 41) (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: 
Regional Science Research Institute, 1970). 
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weaknesses and strengths of each of the 65 large s-ISA's have been 
studied with more than 100 factors. 

For economic well-being, it is shown that the strongest areas in this 
country are concentrated in the Northeast--the manufacturing belt--and 
a few young metropolitan areas such as Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston, and 
Portland. The weak regions are in the South and in the New England 
states. The variation in economic factors among regions tends to be 
relatively smaller than other quality of life components. Different 
methods of index construction have been used. The standardized scores 
differ only slightly from the adjusted standardized scores--the rank 
order correlation coefficient between the two sets is highly significant 
and is equal to 0.96. However, the factor and component analyses produce 
considerably different rankings, especially for SMSA's rated "B, 11 

"C, 11 and "D" by the other two methods. Since a detailed technical 
investigation on factor or component analysis is beyond the scope of 
this report, the results from factor and component analysis are not 
included. 

The local governments in the Northeast and the West Coast are found to 
be more professional and efficient and people more active in politics 
than in the southern states. Although a clear visual differentiation 
between the outstanding SMSA's and the substandard SMSA's was apparent 
in Figure 2, the actual variations in this political component are not 
appreciable. In fact, the coefficient of variation computed from the 
indexes for the political component is the smallest among the five being 
discussed, i.e., 0.25. This implie~ that the quality of political life 
enjoyed by individuals among the large urban areas does not vary much. 

The West Coast shows distinctly better environmental quality than the 
manufacturing belt--particularly the East North Central region. Indus­
trialization and economic growth in the East North Central region. have 
apparently created a substandard environment in terms of air, water, 
visual, noise, and solid waste pollution. The land utilization pattern 
in this region is such that relatively fewer green land and recreational 
areas are made available for public use, as compared to the Pacific Coast 
and other regions. Variations in environmental deterioration among 
regions are fairly high--the coefficient is 0.33. 

The geographic distribution of the qual~ty of health and education 
varies from that of the other three components, although the Pacific Coast 
region once again ranks as outstanding. The position of southern states is 
even more diminished--none of the large s-ISA's in the South is rated 
either excellent or outstanding. The variations in health and education 
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quality in the areas are high with the coefficient being 0.70, highest 
among the five components under consideration. This implies that 
policies related to health and educational improvement or investment 
in human resources are essential and for the overall enrichment of urban 
quality of life. 

Th evaluation of social well-being in this country tends to favor the 
Midwest and the Pacific Coast regions. The aging metropolitan areas in the 
Northeast and South are rated inferior when compared to others in 
social life quality as judged by individual concerns, equality, and 
community living conditions. A great dispersion in this social component 
was also observed geographically. The coefficient of variation for 
this component is 0.61, second highest among the five coefficients 
discussed. This indicates that social concerns are critical issues. 
The substandard regiuns must go a long way to catch up with the out­
standing fMSA's, as shown by the social component. Conceivably, improve­
ments in health and education will directly enhance the social quality 
of life. Policies to achieve these objectives for every American are 
essential. 
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CHAPTER VI 

QUALITY OF LIFE FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS: 
MEDIUM METROPOLITAN AREAS (M) 

The quality of life for the 83 medium sized s-!SA's with a population between 
200,000 and 500,000 was studied and the results will be discussed in 
this chapter. The geographic distribution of these SMSA's follows the 
same pattern as the large SMSA's, clustering mostly in the eastern 
regions, such as East, North and South Central, Middle and South 
Atlantic. Less than one-third of the 83 S1SA 1 s are in the states west 
of the Mississippi River; of these about one-third are in the State of 
California. There is no medium SMSA in many states such as Missouri, the 
Dakota's, Nebraska, Montana, Wyoming, Idaho, Utah, or Maine. 

Since the criteria employed to measure the quality of life in this 
chapter were identical to those discussed in the last chapter, only 
empirical results and their implications will be delineated. 

The analyses in this chapter will follow the same format as those de­
scribed in the preceding chapter. A short sunnnary of the overall 
findings will be given in the last section after the five quality of 
life components have been described. 

ECONOMIC COMPONENT 

The index, rank, and rating for economic quality of life of the 83 
medium sized ffi1SA's are contained in Table 6. There are 16 SMSA's with 
an economic qu.ality of life index beyond 2.14, or the sum of mean plus 
one standard deviation (x + s)~ and thus rated "A" or outstanding. This 
group of SMSA's is led by Fort Wayne and South Bend in Indiana, and 
Kalamazoo in Michigan, with indexes valued at 2.95, 2.70, and 2.54, 
respectively. Following them, most economic outstanding SMSA's are 
shown in the East North Central Region, especially surrounding the 
Great Lakes areas. West Palm Beach, Florida, is the only one in the 
South and Eugene, Oregon, the only other along the West Coast. Des 
Moines, Iowa, Wichita, Kansas, and Tulsa, Oklahoma, in the Midwest also 
scored "A. 11 It is interesting to note that three "E11 rated SMSA's 
appeared in the West Coast--Tacoma in Washington, Fresno and Salinas/ 
Monterey in California. In contrast to the economic power of the 
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TABLE 6 

INDEX AND RATING OF ECONOMIC COMPONENT (M) 

66. Albuqu1u·que, N. H~x.. 

67, Mn "rbor, Hlch. 
68. Appletfln·Oshkoah, Wi1. 

69. Augusu, G•.-S.C. 
70, Austln, Texu 
71. B•kn.tleld, C•IU. 
77. Baton lloup;r, L•, 
73, gf!auacmt·Port Atthur-oranv,e, Tena 
74, Blnghuton, N.Y .-Pa, 
7S. Br ldp,eport, Conn. 

76, C•nton, Ohio 
71. Chuluton, S,C, 
78, Chuhston, \I, \'a, 
79. Charlotte, N.C, 
80. Chattanooga, Tenn,·G1. 
8l. Colondo Sprt.np.•, Colo. 
82. Columbia, S.C. 
83. Cohnabos, C:a.-Ah. 
84. CO'C'p-..a Chchtl, Texu 
8S. Onrnpnrt·Rnclt lahnd .. Holine, 

1C1v1-tll, 

86. Dea Holnra, JMJa 
87. Duluth-Superior, Hlnn.·\lls, 
68. tl Puo, Teu1 
89. Erh, Pe. 
90. Eugene, O'reg. 
,\, tvnsvUle, lnd.-Ky, 
92, F1yettevllle, N.C, 
,l, FllM, Ht.ch. 
'C}C., fOTt \layn~, lnd. 
<)S. rruno, C.tlif. 

96. Creenvt\h, s.c. 
97, Hamllton•Kiddlrton, Chlo 
98. Hnrhbur1. Pa. 
'99. MunttnRtOn·hhhnd 0 \S, Ve,•Ky.·Ohi.o 

JOO. Hunt1vllle, Ah. 
101, J•ck•on, Hin. 
\Ol. Johnnovn, Pe. 
103. hlCIU!llZOOo Hi.ch. 
104. Knoxville 0 Tenn. 
10~. \,ancasteT, Pa. 

106, Lac\llng, H!ch. 
107. Lu \lt'gH, Nev. 
108. Lawrence .. ffaverhlll, HH•.-N.H. 
109, Little flock-North 1.ittJe Rock, Ark. 
llO, \.oraln-Elyrh, Ohlo 

111. Lo-well, Kaas. 
112. Macon, Ca. 
Ul. lhdhon. Wh. 
114. HobU~, Al.ti. 
115. tkmtg~ry, Ala. 

116. Nev Haven, Conn. 

117. Nev t.ondon-Croton-liorvlch, COnn. 
118. Ncvport Neva·llampton, Ya. 
119. Orlando, Fla. 
120. Chmard-Venture, Call£. 
121. Pt'nsacoh, Fle. 
122. Peo<1rt11, lll. 
123. R•lt>igh, N.C. 
124. Reid lng, Pa. 
125. floclr.ford, 111. 

126. Sag1uv, Mtch. 
121. SaHn•s-Horiterey, C1l!f. 
128, Santa SArbere, Catir. 
129. Sant• Roaa, Calif, 
130, Scranton, Pa. 
ll\. Shn\le"ort, t.111. 
13'2. Soutti Bend, tnd, 
133. Spoken!', Wuh. 
134, Stmford, Conn. 
\35. Stocltton, Callf, 

136. Tacoma. Wash. 
tl7. Trenton, N.J. 
US, Tunon, Arh. 
ll9, Tut.•. Okla. 
140, Uttu•Roae. N. 't. 
lr.t. Vdlejo•Napa, Callf, 
1'2. \laterbury, Conn. 
lr.3. Ven h\m Beech, Fla. 
144, tllchHa, ICaneu 
lt.S, '1llke1-Barre-Hnleton, Pa. 

146. Wt1111Jngton, Dcl.·N.J.-Hd. 
14 7, Woreuter, Hua. 
1'8. York, Pa. 

~ndfng (~ i + •) 
11 • E.ce11ent (I + .281 S 8 < I + a) 
C • tood (i ... 281 < C <I+ .28•) 
D • Ad('qUltll (l - • < D s s - . 2h) 
l • Sub1t1ndard ( l .. •) 
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Value ~ htfng 
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2.1429 
2.4214 
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1.185) 
l.2643 
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Z.0000 
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O. 7SOO 

2.0429 

l.l357 
l.)214 
l.4SOO 
1.)929 
l.18S7 
2 .4071 

l.8214 
1.6714 
2.2071 

2 .4071 
L1857 
1.6786 
1.6000 
1.4786 
1.5011 
2. 7000 
l.S214 
2.4714 
1.6071 

l.ISOO 
l.'.lOOO 
1.2000 
2 .4429 
1.2786 
I. S186 
2.1429 
2 .4786 
2.1714 
1.4500 

1.6186 
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68 
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5 
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46 
16 
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13 
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23 
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A 
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o. 36JJ 
-0.2761 
-0.4811 
-D.0240 
0.2416 
0.1\00 

-0.1167 
0.1514 

0.6407 
-0.4896 
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0.1166 
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0.0&19 

0.1563 
O.Ol06 

-0.0327 
-0.1521 
0.10'7 

-0.2217 
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0.1020 

-0.25S6 
·O.H45 
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-0.)716 
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O.Jll8 
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-0. }076 

0.0527 
-o. 0991 
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•0.1360 
0.6621 

-0.0701 
0.9151 
0.81J2 

-0.3634 
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-o. 3673 
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-o. 0999 
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large SMSA's, the West Coast in general and California in particular 
revealed a weaker economic status relative to other medium SMSA's in 
the country. Among the 14 SMSA's with index values lower than the 
mean minus one standard deviation, Fayetteville, North Carolina; 
Montgomery, Alabama; Macon, Georgia; Augusta, Georgia/South Carolina; 
El Paso, Texas; and Charleston, South Carolina, received the lowest 
economic indexes with values below 1.00 as compared to the metropolitan 
average of l".67. Figure 6 depicts the geographic variations in economic 
ratings among the 83 SMSA's. 

For weakness and strength identification, Table B-1 in the Appendix 
provides some useful information. The results in the preceding 
chapter have clearly indicated that there are neither perfect ~SA's 
or ~SA's consistently ranked worse in all factors selected as criteria 
in this study. Conceivably, similar results can be observed through 
careful study of Table B-1 in the Appendix. For instance, Fort Wayne 
rated only average in community income equality and the chamber's effort 
in stimulating regional economic growth. While there were 31.3 percent 
of the families in the U.S. with income below the poverty level or 
above $15,000 in 1970, this SMSA also had 28.6 percent, not very much 
better than the U.S. average. The Chamber of Commerce in the area 
employed 4.3 persons per 100,000 population, ranking only 29th. Never­
theless, this area is one of the few ~SA.'s with an extremely high 
percentage of family income beyond the poverty level and many 
owner-occupied housing units. 

South Bend ranked second highest in terms of community economic health, 
but when income distribution, productivity, economic concentration, etc., 
are all combined, its unemployment rate in 1970 was fairly high, 4.7 
percent or 0.3 percentage points higher than the U.S. average. · 
Kalamazoo, as another example, ranked high in individual economic well­
being but only 16th in community economic health, and it had the same 
high unemployment rate as South Bend. Furthermore, the income distri­
bution in Kalamazoo is more unequal than in South Bend; the percentage 
of families with income below poverty level or greater than $15,000 
was 31.4 percent in Kalamazoo versus 25.8 percent in South Bend. 

The personal income per capita in Fayetteville amounted to $2,340 or 
more than one quarter below the U.S. average of $3,139, and its total 
bank deposits per capita showed $576, or just about 23.1 percent of the 
U.S. average of $2,492. These low values may be greatly attributed to 
the low labor productivit~ and a high unemployment rate of 5.2 percent. 
However, the inequality in income distribution in this ~SA. tends to 
be no problem at all, Montgomery's best points are the rankings 
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of inequality and unemployment; for in tnese two factors, Montgomery 
ranked even above the average, 33rd and 28th, respectively. In Montgomery 
96.2 percent of the total labor force in· the SMSA were employed in 
1969, as compared to only 95.6 percent in the U.S. as a whole. 

Individual economic well-being in Macon, especially the average per­
sonal income per capita, was not as severe a problem as other community 
economic structures and viability, such as family poverty and .capital 
funds available for investment. The undeflated income per capita in 
the SMSA was $2,733, or only 87.1 percent of the national level, but 
Macon ranked SOth among the 83 medium SMSA's. Partly due to unequal 
distribution of income, this area had only 84.6 percent of families 
with income above the poverty level or about 4.7 percentage points 
below the national counterpart, Probably because of the relatively 
low income per capita being partially ascribed to low labor productivity, 
total bank deposits per capita in the area were relatively lower than 
in other SMSA's and much lower than the national figure--only equal to 
49.7 percent. 

Two SMSA's in such opposite geographic locations as Tacoma and West 
Palm Beach were rated substandard and outstanding, respectively. 
Although West Palm Beach had almost the highest indicators in average 
income per capita and individual wealth, the income and wealth distri­
bution among individuals and families in the area was fairly unequal. 
In contrast, the poverty and income distribution situation in Tacoma 
was about average, but the unemployment, the capital availability, and 
the specialized economic structure substantially impeded the area's 
connnunity economic health. The closest SMSA to Tacoma, Eugene, with 
an unemployment rate as high as 8.1 percent in 1970, .still obtained 
very high average income per capita and wealth status because of its· 
higher labor productivity. A reasonably good distribution of income 
also helped advance the rating of this ~SA to the "A" category. 

In passing, it· should be noted that this study always evaluates the 
results deduced from the adjusted standardized rather than the unadjusted 
standardized scores because the extremely high value of one factor 
(or a few factors) may dominate the overall component rating if it is 
(they are) not adjusted. A good example was found with Stockton ~SA 
in California. Without adjusting the standardized "Z" scores of all 
factors, the area received an average economic index of 0.8132, or 
more than two standard deviations above the mean and hence, rated out­
standing or "A." This could be the result of two extremely high "Z" scores 

computed for its savings and bank deposits per capita. These two "Z" 
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CHART 6 

ROOIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 
ECONOMIC COMPONENT (M) 

IANK .SMSA 

I Fo.t Wayne, Ind. 
2 $ovth lend, Ind. 
3 icoio--. Mich. 
4 Wnl Pal,. leach. Fla. 
s s-1o<c1. c.-. 
41 Tuloa, Olcla. 
7 Afop111o<1 - Oil*oth, Wis. 
8 P-lo, Ill. 
9 Sogt.-, Mich. 

10 0.. MDI-. Iowa 
ll Rocklonl. 111. 
12 Euvo ... O.og. 
13 Wlchlla, Ko,,.. 
14 c-. Ohio 
15 Ann Mio.. Mich. 
16 Wolotbury, Com. 
17 Lansing, Midi. 
18 N- Her.on, Conn. 
19 Dovonport • Rock Island • tJollno. lcwo • 111. 
20 Homlllon - Mlddlolon, Ohio 
21 Flint. Mich. 
i2 lo<oln • Elyrlo, Ohio 
23 Yori<, Pa. 
24 honsvlllo. Ind. •Ky. 
25 Corpus Chrlsll. T111c1t 
26 Albuquorq.,., N.M ... 
27 Loncastor, Po. 
28 llolelgh, N.C. 
29 ltldgoport , Com. 
30 Lowr.nce - Hnemlll, /I/an. - N.H. 
31 t.'olloan, Wis. 
32 Austin, Texot 
33 Beoutnonl - Part Arthur· Orange. Toxos 
34 Knaxvlllo, Tenn. 
35 Blngharnlon, N. Y. • Po. 
36 Las Yogas, Nov. 
37 Sonia Barl>arv, Coflf. 
38 Wll111lngton, Doi.· N.J. • ~. 
39 R.odlng, Po. 
.CO Chatlo1t1, N.C. 
41 WorCftfor, Man. 
42 Erle, Pa. 
43 Huntsvllle, Alo. 
44 Slockton, Calif. 
45 Santo Roso, Callf. 
46 Vollojo • Nepa. Coll!. 
lfJ Colorado Springs, Colo. 
48 G,..,,.,111,, S.C. 
49 Hartl.burg, Po. 
SO Spolca,., Wosh. 
51 Shrntj>Ort, la. 
52 Scranton, Po. 
53 Lowell , Mau. 
54 Orlando, Fla. 
55 Wllko ... Barto ·Hazleton, Pa. 
56 Colurnblo, S.C. 
51 Baton Ito""°, Lo. 
58 Dululh • Suporlor, Minn.• Wis, 
59 Ll1tl1 Rock· North Ll1tl1 Rock, Arie. 
60 Jocluon, Miss. 
61 0.nard ·Ventura, Calif. 
62 N- London• Groton· Norwich, Conn. 
63 Chotto-, Tonn.· Go. 
64 N.wport N...,s • Harnpton, Vo. 
65 T,.nlon, N.J. 
66 Utica· Ro1111, N. Y. 
67 Chari11tan. W.Va. 
'8 Bakonfleld, Calif. 
69 Tucoon, Ailz. 
70 Ponoacolo, Flo. 
71 Sollnos - t.'onlo,.y, Calif. 
72 Johnolown, Po. 
73 Huntington· ""'fond, W. Vo. • Ky. ·Ohio 
74 Tacoma, Woth. 
75 Mobile, Alo. 
76 Colurnbu., Go. • Ala. 
77 Fr.,na, Coll!. 
18 Chat1 .. 1on, S.C. 
79 fl Peno' r.-
80 AugUtta, Ga. • S.C. 
81 Macon, Go. 
82 t.'ontgo-ry, Ato. 
83 Foyo1tovl111, N.C. 

ADJUSTED STANDARDIZED SCORE 

X-s X +S 

X- s X +S 

" • N.ari • 1.6691 
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scores jointly advanced the overall component rating significantly 
above those for other S>iSA's in the same group. With the adjusted 
"Z" score method, the S1SA received the maxfmum grade of "5" points 
for these two factors which were weighted equally with other factors to 
derive the overall index. As a result of this adjustment, Stockton 
received an overall index value of only 1.61 or slightly below the 
group mean and hence, rated "good" rather than "outstanding. 11 

The regional variations in indexes are shown in Chart 6. Although 
there are 30 SMSA's with indexes valued outside the range of the mean 
plus and minus one standard deviation, the overall variation in the 
indexes is small. The coefficient of variation is equal to 0.28 
(0.47/1.67). In other words, the remaining 53 SMSA's in this group 
did not seem to have economic weaknesses and strengths significantly 
different from each other as far as the overall results are concerned. 
In addition, the distribution of the indexes for all SMSA's is very 
symmetrical and tends to approach normal. 

POLITICAL COMPONENT 

The East North Central Region has been quantitatively identified as 
the dominating region in economic viability and vitality when compared 
to other regions in the preceding section. In terms of political per­
formance and government efficiency, the outstanding positions of the 
metropolitan areas in the region are once again retained. As shown in 
Table 7, the region accounts for more than one-half of the "A11 rated 
l:MSA's in the political component of the quality of life measures, 
i.e., 10 out of 19. Led by Duluth/Superior (Minnesota and Wisconsin) 
with an index a·s high as 3.73, Appleton/Oshkosh, Wisconsin--3.65, 
Kalamazoo, Michigan--3.51, and Madison, Wisconsin--3.51 in the East 
North Central, the remaining outstanding SMSA's are Eugene and Santa 
Barbara in the West Coast; Binghamton, New York/Pennsylvania; Waterbury, 
Connecticut; Fort Wayne, Indiana; Bridgeport, Connecticut; Des Moines, 
Iowa; South Bend, Indiana; Lansing, Michigan; Evansville, Indiana/Kentucky; 
Charleston, West Virginia; and Utica/Rome, New York. 

On the other end of the scale, 15 SMSA's have been classified as sub­
standard due to their low indexes relative to other medium sized SMSA's. 
Corpus Christi, Texas; Macon, Georgia; Columbia, South Carolina; 
Fayetteville, North Carolina; Columbus, Georgia/Alabama; and Charleston, 
South Carolina have index values substantially below the mean (2.62) minus 
one standard deviation (0.60). The remaining 11 SMSA's with index values 
lower than the threshhold level are also found in the southern states. 
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TABLE 7 
INDEX AND RATING OF POLITICAL COMPONENT (M) 

66. Albuquerque. tf. Hu, 
67. .t.nn Arbor, Hlch. 
68. A9t>ll'ton·C'l•hko1h. Wte. 
69. Aufl;uste, C•.•S.C. 
70. Auat ln, texaa 
7l. S•lu:r1ftcld 1 C•llC. 
12. B•ton R"up.e, \,a, 
?l. Be•UCDOnt-Port Arth1.1r-Orange, Ttu• 
14, 81np.hamton, N. Y .-P•. 
1'. 8r{djtt-f10rt, Conn. 

76. C•nton, Ohio 
n. Chnluton. s.c. 
18. Ch•rhuon, W. Ya. 
19. Chulotte, N.C. 
110, Chatt •nooga, hnn, ·C 1. 

81, Color.do Sprhlg1, Colo. 
81. Colurrilit1, S.C. 
Bl. Colurnl>u111, Gil, •Al•· 
34. Corpus Chrl•t{, Te>cu 
IS. Dtwen~ort-Rock Uhnd·Hol ln•, 

Jcn • .r1° Jl l, 

86. De• Jiotnu, tow• 
87. Ouluth•Superlor, Klnn.-\lla, 
88. El PHO. Tuu 
99, Erie, Pa. 
9(). Eugene, Ona. 
91. r;v1nav1lte, Jnd.-ky. 
92. rayettevtlh, N,C. 
9). Flint, Hlch. 
94. Pott \layt1e, tnd. 
9S, rruno, Calif, 

,6, Creenvllle, S,C. 
97. H••lltoq-Hiddteton. -Ohlo 
98. Hnrllbuf'g, Pa. 
99. H1.1ntlngton-A1hl•nd, W. V•.·Ky ... Ohlo 

100. H1.1nUvll te, Al•. 
101. l•clt1on 1 MU•. 
102. John1covn, P•, 
103. K•huaoo, f'flth. 
104. KnoxvUle, Tenn. 
IOS. L•ncutn, P8, 

106. Ltnaing, Mich. 
107. LU Vegu, Nev, 

108. Uvnnce-H1verhlll, Hau.-N.H. 
\~. l.ltt\a P.oc'k•North Lttth Reck, ATk. 
110. Louln-Elyrle, Ohlo 
111, Lovell, Hau. 
1 l2, K•con, Ca. 
111. K•dhon, \lh. 
114. KObtle, Al•. 
US, MOntgomery, Ala, 

116. Nev H•ve_n, Cann. 

117. Nev london-Groton·Narwlc:h, Conn. 
118. N4vport New••H11mpton, Ya. 
119. Otlando, Fla. 
120. 0¥:nud-Ventur•, C11U. 
121. PtnHcola, f'h. 
122. Peoria, II I. 
123, R•lolgh, R.C. 
124. Reading, Pa, 
12). Rockford, 111. 

126. Saglnav, Mich, 
127, S.llnu-Hont:etey, Cali(. 

128, S•nta finbau, C•llf, 
129. S•nta Rou, Calif, 
I lO. Scnnton, P•. 
Ill, Shrtvtport, la. 
l32. South Bend, lnd, 
133. Spokne, Vuh, 
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The geographic distributiQn of ratings in this component as portrayed by 
Figure 7 reveals a vivid, contrasting picture between the East North Central, 
the West Coast, and the southern states. The dividing line in this 
medium metropolitan area section is even clearer than that observed in 
the large metropolitan areas. 

Studies tend to associate substantially affluence with governmental 
efficiency in that public expenditures are conventional measures of 
government performance, and a higher level of per capita expenditure 
has to come from a higher level of per capita revenue, which in turn 
depends on the affluence and wealth status of the community due to the 
characteristics of local tax structure. When comparing Figure 7 to 
Figure 6, this cause-effect relationship is upheld also for most 
metropolitan areas except those in the State of California. Economically 
speaking, none of the medium SMSA's in California was rated either 
outstanding(A) or excellent (B) as noted earlier, a surprising contrast 
to the large S1SA's in that state. However, almost all the medium 
SMSA 1 s in the state were rated 11A" or 11B" in the quality of public 
administration and individual political participation. 

Naturally, each SMSA has its weaknesses and strengths. SMSA's could 
not be rated either outstanding or substandard simply because of one 
or two typical factors since the standardized scores had been adjusted 
before the weighted component indexes were constructed. However, a 
combination of some of the 21 factors which made up the composite 
indexes for the political component would affect the rating. Duluth/ 
Superior, though ranked first among the 83 SMSA's in the political 
component, did not have the best of all factors. In fact, the 
professionalism of its local governments in 1970 was only about 
average and Duluth/superior ranked 34th in that category; nor did it 
have the best informed citizenry, and the rank for that category was 
about 20th in standardized "Z" scores. To be more specific, in terms 
of professionalism this SMSA showed lower than U.S. average monthly 
earnings for school teachers ($656 versus $682), and lower than average 
police protection services. The ratio of police protection employment 
per 1,000 population was 1.4 versus 2.5 in the U.S. Although by factors 
reflecting individual political activities, this SMSA had a much better 
than national average record. Its local Sunday newspaper circulation 
of 820 per 1,000 population and the percentage of occupied housing with 
television sets (96.0 percent), for example, was below that for some 
other SMSA 1 s. 
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Appleton/Oshkosh demonstrated as one of the areas in which people 
received the best welfare assistance and the area with the best govern­
mental performance, in that it had the lowest violent crime rate of 
50.8 per 100,000 population (versus 397.7 per 100,000 in the U.S.) 
and a very low property crime rate. A high percentage of governmental 
revenues from the Federal Government (11.0 percent versus 2.7 percent 
for the entire U.S.) was observed in 1970. On the other hand, the 
people in Appleton/Oshkosh did not seem to be very interested in 
participating in political activities and were relatively less informed 
by local radio broadcasting; for instance, the percentage of presidential 
votes cast among the voting age population in 1968 was 63.4 percent, 
and the number of local radio stations per 1,000 population in 1970 was 
0.72. Although these two figures are much higher than the U.S. counter­
parts, they are lower than those in many other SMSA's in the medium 
size group (see Table B-2 in the Appendix). 

Although in terms of salaries paid to policemen and firemen, etc., 
local governments in the Kalamazoo SMSA employed staff members with 
outstanding professional quality; and in terms of numbers of govern­
mental employees per 1,000 people as well as in salaries paid to teachers, 
the performance of the local governments judging by the observed crime 
rates, the conununity education, and health indicators did not conform 
to a high quality of professionalism. The violent crime rate in the 
area as released by the FBI records in 1970 was 567.9 per 100,000 and 
the property crime rate was 3,006.7 per 100,000. They were, respectively, 
43.0 percent and 23.6 percent higher than the national average. 

The aforementioned weaknesses of the three highest ranking SMSA's 
resulted from a rudimentary investigation among the 21 politi-
cal factors selected for this study. In a like manner, the exercise 
can be carried out for the SMSA's whose political quality of life 
ratings are substandard. 

For example, the most serious impediment for a good quality of political 
life component in Corpus Christi seems to be the lack of high quality 
and sufficient numbers of employees in local governments to provide 
essential public services, such as education, police and fire protection, 
etc. The average monthly earnings of teachers in Corpus Christi 
amounted to $562, equivalent to 82.4 percent of the U.S. standard. For 
every 1,000 people in Corpus Christi, there were only 1.3 policemen to 
protect safety and security. Probably due to this low level of protec­
tion--48. 0 percent below the U.S. standard--the violent and property 
crime rates in the area were considerably higher than the U.S. average-­
about 16.5 percent and 37.7 percent, respectively, in 1970. 
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In view of the informed citizenry in 1970, Columbia, South Carolina, 
compared favorably to other SMSA's and ranked 30th in the group. 
Nevertheless, its low indicators of individual participation in politi­
cal activities and local governmental factors in professionalism, 
performance, and welfare assistance significantly weakened its competi­
tive situation. From the standpoint of local government performance, 
Columbus, Georgia/Alabama was rated much better than average wJth 
a rank of 32nd in the group. The weak spots in the area as seen through 
individual participation, welfare assistance, and professionalism are 
such that Columbus ranked last as compared to the other 82 SMSA's. 

As Charts 7 and 8 display, although the composite indexes for the 
political quality of life among the 83 sMSA's give a relatively 
larger standard deviation, the political component shows thicker and 
more equal bars than the economic component. This is because the 
variations in the composite indexes in the former component are not as 
large as those in the latter. The coefficient of variation for the 
political component is 22.8 percent whereas the economic component 
is 28.l percent. In other words, despite the relative ratings or ranks 
among the SMSA's the differences in political factors among regions are 
relatively smaller than those of economic factors and much smaller than 
environmental, health and education, and social factors to be discussed 
in the following sections. In addition, the variations in political 
quality of life indicators in the medium sized SMSA's are also smaller 
than those in the large sized SMSA's. All this implies that the degree 
of homogeneity from the viewpoint of political considerations is not 
only higher among medium SMSA's than among large SMSA's but also 
higher than other four quality of life components within the medium 
size SMSA group. 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT 

Pollution and environmental damages have been increasingly attacked by 
opponents to ec9nomic growth and industrialization. Economists have 
aptly used pollution as an illustration of externalities. "The discharge 
of pollutants into the atmosphere imposes, on some members of society, 
costs which are inadequately imputed to the sources of the pollution by 
free markets, resulting in more pollution than would be desirable from 
the point of view of society as a whole, 11!./ explains Professor Mills 

l/ Edwin S. Mil ls, "Economic Incentives in Air Pollution Contra 1," 
Economics of Air Pollution, Harold Wolzin (ed.), New York: 
W. W. Norton & Company, Inc. (1966). 
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regarding the failures of our free market mechanism when dealing with 
social benefits and social costs in production involving external dis­
economies. The trade-off between economic activities and environmental 
deterioration, or the degradative changes in our ecosystems, have been 
thoroughly discussed by Commoner under the "Aquatic System" and the 
"productive activities" of human progress.I/ Quantitative measures of 
pollution and other environmental changes are made available by Tobin 
and others as previously described. This section presents some infor­
mation as to where in the U.S. the trade-offs or damages have occurred. 

This study of environmental quality in medium SMSA's supports the 
findings in the previous chapter that the Pacific region stands at 
the top of the listing. All the SMSA's in the Pacific region are rated 
either "outstanding" or "excellent." In fact, California has five 
outstanding SMSA's, or about 40.0 percent of the total of 13 rated "A." 
The five are Fresno, Salinas/Monterey, Santa Barbara, Oxnard/Ventura, 
and Bakersfield. However, the best of "A" rated s-ISA's is Tacoma, which 
obtained an environmental quality index appreciably greater than others, 
i.e., -0.07 or about three standard deviations above the mean of -0.97. 
In short, this SMSA was found to have very few ecological damages or 
problems (see Table 8). 

Las Vegas ranks fourth and Corpus Christi, the lowest ranked SMSA in 
the political component, ranks fifth in environmental quality evaluation. 
The other "A" rated SMSA's are Duluth/Superior, Davenport/Rock Island/ 
Moline, Newport News/Hampton, Trenton, and Eugene. 

Tulsa, one of the best SMSA's in economic well-being, received the lowest 
environmental rating among the 83 SMSA's, with an index value of -1.62 
or about 2.2 standard deviations below the mean. This resulted primarily 
from its extremely high level of total suspended particulates, high noise 
measures, and bad climatological data. Jointly, these factors deteriorated 
its environmental quality and more than offset the relatively good recrea­
tional areas and facilities, and the low volume of solid waste and visual 
pollution. 

Huntington/Ashland, a metropolitan area comprised of counties in the States 
of West Virginia, Kentucky, and Ohio, has the second lowest index, -1.58. 

J:./ Barry Commoner, 11The Environment Costs of Economic Growth," Economics 
of the Environment, Robert and Nancy Dorfman (eds.)(New York: 
W.W. Norton & Company, Inc., 1972). 
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TABLE 8 
INDEX AND RATING OF ENVIRONMENTAL CCl1PONENT (M) 

66. Albvquerq•u:, H. Hf'•. 

67. Ann Arbor, tHch, 
68. Arp I Hon-03hlo1h, Wh. 

69. Au1tt.1tt•, C:a.-5.C. 

lO. ~•Un, Tc•u 
71, B•~f'ts fl~ld, Call(. 
12, !HOl"I JIOURt', la, 

1), Bu\ltlant·Port Arthur·Orenp,~, Tent 

14. 8tnri:hat11ton, H.Y.·P•. 
15. P.T \d'4.~l'CH't. COT'lfl. 

76, C1nto>n, Ohio 

77. Cb.-rluton, S.C. 
76, Chartrscon, l/, Va. 
79. Cliadotte, tee. 
BO. Cflaccanooft•, Tenn.-C1, 

81. Color1do Sprlnss. Colo. 
ll2. Colucnhfa, 5.C. 
83. Columbus, Ca.-Aln. 
84-. C-0rpc.Ja Chr!Hf, Tf'xu 
U. Davcnport•Rock J~land•Hollne, 

!OYA>·lJI, 

86, flt• HoJnl'S, lrnta 

87. buluth·Surerlnr, t'ilnn.·!Jl1, 
es. El Faso, TC!xas 

89. F.rle, Pa. 
'90. tuge~c, Clu:p,. 
91. Evansvil h, h1d.-Ky. 
92. Fayetteville, H.C. 
93. Flint, Htch, 
1.14. fort \laynot, lnd, 

95, trcsno, C•lif. 

96. Creenvllle, S.C. 
91. lhmil ton-Mlddlcton, Oh lo 
'98. ttarrhburg.. Pa. 
'99. lluntington-Aahland, i.:. Va.-Ky.-Ohto 

100, ffuntsl/U lt, Ala. 
101. Jackson, Hlu. 
1-0Z. Joha•to\11\, f'B. 
103. Kalamazoo, Hlch. 
104. KrroxvllJe, rrrm. 
lOS. 1.ancaster, Pa. 

106. Lansing, Mich. 
107. L•a Ycs•.s, tli:v, 

108. Lavrenct"-llavuhtl 1, liaii~.-s.ll. 

109-. 1..U.t.\e- Roc\t-North Lltth Roc-k, Ark, 

llO. Loratn-Elyr-h, Ohio 
tll. Lo..,~n. Ha*9. 
112. H1con, Ca. 
1 ll. lbdtaon, Uh. 
1\4. l{o,btl~. #.lft. 
llS. Montgo!llery, Ala, 

116. Ntv 1-l•vcn, Conn. 
117. Nev London-Croton-Norvtch, Conn. 
118. lhvvon ~eva-llatnpton, Va. 
119. Orl111\do, Fla, 
12(). Omard .. Yentura, Cal lf. 
121. Ptnucola, Fh. 
122. Ptorl•. IIL. 
123. Raleigh, lf.C. 
124. Rtadlng, Pa. 
l2l. Rockfor-d, llI. 

126. Sagin•v, KiCh. 
127. SaUnu .. Montuey, Calif. 
128, Sane• 81'r'bara, Calif. 
129. S1nu Rosa, Calif. 
130, Scranton, Pa, 
lJl, Shreveport, La. 
132. South Send, Ind. 
])), Spokane, Wash. 

134. Stamford, Conn. 
lJS, Stockton, Calif. 

136, Tac:oa.a, \luh. 
ll7. 'Tt~nton, tl,J, 
I 31J. T\Jc:1on, Arlt. 
13~. Tulu, Okla, 
11.0. Utlca-Rome, H.Y. 
141. Vallejo-Nap•, Calif. 
142. V•terbury, Conn. 
141. Vut P•lm Bcoch, Flo. 
144. \lktdca, Kaneaa 
l4S. \11\llc•-'&anl'•Kai\eton, fa, 

a6. loltlatitngton. Oel.-N.J.·l<d~ 
tl+7, Wcirceltcr, Hau. 
148. York, Pa, 

~11df.ng (~ t + •) 
9 • 'hctl lent (• + , '281 :S i < X + •) 
C • <:ood CK - , 28• < C < i + . 2811) 
1> • Adequte (i - a < D S i - . 28•) 
t • Sub1t1ndatd (S I - •) 

Ad !u• toed Sr tndard l E~ Scol"fl • 

-1.2750 
-0. 908) 
-0.~11 

-1. 0581 
-\.018) 
-0.6161 
-l .OS8l 
-0.9181 
-1.0181 
-0.8'8l 

·l.1911 
-1.2417 
-l.JOOO 
-1.)9\J 
-1.0917 
-1. l))J 
-1.4750 
-1.2250 
-0.3917 

-0.6000 

-o. ,,8) 
-0. l}J) 

-1.04!7 
-0.8917 
-0. 583) 
-0. 97SO 
-1.0417 
-1.0083 
-0.9417 
-0.28)3 

·1.1917 
-o. 8100 
-o. 8l8J 
·l.S710 
·I. 2000 
·1.0917 
-1.2083 
-0.8S83 
-0, 7583 

• l.0250 

-0.9417 
-o. 3417 
-0.68ll 
-1.1917 

·I. llSO 
-0.88JJ 
-1. 22SO 
·0.908) 
-\.49\J 
·I.HOO 

-o. 8JSO 
-o. 8750 
-0.6411 
-l.108J 
-0.6000 
·l. 22SO 
-1. 07SO 
•l.1750 
·l.lSOO 
-o. 7000 

-0.92}0 

-0.1000 
·O.S667 
-0.881) 
-l.J083 
-1.4083 
-1.04?7 
-l,0167 
-o. 708J 
-0.8750 

-0.0667 
-0.618) 
-o. 88lJ 
·l,62SO 
-D,9t.l 7 

-o. 8100 
-o. 78)3 
-1. 1583 
-t.0150 

-1.2lll 

-o. 7911 
-0.9000 
-1.1813 

7• 
)4 

)6 

so 
5) 

II 
51 
40 
S2 
20 

6) 

72 
JS 
18 
56 
S8 
BO 
68 
I 

41 
6 

41 
JI 

42 
48 
43 
37 

61 
21 
21 
82 
66 
SI 
61 
24 
17 
41 

18 
4 

14 
64 

60 
28 

69 
)) 

81 
71 

21 
26 
12 
Sl 
10 
JO 
14 
61 
S9 
15 

)5 

) 

7 
29 

" 79 

•• 
44 

16 
21 

\) 

10 
BJ 
19 
22 
18 
71 
46 

71 

19 
l2 
62 

Mun (i:) • ·0.9700 

• 
A 

Standu·d ('ltvfation (•) • 0.29&3 

153 

St.andnd I ud Scoru 

-0.15lS 
o.on1 
0.0081. 

-0.0126 
·0.1699 

0.1790 
-0.1)69) 
0.047S 

·0.0468 
O.Ol)<. 

-0.1611 
-0.2196 
-O.Sl69 
-0.)lll 
-0.04)5 
-0.1617 
-0.IS48 
-o.14n 
0,)'.ll.9 

0.1606 

0.0193 
O. IS21 
0.0092 
0.0187 
0.5195 
0.0016 

-0.1100 
0.0049 
0.0362 
1.1020 

-0.26S) 
o.on1 
0.0473 

-0.4B29 
-0.1164 

-0.1084 
-0.1981 
0.0102 
O. lOS' 

-0.0536 

o.oi.oo 
l.32'9S 
0.0391. 

-0.1382 
-0.0154 
-O.l07-8 
-0.131.7 
0.0697 

-0.5518 
-0.1608 

0.0867 
0.1098 
o.:n.21 

-0.1821. 
0.2631 

·0.1291. 
0.0011 

-0.1111 

-0.1191 
0.1481 

o.0048 
O.l942 
O.S.4~8 

0.0642 
-O. l866 

-0.2519 
·0.047G 
-0. l464 
O.l\65 
0.094) 

O.l2l6 
0. 0413 
O, ll4l 

-0.5012 
0.04ti6 

-0.0413 
0.0?9\ 

·0.~097 

-0.0957 

-0.21S4 

O. IS32 
.. Q.OSl.l 

-0.1206 

61 
16 ,. 
48 
6) 

II 
SI 
27 
46 
26 

64 
73 
82 
78 
4S 
65 
77 
62 
1 

12 

33 
14 
)7 

2l 

42 
54 
40 
34 
2 

75 
21 
28 
19 
56 
SJ 
69 
22 
18 
49 

)I 

I 

)2 

61 
43 
10 

60 
13 
83 
74 

20 
17 

8 
67 

9 ,, 
39 
55 
5 7 
n 

41 
3 
4 

24 
&8 

12 
47 
76 
10 
19 

30 
16 

BO 

" 44 
lS 
Bl 
52 
21 

ll 
so 
SB 

Hun (i) • 0.0000 

D 

c 

D 
c 

D 

c 
0 
D 

D 
D 

b 

D 
c 
£ 

• 
c 

Staridard t>e'-'i•l lon (•) • 0. 30S9 



This SMSA had a very minor solid waste problem generated by the manufac­
turing industry in 1970, but its water pollution was among the worst, 
with an index as high as 9.26. The water pollution index was developed 
on the basis of prevalence, duration, and intensity of pollution (PDI). 
The original PD! index was such that a higher rank number indicates a less 
urgent pollution problem. In order to be consistent with other pollution 
indicators used in this study, the original PD! rank was divided into the 
median PD! rank of all metropolitan areas and converted into another 
index, meaning the higher the value, the more urgent the problem of 
water pollution. While most medium SMSA's had water pollution indexes 
ranging from 0.59 (Bakersfield) to 2.71 (Evansville), Huntington/Ashland 
had an index of about 16 times as high as the best areas in California. 
In addition, this SMSA also suffered from bad climatological data. For 
example, it was among several SMSA's with very high mean annual inversion 
frequency (42.5 percent) and very low possible annual sunshine day 
(48 days). 

Mobile, Alabama,and Columbia, South Carolina, are the next two SMSA's with 
indexes slightly higher than Tulsa and Huntington/Ashland. While water 
pollution and the lack of a relatively good natural environment are 
detrimental problems in Mobile, it compared favorably to others in noise 
pollution--virtually no indication of serious noise problems created by 

motorcycles or a densely populated central city, etc. Columbia had environ­
mental problems quite similar to those of Mobile; in fact, the noise 
pollution in Columbia was slightly better than in Mobile, but the 
visual pollution and solid wastes are relatively worse. 

Although Tacoma ranked first in environmental quality evaluation, this 
SMSA still had some air pollution and solid waste problems. Its mean 
level for total suspended particulates in 1970 was relatively high, 
93.9 microgram per cubic meter, and its mean level for sulfur dioxide was 
73.0 microgram per cubic meter, or 13.0 microgram per cubic meter higher 
than the secondary standard level specified by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. The solid waste generated in Tacoma by manufacturing 
industries totaled 645.4 tons per million dollars of value added, a 
relatively high figure compared to other SMSA's (see Table B-3 in the 
Appendix). 

The most serious problem in Fresno was the noise pollution--it had a 
fairly high number of motorcycles and motor vehicles registered per 1,000 
people and a relatively high population density in its central city. It 
should be noted that the three factors selected to measure noise pollu­
tion need not be even the second best indicators at all since noise 
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REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: . ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (M) 

RANK -------------
1 Tocomo, Wosh. 
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II llok."fi•ld. CoHI. 
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17 K.no11."UI~. Tenn. 
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19 Wilmington. D•I. • N.J. ·Md. 
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created is a function of the age and the frequency of vehicle use, not 
necessarily the number that are registered. However, the lack of any 
other better indicators and comparable statistical data on noise mea­
sures for all SMSA's necessitates the adoption of the present measures. 
Similar to Fresno, the neighboring SMSA--Salinas/Monterey--had some noise 
problem. In addition, its visual pollution was worse than the average--
2. 9 percent of the single housing units in the area were dilapidated in 
1970. 

Las Vegas, the last "A" rated SMSA with an index value two standard 
deviations above the mean, benefits significantly from the natural 
environmental measures. Furthermore, there was virtually no air and 
visual pollution. The noise problem in that area was found intolerable. 
The number of motorcycles registered in Las Vegas was the second highest 
among the 83 SMSA's, next only to Bakersfield, 36.0 per 1,000 people as 
compared to 43.0 per 1,000. Las Vegas also had 698 motor vehicles 
registered per 1,000 people, the third highest in the group of medium 
SMSA's. It is interesting to note that noise, as other disamenities, 
has been shown not only to have direct, adverse effects on human life, 
but also indirect, adverse effects on human life, and also indirect, 
adverse effect on property values, etc.1/ 

Tacoma ranks as an SMSA with outstanding environmental quality, but sub­
standard economic health. Tulsa was revealed to be an opposite case, 
where some trade-off between industrial development and economic growth 
and the environmental quality occurred. Another case similar to Tulsa 
was found in West Palm Beach. Nevertheless, the third typical case was 
observed in Eugene, where both economic and environmental quality was 
outstanding in 1970. The trade-off hypothesis between industrial growth 
and environmental deterioration seems to be less significant in the 
medium size metropolitan areas than in the large areas. Comparison of 
Figure 7 to Figure 8 is still quite convincing that the hypothesis is 
plausible, particularly when references are made for the SMSA's surrounding 
the Great Lakes area. 

The standard deviation among ind exes in the environmental component is 
the smallest among the five quality of life components in this size 
group, i.e. , 0.30. It means that the dispersion of the indexes are the 
smallest and they are clustered around the mean. This can be easily 

1./ For instance, see Jean-Francois Gautrin, "An Evaluation of the Im­
pact of Aircraft Noise on Property Values," Land Economics, Vol. 51, 
No. 1 (February 1975), pp. 80-85. 
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discerned from Chart 8, which is very narrow in shape. The actual 
variations among the values of indexes, however, does tend to be rela­
tively high. The coefficient of variation is equal to 30.5 percent, 
slightly higher than the two components discussed previously. What this 
means is, the geographic differences in environmental quality among 
SMSA's tend to be slightly higher than those in political and economic 
factors. This higher variation, obviously, can be partially attributed 
to the variations in natural environment in general, and the climatolog­
ical data in particular. 

HFALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT 

The composite indexes for the health and education component contained in 
Table 9 show a wide dispersion of the index values. Indeed, this com­
ponent has the highest standard deviation among the five quality of life 
components, i.e., 0.67. This wide dispersion of indexes can also be 
visualized from the lowest of -0.19 for Greenville, South Carolina, to 
2.92 for Madison, Wisconsin. In other words, the quality level of 
health and education as measured by this study varies significantly among 
the SMSA's. 

In addition to Madison, there are a dozen more SMSA's that are outstanding 
in health and education quality of life measures. They are: Ann Arbor 
and Lansing, Santa Barbara and Salinas/Monterey, Stamford, Eugene, 
Albuquerque, Tucson, Binghamton, Appleton/Oshkosh, Wichita, and Des Moines. 
The distribution of these "A" rated SMSA's and the excellent, or "B" 
rated SMSA's, tend to favor the West Coast and the East North Central 
regions. As shown in Figure 9, no substandard SMSA is found west of a 
line drawn through Mobile and Montgomery, Chattanooga, Huntington/Ashland, 
and Wilkes-Barre/Hazelton. In other words, the substandard regions in 
this quality of life component are geographically more typical than 
are the other quality of life components. The other nine 11 E11 rated 
SMSA's east of the line are Macon and Columbus, Charleston, Reading, York, 
Augusta, Scranton, Fayetteville, and Greenville. 

The large variations in index values and the clustered geographical distri­
bution of outstanding and substandard ratings should be analyzed separately 
with the various health and education factors chosen for this study, since 
it is obvious that the "A" rated SMSA's, just as "E" rated SMSA 1 s, have 
problems as well as prides of different natures and in varying degrees. 

The index for Madison exceeds the mean by 2.7 times the standard devia­
tion and ranks extremely outstanding (see Chart 9). This region shows 
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TABLE 9 

INDEX AND RATING OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (M) 

bf>. Albuquerq1.1e, N. HeJt. 

67, Ann Arbor, Ulch. 
68. Apl"lt'tnn-Oshko,h, \lls. 
69. Augusta, C11.-s.c. 
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CHART 9 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (M) 
RAN~ SMSA ADJUSTED STANDARDIZED SCORE 

~ - s 
I Ma-cH\on. Wl,. 
2 Ann Arbor. Mich. 
3 Lonsing, Mich, 

" Sonia Barbaro. Calif. 
5 Stomford, Conn. 

A 6 Evgene. Oreg, 
7 Albvq..e.que. N.Mo. 
8 luci.on, Ariz. 
9 ~tino' - ~nterey, Co Iii. 

JC) 8inohomton. N. Y. - Po. 
11 Appleton - Oshko>h, Wis. 
12 Wichita, Kans. 
13 01111 llclnes, Iowa 
14 A1J1tin, le•os 
15 lloton Rouge . Lo . 
16 Oxnard - Ventura. Co(if. 
17 Kolomcn:oo. Mich. 
18 Spokone, Wmh. 
19 Duluth - Supt'rior, Minn. - Wi1. 
20 Colorodo Springs, Colo. 
21 Bridgeport, Conn. 

B 22 New Hoven • Conn. 
23 Fresno, Cola. 
24 Ralelph, N.C. 
25 Sonlo Roso, Cola. 
26 i.owTen<:e - Haverhill, Mens. - N.H. -27 Lowell, Mou. -28 Vallejo - Nopo, Colli. -29 Fort Woyno, Ind. -30 El P010, Texas -31 Tulsa, Okla. -32 Stoc:kton, Colli. -33 Utica - Rome, N.Y. -34 HunhvUle, Alo. -35 Hamilton - Middleton, Ohio -36 South Bond, Ind. ~ 

37 Film, Mich. .. 
c 38 Chorlotto , N. C. 

39 Wifm1"11ton, Del. - N.J. - Md. 
~ 

• 
40 Erlo, Po. -41 Harrisburg , Po. -42 Kno)lvllle, Tenn, -43 Trenton, N.J. -
"" 8akenflold, Col;!. -
45 Worcester. Mau. -46 koumonl - Port Arthur - Orange, lexoi -47 Shreveport, La. -48 Jacloon, Miss. -
49 LOI Vegas, Nev. -
50 New London - Groton - Norwkh, Conn, -51 Rockfo•d, Ill. 
52 CorpVI Chrhti, Texo; --53 Tocomo, WOlh. -54 Lltlle Rock - North Lillie Rock, Ark. -55 Soillnaw, Mich. -56 Peoria, 111. -

D 
ST Evonsvlllo, Ind. - l<y. 
58 Waterbury, Conn. 
59 Lorain - Elyria, Ohio 
60 West Pofm Beach, Flo, 
61 Conlon, Ohio 
62 Charleston, W. Vo. 
63 Colu!N>l<o, S.C. 
6' Lcncaster, Po. 
65 Newport Nows - Hampton, Va . 
66 Pensacola. Flo. 
67 Orlondo, Flo. 
68 Johnstown, Po. 
69 Davenport - Rock hlond - Moline, Iowa - 111. 
70 foyetteville, N.C. 
71 Scranton, Pa. 
72 Augusto, Go. 
73 York, Po. 
74 Reading. Pa. 
75 Wllke1•Borre .. Hazleton, Po. 

E 76 Chollanooga, Tenn. - Go, 
77 Colunoi>U'I, Go. - Alo. 
78 Chorleston, S.C. 
79 Humlngton - Ashland, W.Va. - Ky. - Ohio 
80 Macon, Ga. 
81 Mcbllo, Alo. 
82 Montgomery, Alo. 
83 Groonvlllo, S.C. 

)( - s )( +S 

X •Moon• 1.0779 
S • S1ondanl O..latlon • 0.6727 
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the best factors of health and education as compared to the rest of the 
82 l:MSA.'s in the medium sized group. For example, Madison had the lowest 
infant mortality rate in 1970, 14.2 per 1,000 live births or only two­
thirds the U.S. average. A very low death rate was observed, 6.9 per 
1,000 or about 30.0 percent below the U.S. death rate. As far as 
educational attainment is concerned, next only to Colorado Springs and 
Santa Barbara, Madison had the highest percentage of persons 25 years 
and above who had completed 4 years of high school or more, 71.2 percent 
versus 52.3 percent in the U.S. In 1970, there were more than 15 of 
every 100 males between 16 and 21 years of age who were not high school 
graduates in the U.S. The corresponding figure for Madison was only s. 
The percentage of persons 25 years old or over who had completed 4 years 
of college or more in this ~SA was more than twice that for the country 
as a whole. The number of physicians available for every 100,000 popu­
lation in the region·in 1970 was about 2.4 times the U.S. level. Such 
comparisons can be carried out for the remaining health and education 
variables employed in this study. 

Next to Madison, Ann Arbor, Lansing, and Santa Barbara are the top ranking 
SMSA's in the health and education component. They all are characterized 
by having a large state university in the region, and conceivably, the 
health and education evaluations tend to favor these SMSA's. This in­
stitutional effect undoubtedly contributed to a certain degree to the high 
ratings for other outstanding SMSA's,. Ann Arbor ranked third in individual 
educational attainment and first in all community health and education 
conditions; however, its 1970 infant mortality rate was a bit higher 
than the U.S. average. Although individual health and education conditions 
in Lansing were outstanding, its medical manpower and facility availability 
did not score comparably with the numbers of dentists and physicians, and 
the hospital beds per 100,000 was slightly below the U.S. average. In 
the same manner, Santa Barbara's index value was lowered by the average 
medical care availability in its community. 

At the other end of the bar chart, Chart 9, one can easily observe a 
larger number of SMSA's with low indexes, but relatively fewer differences 
among them than those among the excellent and outstanding SMSA's. 
Greenville, the lowest s-ISA, showed its weakest points in individual 
education. The median school years completed in this region among the 
population 25 years old and over was reported to be 10.9, the lowest 
level of educational attainment among the 83 SMSA's--1.2 years below 
the U.S. level. The other SMSA that has a negative index is Montgomery. 
In contrast to Greenville, Montgomery had better educational conditions, 
but worse health conditions. The infant mortality rate in Montgomery was 
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the highest. It was the only SMSA with more than 30 deaths per 1,000 
live births in 1~70, a record of 10 deaths more than the U.S. average. 

Mobile is one of the few SMSA's consistently rated substandard in the 
quality of life components. It ranks 8lst in this component with a 
positive index, meaning that its negative factors were at the aggregate 
level still more than offset by positive factors. Its index is 0.03, 
or about 1.6 standard deviations below the mean. The weakest point of 
this region was in its education; individual as well as community efforts 
in human investment tend to be far behind the national standard. In 
1970, for every 100 persons 25 years of age or over, about 42 persons had 
completed 4 years of high school and seven persons had finished college, 10 
and 3 persons fewer than the U.S. counterparts, respectively. The health 
situation and the medical care provision in the region were not much 
better than educational attainment. The infant mortality rate in the 
area outnumbered the U.S. by 1.6 deaths more per 1,000 live births for 
every 100,000 population; the region was served only by about 103 
physicians, 50 physicians short of the U.S. level. Its per capita local 
government expenditure on health in 1970 was more than one-third below 
the national average. 

The health and education indexes for the medium SMSA's displayed not only 
a large standard deviation but also a very high coefficient of variation, 
i.e., the r = 0.62. In comparison, the indexes for this medium size 
group are ultimately less heterogeneous than those for the large SMSA's 
in which the coefficient of variation was computed at 0.70. If the large 
variation in indexes is interpreted to denote the differential health and 
education quality among U.S. urban areas, the coefficient of variation 
indicates that the problem of health and education inequality in the 
medium SMSA 1 s was relatively less serious than in the large S1SA's. 

SOCIAL COMPONENT 

The social quality of life among the medium SMSA's as measured by this 
study tends to confirm the findings from the study for the large SMSA's 
in that most outstanding SMSA's are in the regions west of the Mississippi 
River. While most of the substandard large SMSA's are scattered through­
out the Middle Atlantic, East, North and South Central, the substandard 
medium SMSA's are clustered in the South Atlantic and East South Central 
regions. In addition, this study found that the social quality of life 
measures are even more highly associated with the health and education 
quality of life measures in the medium than in the large group of SMSA's. 
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Table 10 shows that Des Moines, one of the outstanding regions in economic, 
political, and health and education components, scores first in the social 
component with an index of 1.32, or about 2.4 standard deviations above 
the mean score of 0.49. With indexes slightly below Des Moines, Eugene 
ranked second and Madison third. The list of outstanding medium SMSA's 
in social quality of life includes 10 more SMSA's--Wichita, Spokane, 
Appleton/Oshkosh, Duluth/Superior, Ann Arbor, Santa Barbara, Worcester, 
Tacoma, Colorado Springs, and Fort Wayne. 

Among individual concerns that people in Des Moines tend to enjoy most 
are widening opportunity for individual choice with high mobility, better 
information, and spatial extension. As far as community living conditions 
are concerned, Des Moines is one of the best SMSA's. The residents' 
social quality of life is enriched outstandingly by the availability of 
various facilities such as banking, shopping, recreational, etc. However, 
the area is by no means the perfect place for providing all types of 
social quality of life. As revealed by this study, it has a critical 
problem in racial inequality. It ranked 72nd among the 83 SMSA's when 
income, unemployment rate, and professional employment ratios between 
nonwhite and total population adjusted for educational attainment were 
compared to other areas. As an example, the ratio of Negro to total 
population median family income adjusted for education in 1970 was 0.71, 
meaning that Negro median family income was only 71.0 percent of the 
average median family income in Des Moines. This ratio was seven percentage 
points below the U.S. level. The ratio of professional employment in 
Des Moines between the populations, adjusted for educational difference, 
was only 43 percent of the U.S. average. 

Eugene is one of the few SMSA's whose ratings have been consistently out­
standing in all quality of life components as disclosed by this study. 
This fact, however, does not imply that Eugene had all the best ratings 
either. On a relative basis, Eugene, though ranked high in many sub­
component categories, showed only average rankings i~ community general 
living conditions and the facilities category. For instance, only 91 
percent of occupied housing had telephones available; its cost of living 
is about the same as the U.S. average; its number of selected service 
establishments per 1,000 people was .slightly below the corresponding 
national figure. 

Except for the economic component, Madison stands exceptionally high in 
all the quality of life components. The strong points of this region 
in the social component categories are demonstrated by the highest over­
all rating in the individual concerns such as the existing opportunities 
for self-support, for individual capability development, and for 

164 



TABLE 10 

INDEX AND RATING OF SOCIAL COMPONENT (M) 

tl6. Albuqunque, Hcv Hexlco 
67. Ann Arb\•r, >Uchlit•n 

68. Arphte>n·Oahlto•h, Wlat'11n11ln 

(>q, Auguua, CAnrgla·South CaNllna 
10. Aualln, il!xaa 
7J. R.akeufleld, C•lllU•ola 
7!. Bait"" Mn\ll(t", l.oulalana 

1:,. l5ca~nt·P1Jrt Art:hur-Ou1tge, Texa! 
74. 8lnt;ha111ton, Nev y,1r\l.-Pcnn1ylvanla 
H. Brldg.cport, Connectlcut 

1b. Canton, Ohlo 

11. Ch.arlc1ton, South Car\.lllna 
78. CMdcston, tit"U Vfrglnta 

19. Charl\.lttt', N..•rt~ Cotollna 

80. Ch.Jllan11()i;a, fenneuee·Geor&l• 
Sl. Col..,rado Sprln.ga, CuloroJll 
8~. Colurnbla, South Carolina 
8). ColumbuJ, Ceoq;h·Abbu111 
84. Corpu11 Chrhtl, Texaa 
8~. Davenron-Rock laland-Kollne, lova•llllnola 

86. Dea »Jlnt-s, Iowa 
87. Duluth-Super Lor, t1.lru·~aote·Wlaconlin 

38. £l Pa10, tex.a1 
89. &r1e, Pcnnaylv~nla 
90. Eugene, Oregon 

91. tv1n1vllle, lndl1n1-K.entud:.y 
92. Fayetteville, Nl>rth Carollna 
9). Flint, Hich.igan 
94. Fort Wayne, lndlana 
U. }'runo, CalitorBla 

9&. Ct'Hnv11le, South Carolina 
91. Htmilton·Hiddleton, Ohio 
98. Harrlaburg, Pennaylvanl• 
99, llJnt l ngton•Aehland, We st Vl rglnla- Keontucky-Ohlo 

100. t\Jntlvllle, Alabama 
101. Jackeon, H1uiuipl'1 
102. Johnetovn, hnnaylvanla 
103. Kalamatoo, Hlch1gan 
104. IC.noxv1lle, Tenneuee 
lOS. Lancaeter, fennaylvania 

106. Landng, Hich1gan 
107, Lu Vcgu, Nevada 
108. Lavrencc-Hllvcrhlll, MAseachuaetta·Ncv Ha.lnpahhe 
109. Little Rock·ti:>rth Little Rock, Arkanau 
UO. Lorain·Elyrh, Ohio 
111. Lovell, Hneaachuaetta 
112. Macon, Georgia 
113. Kadhon, \lhconaln 
114. Kobi le, Alabama 
115". li:mt&01t1Cry, Alabama 

116. Kev Haven, Connecticut 
117. Nev London·Croton·Norvlch, Connecticut 
118. Newport Neva-Hampton, Y1rgl.nla 
119. Orlando, Florid& ~ 

120. Oxnard~Yentura, California 
12L Penaacola, Florida 
122. Peoria, Illlnole 
123. R.aleigh, 1-ktrth Carollna 
124. Reading, Pennsylvania 
125. Rockford, Illlnois 

126. Saslnaw, Klchig:an 
127, Sd Lil••· ~nte rey 1 Cal lfornh 
128. Santa Barbare, California 
129. Santa Roea, C.Llfornh 
130. Scranton, Pennay 1 van1a 
131, Shreveport, Louil '•na 
l32. South Send, Indiana 
133. Spokane, Wuhlngton 
134. Stamford, Connecticut 
135. Stockton, California 

136. Tacoma, Wublngton 
137. Trenton, Ne\I Jereey 
138. tucaon, #.l'Llona 
139. Tulia, Okhbocna 
140. Utica-Rome 1 Kev York 
141. Vallejo-Napa, Callfornh 
142. Waterbury, Connecticut 
143. Wett Palm Seach, Florida 
144. \llchlta, K.anau 
ll.5. Wllkca-&arre-Hazelton, Penn•ylvanla 

146. WllaUngton, Delavare-Nt-v Jeraey·Hacyland 
147, \lorce•ter. K.ua•chuaetta 
148. 'York, Pennay lvanla 
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individual choices. It also displayed very good community living 
conditions with a very low percentage of people working outside the 
county of residence (3.4 percent versus 17.8 for the U.S.); very little 
problem in housing segregation and central city-suburban sprawl; lots 
of sports, cultural and recreational activities. The weaker points in 
the region are some racial discrimination and some unpleasant factors 
in general living conditions, such as the national equivalent crime rate 
and living costs. 

After assessing more than 50 factors which influence our social quality 
of life, this study derived a lowest social component index of -0.27 
for Mobile. This means that the combined positive factors affecting 
social quality of life in that region are outweighed by the negative 
factors. In contrast to Eugene, Mobile is one of the few regions whose 
quality of life ratings have consistently fallen into the substandard 
category. The low index for Mobile in the social component resulted 
from its low ratings in individual concerns, especially in promoting 
maximum development of individual capability such as investment efforts 
in education and vocational training by individuals and government, 
and the lack of opportunities for self-support or for becoming inde­
pendent. For example, the labor force participation rate was very 
low, 61.8 percent. And among those a high percentage was unemployed. 
A relatively high percentage of married couples was found without 
their own households, and yet a very high percentage of children under 
18 were not living with both of their parents (22.8 percent in Mobile 
versus 17.3 percent in the U.S.). Per capita local government expen­
diture for education was $94, or $52 short of the U.S. norm in 1970. 
Only a small percentage of both males and females in the area between 
16 and 64 who completed less than 15 years of school had vocational 
training. The negative sign for Mobile's index was derived from the 
high value of negative factors in individual inequality between races, 
sexes, and central city and suburban. Other negative factors such as 
percent of occupied housing with one or more persons per room (12.0 
percent against·S.2 percent in the U.S.) and a high birth rate also 
partly contributed to the negative index. 

A negative index is also found in Charleston, Huntsville, Montgomery, 
and Columbus (Georgia/Alabama). Except for Huntsville, all of these 
low ranking SMSA's have been mentioned at least three times as being 
substandard. Although they have average or good environmental quality, 
they compared unfavorably to other medium SMSA's economically, politi­
cally, and socially. The most critical reason for their consistent low 
rating is probably due to the relatively low educational attainment 
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CHART 10 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

SOCIAL CCMPONENT (M) 

I Du ~inet. Iowa 
2 Eugo~. 0.09 
3 Moditon, Wi' 
4 Wichita. Kans 
5 Spokono. Wosh 
6 .Appl.ton - D.hke»h. w;, 
7 Duluth .. SuJWrior. Minn - Wis 
8 Ann Arbor, Mich 
9 Sonia Borboro, Colif 

10 Worc:~sler. Mens 
11 Tocomo. Woih 
12 Coloroclo Spring•. Colo 
13 Fort Woyne. Ind 
14 lo> \/ego>. Nev 
15 Sto,.ford. Conn 
16 Kolornozoo, Mich 
11 Lonsing. Mich 
18 Sonto Roso. Collf 
19 Well Polm Beoch. Flo 
10 Austin, Te•os. 
21 llngl..mto"n, NY • Po 
22 New Hovon, Conn 
23 Sollnos - Monterey, Col if 
24 Fresno, Calif 
2S l.owronco • Hoverhi II, Mau - NH 
26 \/allejo ·Napa. Calif 
27 Stockfon, Colif 
28 South Bend. Ind 
29 Chatlosle, NC 
30 Dovenpatl - Rock Island - Moline, Iowa - Ill 
31 B<ldgeport, Conn 
32 TUClon, Ariz 
33 T ul>o, Okla 
34 Erle, Po 
3S Scrcanton, Po 
36 Boton Rouge , Lo 
31 l'oorio, Ill 
38 Flint. Mich 
39 Roc~lotd, Ill 
40 Lowell, Moss 
41 New London .. Groton - Norwich. Cono 
42 Horrhburg, Po 
'3 Corpus Chrhtl, T exa1 
44 Walerbury, Conn 
45 Albuquerque, N Mox 
46 El Paso, To.., 
47 Uth:o - Romo, NY 
48 O.nord - Ventura, Calif 
49 Beaumont-Port Arthur• 0ro1"99, TeltOs 
50 fvansvllle. Ind - Ky 
SI Ullle Rock· North Little Rock, Ark 
S2 Chcirlostan, WVo . 
S3 Newport NeW1 - Hal'T\pton, Vo 
SC Jolinstown, Po 
SS O.londo, Fla 
56 Saginaw, Mich 
57 ~in- fl)"ia, Ohio 
SS T ronton. NJ 
59 CbMon, Ohio 
60 Wilmington. Del· NJ-Md 
61 Raloigh, NC 
62 Reading, Po 
63 Hami hon - Middleton, Ohio 
64 Bo~enneld. CaHI 
65 Kno,..,llle, Tonn. 
66 Greenville, SC 
67 Wilkes-Borre .. Hazleton, Po 
68 Lancaster, Pa 
6'1 Shrevoport, Lo 
70 Yark, Po 
71 Huntington• A•hlond, WVa- Ky- Ohio 
72 Jook>0n, Miu 
73 Calumb lo , SC 
74 ""i!u>10, Go - SC 
75 Pensacolo, Flo 
16 Mocan, Go 
77 Faretteville, NC 
78 Chotto-. Tenn• Go 
79 Columbus, Ga - Alo 
80 Montgomery, Ala 
81 Hunt•villo, Alo 
82 Charleston, SC 
83 Mobile, Ala 
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and lower quality of physical health among the residents. The educa­
tional and health policies directed at solving these areas' problems 
would seem to be not only desirable but also more efficient than other 
policies. 

The number of SMSA's identified by this study to have substandard social 
quality of life totaled 16. In addition to the five SMSA's with 
negative indexes, the remaining 11 are Chattanooga, Fayetteville, Macon, 
Pensacola, Augusta, Columbia, Jackson, Huntington/Ashland, York, 
Shreveport, and Lancaster. As Charts 9 and 10 illustrate, there exists 
an extremely strong correlation between SMSA's rated substandard in 
both the health and education component and the social component. For 
the East South Central and the South Atlantic regions, this strong 
correlation is observed even for the four quality of life components 
except environmental. As pointed out previously, economic, political, 
health and education, and social quality of life are interdependent. 
Neither the education and health nor the political factors can fully 
explain the low ratings of the social component in the South. However, 
economic weakness in the South can be considered as the probable basic 
cause for the strong correlations among the low quality of life ratings 
for the SMSA's. 

The standard deviation which has been used to show the range of index 
values is found to be relatively small for the social component, equal 
only to 0.35,because many negative quality of life factors were in­
cluded in the component. As a result, the bar chart, Chart 10, looks 
much narrower than the others, such as health and education for 
example. In terms of variation among index values$ it is the coefficient 
of variation that matters. The coefficient of variation for the social 
component for medium SMSA's is extremely high, i.e., 0.71. Specifically, 
this high coefficient indicates that people in the medium SMSA's had 
substantially differing levels of quality of life in 1970. Indeed, the 
varying quality of life experienced by them is less equal in social 
concerns than in any others. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Among the medium SMSA's, the preceding sections have illustrated 
different quality of life patterns as com~ared to those measured for the 
large SMSA's. Economically, the most viable and wealthy SMSA's are 
concentrated in the East North Central Region. The Pacific region 
is found to be relatively weaker than the Midwest and the Middle Atlantic 
regions. This is in contrast to the economic powers that the large 
SMSA's displayed in the Pacific region. However, the only SMSA in 
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the State of Oregon, Eugene, was still rated outstanding. The South 
Atlantic Region showed little economic strength; the only exception 
being West Palm Beach, the only outstandingly wealthy SMSA in the 
South. The quality variation of economic well-being over regions is 
not appreciably large, however; the coefficient of variation among 
the composite economic indexes is 0.28 percent, even smaller than that 
for the large S.fSA's. 

The highest political quality of life is found in the States of Michi­
gan, Indiana, Wisconsin, Connecticut, California, and New York, while 
the local governments in the South tend to be incompetent and less 
efficient in the provision of public goods and services. Despite the 
fact that the SMSA's in this group are geographically drastically 
differentiated by political component ratings, the actual index vari­
ations within the 83 SMSA.'s are the smallest among the five quality 
of life components, with a coefficient of 0.24 percent. This is 
similar to the findings in the large SMSA group. In short, political 
quality of life in the country tends to be closer than in the other 
components. 

The Pacific region once again is identified as enjoying the best 
environmental quality. Except for a few SMSA's, the East North Central 
Region reveals some support for the trade-off hypothesis between 
economic growth and environmental damages since most SMSA's in the 
region were rated only "adequate." The coastal SMSA's in New England 
and Middle Atlantic regions are classified as excellent. There are 
only about 10 substandard SMSA's scattered through the East and South 
of the United States. The environmental deterioration and the quality 
variation in the medium sized SMSA's as measured do not seem to be 
appreciable since the coefficient of variation of the indexes is only 
about 0.30. 

The health and education component measures indicate the best quality 
areas are in the Pacific and the East North Central regions, though 
they are mixed with "good" and "adequate" s-lSA's. The SMSA's in the 
Midwest are also recognized as outstanding and excellent. The "E" 
rated SMSA's are found in Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Georgia, and 
Alabama. The variation in index values for this component is very 
high, next only to the social component. This implies that a great 
deal of improvement in the health and education fields can be made 
among the SMSA's so that regional differentials in health and education 
quality may be eliminated. 
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The social component received the highest coefficient of variation, 
0.71, indicating that a wide range of social factors are found in 
varying levels of quality over all medium SMSA's in this country. The 
East NorthiCentral Region and the Pacific region had the most "A" and "B" 
ranking SMSA's, while those in the four southern states rated markedly 
below average. 

In comparison, the medium SMSA's jointly display clearer geographic 
patterns in terms of quality of life ratings than the large SMSA's. 
The variations in the composite indexes are high for the health and 
education component and the social component and relatively low for 
the other quality of life components in both size groups. However, 
the trade-off hypothesis of quality of life components between the 
results of industrialization and environmental quality is much more 
discernible in the large SMSA's than in the medium SMSA's. The two 
methods employed to compute the ratings and rankings also demonstrated 
significant consistency between rankings for the medium group ~SA's 
as they were for the large SMSA's. The rank-order correlation co­
efficients for the five quality of life components are, respectively, 
0.94, 0.96, 0.92, 0.98, and 0.97. 
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CHAPrER VII 

QUALITY OF LIFE FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS; 

SMALL METROPOLITAN ARFAS .ill 

By definition of the U.S. Department of Commerce, there were 95 SMSA.'s 
in this country with a population smaller than 200,000 in 1970. Most 
of these SMSA's are geographically concentrated in the East North 
Central and the West South Central regions, especially in the State 
of Texas. There are only two SMSA's on the West Coast and seven in the 
Mountain area. The remaining are scattered through New England, the 
West North Central, and the South. Although the quality of life 
factors selected to assess the level of quality inputs in the small 
SMSA's are identic~l to those employed in the large and medium SMSA's, 
some factors have been excluded either because of incomplete data or 
because data were not available at all. Sometimes estimated data 
were used in order to complete the overall evaluation. Those estimated 
data are marked with dots as shown in the tables in the Appendix. 

The five quality of life components will be presented in this chapter 
in a like manner to the preceding two chapters. In passing, it should 
be noted again that only the relative ratings for the s-iSA, not the 
indexes themselves, can be compared with those in the preceding two 
chapters, since the factor means used to compute the indexes are 
different. Specifically with respect to the index values of SMSA's no 
comparison should be made other than with those ::MSA's in the same 
group. 

ECONOMIC COMPONENT 

Out of the 95 small SMSA's, 13 outstanding were identified. More 
than 30 SMSA's in the group were classified as excellent. In other 
words, the economic component composite indexes for the small SMSA's 
tend to be more clustered in the "B" category than in any others. 
With 21 substandard SMSA's, the number remaining for "adequate" and 
"good" is apparently small. What this amounts to is that economically 
this group of small SMSA's is either relatively rich, affluent, and 
viable for growth or substandard, unhealthy and impeded by obstacles 
to industrial development. 
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TABLE 11 

INDEX AND RATING OF ECONOMIC COMPONENr ~s2 
.ldJu•t~d Stimderdtud Scor~• Steftd11rdhed Sc:orH 

~ !ili! Rank !!.!.!sl Y!!!!! .!!!l! !!!!!!I 
149. Abt leM, TeJtH 1.9214 4S 0.2116 JJ 
150. u~.,,,.. c.. 0.4643 93 -0.8210 91 
151. Altoon•, P•. !. 2143 70 I> -0.2996 11 
152. ._.rlllo, Tex.a• 2. 7500 ] 0.6064 
153. An4euon, tnd, 2.3429 16 0.6297 7 .l 
154. Aah..,.tlh, N.C. l.9000 47 0.0663 51 
155. Atlantic City, l'C.J. 

c 
o. 7643 116 ·0.S729 es 

U6. ky City, Mich, Z.3071 20 0.3176 17 • 157. BtlU.na•, Kont. 1.8429 50 0.0776 50 c 
158. Btlo11i-Culfport, Min. O.S857 " -0.6833 89 

159. BlOom!naton-tcoraal, Ill. 1.9000 46 0.1957 38 
160. Botae City, Idaho 2.3857 14 0.3665 20 
161. Brhtol, Couo. 2.2571 24 0.2040 36 
162. Bt'ocltton, ""-••· 1.1786 71 D -0.2854 70 
163. lr0wn1vttle-Karllnaen·Satt anitto, 

7•11:•• 0.2714 94 -1.5980 94 
164. ftt"J'•rt-Coll .... lt•Uoa, reuo 1.6643 63 c -0.046) 62 
165. Cedar It.apt••, low 2.3Zl4 19 a 0.3454 22 a 
166. Ch-ofF-Urbou, Ill. l.4786 69 D -0.2260 69 D 
167. Colu.bta, M:t. 1.5Zl4 68 -0.1695 68 D 
168. lJaQ.bury, Coan. 2 .1429 2& a 0.3264 26 

169. DecabJT, Ill. 2.S929 7 A 0.4347 14 g 

170. Dubuque, Jova 1. 9857 38 a 0.1982 37 a 
171. nun., ".c. 1.8786 49 c -0.0056 56 c 
172. r.it ,.tver, Ka11.-R..I. 1.1214 74 D -0.4919 90 D 

173. Fat"go·Koorhead, fC. Oal::.-Htna. I. 7929 52 c -0.0604 63 c 
174. fitcbbuq•Leomla•tH, Mau. 1.6929 60 c 0.0059 56 

175. Fart Saith, Ark.-Okla. 0.9929 77 E -0.4156 75 D 

176. Cadade.n, A.lab_, 0.8429 &5 -0.6246 86 g 

177. Catoeavllh, Fb. 0.9214 81 ·O.l.i.26 a2 ! 

178. Galvettoa-TexH Ctey, ?eu• 2.IJ'7 30 B o. 3669 19 a 

179. Creet Pel 11, Moat. 0.8643 83 I -0.4649 77 D 

180. Green !.ty, Wh. 2.3429 17 0.3922 17 

181. Jecuon, Hich. 2 .2143 26 o. 3901 18 

182. Ientnh• 1 Wia. I.~) "° B 0.2116 34 

183. La Croue, Wis. 2.1000 31 a 0.2496 31 • 
184. L• flyett•, Le. 0.8500 84 E -0.4808 79 D 

185. Lafiyette-\leat IAfsyette, Ind. 2.1429 29 0.2106 JI 

186. Lake CharlU • La. l.1500 73 D -0.3171 72 D 

181, L•redo, rexa• 0.0571 95 g -1.8953 95 g 

1118. Levton, Okl•. 0.6000 90 ·0.3447 92 

189. Letrtaton-•uburn, X.tne 0.9571 78 E -0.4968 81 D 

190. Leleingtcn, Xy. l. 9317 44 0.1674 40 B 

191. Lt .. , Cftfo 1.7011 57 0.1152 46 c 
192. 1.tncoln, l11br'uU 2. 7571 2 .l D.6347 

193. Lubbock, Teu• 2.0214 34 0.1591 41 B 

194. LTftChburg, Ya. 2.0429 13 0.1097 47 c 
195. Pf•oc:heater-, If.a. 2.05?1 32 B 0.2830 28 8 

196. Klo•tfeld, Oh to 2.0214 35 a 0.1192 45 c 
197. He.Al lea· Ph1rr-!dinbura, Texaa 0.5071 92 I -1.$788 93 

198. Meriden, Conn. l.9429 41 0.2211 32 
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TABLE 11 (Concluded) 

INDEX AND RATING OF ECONOMIC COMPONENT (S) 

MS•nted Sund!rdtud SCC)UI Suadnd!ud Scout 

~ Y!.!!!! ~ Ruin& ~ ~ !!!!J!i 

U9. Htdl.f.ad, Tf'•U 2. 7143 4 A 1.182S 
200. Hodeato, C1lif. I, 7929 53 c ·0.1692 67 D 

201. Honroe, La. 1.1s11 72 D -0.4'73 76 D 
202. t\lnde, hd. 2.3286 18 0,481S 12 
201. Huak,gon·Hu1kegon Height•, Mich, 1.7857 S4 c 0.08)5 48 c 
2()1.. Nethua, N.11. 1.6857 61 c ·0.0286 59 c 
205. lfov l3ed Cord, Mau. 1.0500 76 E ·O.l561 84 E 
206. Nt'V 8rlt•ln, Conn. 1. 7786 55 -0.0056 S1 c 
207. Norw•llc, Conn. 2.6214 6 .. 0.9004 l .. 
208. Oduaa, reu• 2. J7l4 15 B 0.5761 A 

209. Ogden, Utah 1.6143 6S c -0.0938 65 c 

210. Owensboro 1 Ky. 1. 7000 58 ·0.0384 60 c 
211. Pete~•burg·Colcmt.al ltdght.1, v •• l.0511 1S -0.4115 ll D 

212. Pinc aluff, Ark. o. 6929 89 -0.6492 Sl £ 

213. Pf.tu Cield, Hau. 1.8429 SI c 0.1332 42 c 
214. forthnd, Haine I. 7786 56 c 0.0433 53 c 
215. PTovo-Orem, Utah o. 7071 88 -0.6624 SB £ 

216. Pu•blo, Colo. l. 6429 64 -0.0445 61 c 
217. Ractno, \Ii•. 2,4214 13 A 0.4329 15 B 

218. Rcoo, Nev. 2 .son .. 1.0243 A 

219. Ro1noke, IJa, 2.5143 .. o.4695 13 B 

220. Roch••t-er, Minn. 1.5511 66 c 0.0074 55 c 
22 l. St. Joaeph, Ho. 2.2soo 2S o. 3381 24 

222. Sile., Ores. 2,2186 22 0.2546 JO 

223. Sal\ Angelo, Te"llas 2,4214 12 0.5206 ID A 

224. 5•.,,•nnah, Ca. 0.9Zl4 80 £ -o.4688 78 

225. She:nun-Dtn 1•on, Texas 2.2714 23 B 0.3437 23 

226. Shult Clry, lowa .. Nebra1\c1 I. 7000 59 0.1259 44 

221. Sioux Fd h, S. Dak. 1.8851 48 0.0585 52 c 
228. Sprlngflold, Ill. 2 .4643 II .. 0.4075 16 

229. Springfield, Ko. 2 .4657 10 A 0.4866 II B 

230. Sprinafleld, Ohio 2.0143 36 8 0.0820 49 c 
231. Steuben Yi 1le-Ye1 rt on, Ohio-\.'. Va. 2 .0143 37 8 0.3663 21 8 

232. Tal hhusee, Fla. 1.5286 67 D -0, 1)76 66 c 
23). Terre Haute, Ind, 2.2000 21 0.2619 29 
23'1. Te)(.atkana 1 Tcus-Ark. 1.9429 42 0.0399 54 c 
235. Topeka, Kane. 2.6857 5 A 0.8234 4 A 

236. Tuu:lloou, Alabama 0.7286 87 E -0.7510 90 E 
237. Tyler, Texae 2.1643 I A o. 7159 s 
238. Vlnehnd·tU l lvi l le-Bridgeton, N.J, 0.8929 82 B -0.5485 SJ 

23~. 'Jaco, te,ut 1.9186 )9 0.1698 39 B 

240. Waterloo, low• l .9311 43 B 0,1302 43 c 
241. Vh~eltng, \1, Va ... Ob.lo 1.6786 62 c -0.0109 64 
242. \llehlu ri111 h, Texas 2.JOll 21 a 0,3322 25 
243. WtlDtngtori, N.C, o. 9571 19 E -0.4136 14 D 

Koa. (l) • I. 7372 Kean (i) - 0.0000 
A • Ovtatending (~ i + 1) Standerd Deviation (1) • 0,6491 Stlndard Devhtton (.s) " O.S202 
B • b:cell.,nt (11 + .28s ~ R < i + a) 
C • Cood (l - .28& < C < i • .28s) 
P • Adequate (i - s < DS SI: - .28s) 
E • Substandard (~ i • •) 
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Among the 13 outstanding SMSA 1 s four are in Texas; with an index of 
2.76, or about 1.57 standard deviations above the mean of 1.74, Tyler 
is one of three which scored the highest. The other three in the state 
are Amarillo, Midland, and San Angelo; ~hey ranked, respectively, 
third, fourth, and 12th. These four SMSA 1 s are characterized by high 
ratings of the individual economic well-being index in terms of average 
income and wealth, and low ratings in the degree of economic concentra­
tion and unequal income distribution, Therefore, the economic structure 
in the s-1.SA's is concentrated; however, the relatively unequal dis­
tribution of income and wealth among residents in the SMSA 1 s does have 
important political implication and is worth noting. For instance, 
despite the fact that Midland had the highest income per capita 
adjusted for living cost among the 95 SMSA 1 s in 1970, it still had a 
very high percentage of families with income below the poverty level-­
one of every 10 families had income below the poverty level. The 
corresponding figures were 12.9 percent, 9.1 percent, and 14.6 percent 
respectively in Tyler, Amarillo, and San Angelo. 

The remaining outstanding S1SA 1 s are Lincoln (Nebraska), Topeka (Kansas), 
Norwalk (Connecticut), Decatur (Illinois), Roanoke (Virginia), 
Reno (Nevada), Springfield (Missouri.), Springfield (Illinois), and 
Racine (Wisconsin). For these SMSA 1 s, the impact of their state 
governments and the governments 1 employment on the regional economy 
would seem to be significant. 

Three SMSA's in southern Texas along with those SMSA.'s in the southern 
states are rated substandard economically. In vivid contrast to the 
SMSA's in the northern part of the State of Texas, Laredo and 
Brownsville/Harlingen/San Benito ranked at the bottom of the list. 
McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg, with an index slightly higher than that for 
Albany (Georgia), came up as the fourth-lowest rated SMSA in the gr~up. 
The index for Laredo is 0.06 or 2.6 standard deviations below the group 
mean. For McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg, it is 0.51 or 1.9 standard devia­
tions lower than the mean. Apparently the extremely low personal in­
come per capita and the weak economy in these SMSA's are generally 
expected. As shown in Table C-1 in the Appendix, the average personal 
income per capita in 1970 was $1,573, $1,580, and $1,523, respectively, 
for Laredo, Brownsville/Harlingen/San Benito and McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg; 
this was just about 50 percent of the average personal income in the 
United States in 1970. The high unemployment rates, low labor produc­
tivity, and housing values, etc., worsen the quality of economic life 
in these SMSA 1 s. The dichotomized economic situation unveiled in the 
State of Texas was also observed for the entire eastern half of the 
United States. As shown in Figure 11, there are no excellent or out­
standing SMSA's found in the southern states east of the Mississippi 
River, and almost all of the SMSA's in the Great Lakes area are rated 
better than 11good. 11 While industrialization achieved the high economic 
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CHART 11 

REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 
ECONOMIC COMPONENT (S) 

RANK IMIA ADJUSTED STANOARDIZ£0 SCORE 

x - s 
1 l y let, Trxo' 
2 Lincoln, Nebr. 
J Amarillo, hxo' 

• Midlond, Joos 
; lopeko. Kart1. 

A 6 Norwalk, Conn. 
7 De<:otvr. Ill. 
8 Rool"'Oke. Va. 
9 Reno. Nev. 

10 Springfield, Mo. 
11 )pringfield.111. 
12 Son Angelo. hxo' 
1J Racine. WiL 

1• Boiw City. ldoho 
1; Odtouo. le-•ca 

"' Anderson, Ind. 
17 Green Say, Wis. 
18 Muncie, Ind. 
19 Cedor Rapids, Iowa 
20 Boy Ci1y, Mic>,. 
21 Wic:hilo Folts. T exos 
22 Solem, Oreg. 
23 Sherman - Del"lhon, T eicos. 
2• 8ri11ol, Conn, 
25 S1.J01<ph, Mo. 
26 Jotkton, Mich. 
27 Terre Houle, Ind. 
28 Donbvry. Conn. 

B 29 Lafayette - West Lofoyette. Ind. 
30 Galveston - Texas City, Ttuiios 
JI lo Crone. Wh. 
32 Manchester, N. H. 
33 Lynchburg. Vo, 
34 Lubboek. lexc:n 
3S Wia~field, Ohio 
36 Springfield, Ohio 
37 Steubenville - Weirton. Ohio .. W. Vo. 
38 Dubuque, lowo 
39 Wa<o, Teicos 

•o KeNnho, Wis. 

•1 Meticktn., Conn. 
42 T exarkono, T txos - Ark. 
43 Woterloo, Iowa 
« le>11ington, Ky. 
4:i Abilene. Te•os 
46 8looming1on - No1mol, Ill. 
47 Asheville. N.C. 
48 Sioux Folls. $.Dok. 
49 DC1.+.am, N.C. 
so Billingi. Mont, 
51 PitttfieJd. Mou. 
52 forgo - Moorhead, N . Dok • - Minn. 
53 Modesto, Col if, 
~ MuJcegon .. Muske9Qn Heights, Mich. 
SS New Briloin. Cor.n. 

c ~ Portland, Moine 
57 Limo. Ohto . 
58 Owensboro, Ky. . 
59 Siou• City. Iowa .. Nebr. . 
6IJ Fitchburg .. Leominster. Mou. . 
61 Noshuo, N.H. . 
62 WhHling, W.Vo. - Ohio -63 8ryon .. College Station, Texas -M Pueblo, Colo. -6S Qvden. Utoh -66 Rochester. Minn, -

r 
Tollahouec, Flo, 
Coluirmlo, Mo. 

D 
69 Chompolgn - U<hcMO, Ill. 
70 Altoona, fo. 
71 Brockton, /'I.au. 
72 Moru~. Lo. 
73 Loh Chorlei. Lo. 
74 foll Rivet, J..Aou. - R.I. 

---
75 Petonbvrg .. Coloriiol Heighh, Vo. 
76 New Bedford. H.oss. 
T7 Fort Smith. Atk. - Oklo. 
78 Lewiston - Auburn, Moine 
79 Wiimington. N .C. 
80 Sovonnoh, Go . 
81 Gainesville. Flo. 
82 Vineland a Mill .... iUe -8ridge1on, N.J. 
83 Crco• Folh, Monr. 
fl.4 lofoye11c, la. 

E 85 Gadsden. Alo. 
86 Atlonlic City, N.J. 
87 TU1colooM1, Alo. 
88 PfovO .. Ocm. Utoh 
81' f'itW 8/uH, Ark. 

90 lo wt on, Ok lo. 
91 8ilo1ti - Gulfport. Miu. 
92 McAllen .. Phou .. Edinburg. Tucn 
93 Albany, Go. 
9, 8rown1yilte - Harlingen - Son &enho, Tuo1 
95 lorHlo. leJt:<» 

-x-s x x+s 

177 X • M.on a 1.7372 
S = Standard Oe .... lotlon = 0. 6-491 



status in the latter area, the weak economic structure, low labor 
productivity, and scarcity of investments are common causes of 
poverty in the former region. This striking difference between re­
gional economic strengths in the U.S. is more distinguished for small 
SMSA's than for medium and large SM&\'s, when they are compared on a 
re la ti ve basis, The remaining "E11 rated SMSA's are Biloxi/Gulfport 
(Mississippi), Lawton (Oklahoma), Pine Bluff (Arkansas), Provo/Orem 
(Utah), Tuscaloosa (Alabama), Atlantic City (New Jersey), Gadsden 
(Alabama), Lafayette (Louisiana), Great Falls (Montana), Vineland/ 
Millville/Bridgeton (New Jersey), Gainesville (Florida), Savannah 
(Georgia), Wilmington (North Carolina), Lewiston/Auburn (Maine), 
Fort Smith (Arkansas/Oklahoma), New Bedford (Massachusetts), and 
Petersburg/Colonial Heights (Virginia). 

The long bars centering on both ends of the bar chart as illustrated 
in Chart 11 clearly indicate the strong, healthy positions of the 
SMSA's in the upper portion and the much more desparate conditions 
of the ~SA's at the lower part. Not only is the standard deviation 
of the index values high, but also the coefficient of the variation 
of indexes is large, i.e., 37.4 percent which is much larger than the 
coefficients computed for the economic component for the medium and 
large size SMSA's. The implication of this is that the economic 
quality of life experienced by the people in the small S1SA's is 
relatively more unequal than that by the people in the larger SMSA's. 

POLITICAL COMPONENT 

Regional variations in political quality of life in the small SMSA's 
is even more striking than in the economic quality of life comparison. 
A dividing line can be drawn from Modesto (California) through 
Pueblo (Colorado), Springfield (Missouri), Terre Haute (Indiana), 
Wheeling (West Virginia/Ohio) to Atlantic City (New Jersey). There 
is not a single "E" rated 91&\ north of the line, but south of the 
line, no SMSA has been classified as either "excellent" or "out­
standing, 11 except Midland (Texas). In the preceding discussion on 
economic well-being, one notes that there are more 11 E" than "A" 
rated SMSA's. In this political section, "A" rated SMSA's account 
for more than one-fifth of the total and outnumber the "E" rated. 

As shown in Table 12, the indexes for the SMSA's are such that 43 
~SA's, or 46.2 percent of the total, have index figures exceeding the 
mean plus 0.28 standard deviation, and hence, are rated either excellent 
or outstanding. This implies that, based on the political considera­
tions, many more small SMSA's are relatively better off than they were 
when judged from the economic standpoint. 
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TABLE 12 

INDEX AND RATING OF POLITICAL COMPONENT ~s~ 
Adiuettd St.ndardlud Sc:oru Stendardlted Score• 

2fil !.ili!: ~ Rating ~ m! R1tSt1g 

149, Abthnc, Teua l .8929 82 ·0.S09l Bl 
ISO, Alb1ny, Ca. l.4008 89 ·l.Ol8l 92 
lSl. A ltOOT11, Pe. ! .S476 S6 -0.0699 60 
lS!. Aaarlllo, TnH 2.2aS7 64 0 -0.2076 67 D 
lSl. Anderson, lnd. l.1905 21 0. )449 22 
U4. A•hevl l h. N. C. 2.4683 SB c -0.04)7 SS 
!SS, Atlantic City, lf.J. l.l214 17 A 0.648) 
lS6. '!a)' City, Kt.ch. l.61Sl 4 A O. S'IOS 
1S7. Bll llna•, Hont. l. J09S 18 A o. J8lJ 20 
!SB. Bilo:d-Culfport, Hlu, I. 9087 81 ~ ·0.64)4 BS 

lS9. Bloomtn.atOflo·Plorat 1, ll l. 2. 9246 J9 0.0928 44 c 
160. Bohr Clty, ld1h.., l.2817 l9 A 0.4193 16 B 
161. Brhtol, Conn. l. lJ49 24 O.J947 l8 B 
162. Brock.ton, M111. I.BJ)) 4) 0.1661 4! B 
163.· lrovn•v1l le .. ff•rl1naen-S1n knlto, 

TexH 1.2212 95 -l.1802 94 E 
164. lry.n-Collrae St•tl~, Te~u ?.01l4 77 -0.2116 6a D 
16S. Cedn R1pid1. tov• l.1508 2J O.HS! 30 B 
166. Champ1l1n•Vrb101 1 1111 !.OB7J 75 D ·0.1567 64 D 
16~. Coluabla, Ka. ! .5813 SS c 0.06SS 4) 

168. Danbury, Conn. l.6190 3 A 0.5003 11 

169. l>ec.atvr, Ill. 2.6lSI SI c 0.04ll 52 
170. Dubuqu•, Iowa l. 36Sl 11 A 0.4273 15 8 
171. Dul"ha, H.C. 2.0J17 80 D -0.3463 )6 D 
172. Pill liver, HaH.·l. l. ! .8016 44 0.27SS 36 
11>. P'•rgo-Moorhud, lrf. D11t.-Htnn. l.36Sl 12 A 0.4166 l7 
174. Pitchburg-Leomlntter, Hut. ]. 3333 16 A 0.3°'1 28 
17}. FOTt S.ith, .Ark ... Okh~ l.SlS9 18 ·0.6980 87 
176. Citdade'O, Al•bama l.087J 76 D -0.40!6 79 D 
177. Ca1ne•Y1lle, Fh. 1.7619 8S I ·0.6729 86 E 
17B. Celnlton-TuH City• T•XH 2.1706 72 0 -0.3022 75 0 

179. Cnat Pel L•, Mont. 2.4643 59 c ·0.044S 56 c 
180. Cuen ley, Wt•. 3.3849 9 A 0.5004 10 A 
!Bl. Jacklon, lU.ch. 2.!373 42 B 0.2792 Jl B 
1B2. leao.-ha, Vie. 2. !1643 JS B 0.3429 2) B 
113. L• CroHe, Wl•. l.8016 1 A o. 7718 ! A 

184. L•t•r•tts, La. 1.6190 87 E ·O.S899 84 
185. Lafayette-Weit Lafayette; Ind. l.067S 28 B 0.2700 J5 
!86. Lau Or•rlet, La. 1.7976 84 I -o. 5020 8! 
IB7. Laredo 1 TeU• 1.3690 91 ·1.2235 95 
IB8. Levton, Okh. 1.3130 90 ·0.9506 90 

189. Levf.aton-Auburn, Main• 2.8810 40 O.OS62 so 
190. Ltxtq,ton, ly: 2.0516 78 0 -0.4619 81 
191. Liu, Oh1o 2. 7579 46 0.0887 46 
192. Ltncoln, lMbrHk• 2.BOl6 4} 0.0600 48 
193. L&abbod::, T•xa• 2 .28}7 65 D -0.2250 7l D 

19'1. Lyuchbura, V•- 2.1548 74 D -0.2042 66 D 
19,. K.ocha•ter, H.R. J.3532 14 0.3248 25 
196. Ken•fleld, Ohio 2 .6071 SJ -0.1137 63 
197. Ke.tl ll'n-Pharr ... !dinbur1, TexH 1.3413 92 ·1.0807 9J 
198. Mertdeu, Cc11m. 3.JS32 15 0.2970 29 
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TABLE 12 (Concluded) 

INDEX AND RATING OF POLITICAL CCMPONENT (~ 

AdJu11Ud Standardhed Scort• St.ndndtud Scoru 

~ !.!.!!!! ~ l!!!.W& ~ ~ htil'I& 

199. H\dhnd, Texaa 2.94114 37 0.1586 43 • 
200. Kodeatc>, Call C. Z.8690 41 0.5974 5 A 

201. Konroe, L•. l.8l3J 83 -o. 39ll 78 

202. Hunch, Ind. 3.1706 22 0.1882 31 
203. Huakegon-Huskegon Height•, Hlch. 3.4127 7 A 0.6626 
204. ffuhua, N.H. 3.0833 27 8 0.3191 Z6 
205. Nev Bed ford. M1H. 2. 9563 36 o. 3600 21 

206. New 8rit•ln, COfln. 2.6190 50 0.0448 51 
207. NoNalk, Conn. 3.0476 30 0.2069 39 
208. Ode•••, Texa1 2.2143 69 D -0.2540 72 

209. Ogden, Utah 3.•%0 A 0.4369 14 

HO. Oven1boro, Ky. 2 .2}02 68 D -0.0002 53 

211. PeteubuTg-tolont al Hdght•, Va. 2.3H3 63 0 ·0.2172 69 

Zl2. PJne Bluff, Ark. l.J214 93 ·O. 7065 88 

213. P1tt1Ctirld, Hou. 3.6627 A 0.8415 
214. Portland, Haine 3.0079 3l 0.4945 12 
215. hovo·Ornii, Utah 2 .5913 54 ·0.0597 58 
216. Pueblo. CoJo. 3.3770 10 A 0.4822 ll A 

217. llaclnc, Wit. 3.0278 31 0.3109 27 
218. Jteno, Nev. 2 .6111 52 ·0.0561 S7 c 

219. Jto•noke, Va. 2 .4365 62 D ·0.0675 H 
220. Rocheater, Hlnn. 3.0675 29 8 o. 3872 19 
221. St, JoHph, Ko. 2 .6865 49 c ·0.0273 54 
222. S.\na, Ong. 2 .6905 48 0.0897 45 
223. San Ang•lo, Tex.a• 2.1865 70 0 ·0.2198 70 
224. Savannah, Ca, 1.6429 86 E ·O. 7386 89 
125. Shtrm.1n-Denhon, Texae 2 .4643 60 c ·0.1901 65 D 
226. Sioux City, lowa•NebrHke 3.091] 2S 8 0.2409 37 8 
227. SJo11" Y•lh, s. P•k. 3.3889 8 ... O.S857 7 ... 
228. Sprlngfi•ld, Ill. 3.0040 ]3 o.2s21 36 

229. SpTingfteld, Mo. 2 .9444 38 O.OS69 49 c 
130. Sprinsffeld, Ohio 2 .4643 61 -0.0716 61 c 
231. Steubenvil le·Welrton, Ohto-W, Va, 3.0873 26 0.2ll6 38 
232. 1'allahauu, Fla. 2. 7302 47 0.1721 41 
233. 1'erre Haute, Ind. 3.6111 5 A O.S044 A 
234. l'exarkona, Tex•s-Ark, 2.1825 71 D 0.2020 40 B 
235. Topeka. Kana, 3.2579 20 B 0.3273 24 B 
236. 1'u1caloo1a, Alabi11U 1.3214 94 E ·I .Olli 91 £ 
237. tyler, Texas 2.2540 66 D -o.2no 74 0 
138. Vinthnd·Ht J lvJJ Jt-!rUgeton, H.J. 2 .4881 S1 ·0.1091 62 c 

239. W1eo, iex•• 2.1627 1l l> ·0.3866 77 D 
240. Waterloo, Iowa 3.0000 34 0.2819 32 
241. Wheelins. v. V•.-OhJo 3.3571 13 ... O.S116 
242. Wtel\ita Falla, Texas 2.0357 79 D ·0.4149 80 
243. Wtlmlngton, N.C. 2.2soo 67 D ·0.2842 73 

Hean <•> • 2.6293 Heon (It) • 0.0000 
A • c:'Alt1candlng (:t X + •) Stat'lldnd Devlatlon (1) • 0.6464 Sundard Devhtton. (•) • O.lt583 
B • bcellent (I+ .28• S 8 < !t ... •) 
C•G<>od(li· .28s < C < X • ,28s) 
D • .Adequete (i: .. 1 < D ~ i - .2Ss) 
E • Subet1ndat'd ( S 'l • •) 
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La Crosse (Wisconsin) received the highest political component index 
of 3.80, or about 1.8 standard deviations above the mean. Next are 
Pittsfield (Massachusetts), Danbury (C~nnecticut), Bay City (Michigan), 
Terre Haute (Indiana), Ogden (Utah), Muskegon/Muskegon Heights 
(Michigan), Sioux Falls (South Dakota), Green Bay (Wisconsin), and 
Pueblo (Colorado), which make up the top 10 SMSA's. It is very 
surprising to note that none of these 10 SMSA's was mentioned as out­
standing in the economic component, though some were rated as excellent. 
In fact, Ogden, Sioux Falls, and Pueblo were shown to be only adequate 
or "good" economically. The per capita income in La Crosse in 1970 
was 47th when compared to others. In this case, the usual assertion 
that the quality of political life must be tied to the strength of 
economic achievements seems to lose ground. 

It is aptly evident from the earlier discussions that there exist 
various problems, even in the outstanding SMSA's, although they are 
not as serious as those found in the lower rated SMSA's. In other 
words, even in the outstanding or excellent SMSA's, courses of action 
can be taken to improve the quality of life or to reduce the relatively 
less desirable conditions influencing quality of life. For instance, 
people in La Crosse could be better informed through public and private 
information channels and be more active in participating in political 
activities, etc.; residents in Pittsfield would enjoy even better 
political quality of life if the professionalism and performance of 
the local governments can be enhanced; Danbury would score much higher 
if its ranking in local government professionalism were higher than 
64th, e.g., the property crime rate in the SMSA might be lowered fr.om 
2,762.8 per 100,000 population in 1970 (the corresponding rate in the 
U.S. was 2,431.8) if it had better quality or better paid patrolmen. 
(The entrance salary of patrolmen in this s-iSA was about $300 below 
the U.S. average.) 

Brownsville/Harlingen/San Benito, McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg, and Laredo 
in Texas, showing the least favorable indexes in economic well-being 
in the last section, were no exception in the political component 
evaluation. In addition to these three SMSA's, many with substandard 
economic ratings are shown in Table 12 as substandard, such as 
Pine Bluff, Lawton, Fort Smith, Lafayette, Savannah, Gainesville, and 
Biloxi/Gulfport. Nevertheless, the number of SMSA's in this group is 
smaller than that in the economic component. The lowest 10 indexes in 
this component do not differ significantly from each other, meaning 
that the composite evaluation on political backwardness for the 10 
SMSA's is about equal. However, their individual weaknesses, to a cer­
tain degree, are still varying among the SMSA's. 
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While people in Lawton tended to be less active in political activities 
than those in Pine Bluff, the local governments in the former SMSA 
compared even less effectively than in the latter SMSA as far as the 
performance of the governments is concerned. The lower crime rates 
and more efficient fire protection services in Pine Bluff would 
probably be ascribed to the relatively high paying jobs of patrolmen 
and firemen. In terms of the welfare system and the associated pay­
ments, welfare recipients in Lawton were treated relatively better 
than recipients in Pine Bluff. 

Although Biloxi/Gulfport (Mississippi) had low rankings in almost all 
political considerations, it ranked incredibly high among the 95 
SMSA's from the viewpoint of local government performance. Its very 
low income rates and the very low entrance salary of patrolmen suggest 
that crime rates are not necessarily related to the high salaries of 
policemen. It is one of the SMSA's which received from the Federal 
Government the highest percentage of revenues, i.e., more than one­
fifth of its total local revenues in 1970 were federal funds. Despite 
the low salaries for teachers (the average monthly earnings of 
teachers in the area was $442, only 64.9 percent of the U.S. average), 
its percentage of persons 25 years old and over who have completed 
4 years high school education or more was higher than the U.S. average, 
54.7 percent versus 52.3 percent. There were fewer males ages 16 to 
21 who were not high school graduates. Economically this area was 
not wealthy, but its unadjusted expenditures on health amounted to 
$3.88 per capita, or about one-third above the national level. As a 
result of these factors, the local government performance in Biloxi/ 
Gulfport was rated outstanding when compared to the other 94 small l:MSA's. 

The variation in index values, smaller in this component than in the 
economic component, is clearly illustrated in Chart 12. The standard 
deviation for the component was computed at 0.65, just about the size 
for the economic component, but the coefficient of variation was 
24.7 percent, almost 13 percentage points below that for the economic 
component since the mean value for this compone~t was more than 51.. 1 
percent higher than that for the economic component. This implies a 
smaller variation within the SMSA's when political factors are com­
pared than when economic factors are compared. 

When intergroup comparison between the large, medium, and small groups 
of SMSA's are made on a geographic basis, Figures 2, 7, and 12 show 
that the political component is the only quality of life component 
which does not have a higher than "excellent" rating for any SMSA in 
the southern states. 
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CHART 12 
REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

RAN~ 

lo Crone, Wis. 
Pit11field. /.I.au. 
Do~uty, Conn, 
Boy City. Mich. 
Terre Haute. Ind. 

6 Ogden, Utoh 

SM;A 

7 Mu1kegon - Mushgon Heighh, Mich. 
8 SiouA Falls, S. Dok. 
9 Green Say, Wit. 

10 Pu<blo, Colo. 
l I Dub..,q~ , lowo 
12 Forgo - Moorheod, N.Ool... - Minn, 
13 Wheeling. VI.Vo. - Ohio 
14 lv\cnche1ter. N.H. 
l.S Medden, Conn. 
16 Fitchburg - Leomin1lrr, 1/ion. 
17 AJlontic CiJy. N.J. 
18 Billing•, Mo1'11. 

19 6oi~e City, Idaho 
10 Topel..o. Korn, 
11 AnderWJn, Ind. 
22 Muncie. Ind. 
23 Cedar Rapids, lowo 
24 8ti1tol. Conn, 
25 Sioux Ciry, Iowa - Nrbr. 
26 Steubenville - Weirton, Ohta - W. Vo. 
27 Noshuo, N.H. 
18 lofoyette - Weit Lafayette, Ind, 
29 Rochc1tc1, Minn. 
30 Norwo I k , Conn. 
31 Racine, WiL 
32 Porllond, Moine 
33 Springfield, Ill. 
34 Waterloo, Iowa 
35 Kel\OSho, Wis. 
36 New Bedfo,d • MoH. 
37 Mid lend. T 0.01 

38 Sp,Ongfi•ld. Mo. 
39 Bloomington - Nor me I, Ill. 
.CO Lewi\ton - Auburn, lv\oine 
.CI Niodesto. Col if. 
.i42 Jackson, Mieh. 
.i43 a,oekton, Moon. 
« Foll River,"""°''· - R..\. 
.CS Lincoln, Neb1. 
.i46 Limo, Ohio 
.Cl TollohanH, Flo. 
.i48 Solt>m, Oreg. 
~9 Ss.Jos•ph. Mo. 
.SO New 8riroin, Conn, 
51 Ot>cotvr, Ill. 
52 Reno. Nev. 
53 W-.Onsli.e/d, Ohio 
54 ProYO - Orem, Utah 
55 Columbia. llr.o. 
56 Altoono, Po. 
57 Vineland - Millville -8ridgeron, N.J. 
58 Asheville, N.C. 
59 Gteat Fallt, Monl. 
60 Sherman - Denii.on. lexos 
61 Springfield, Ohio 
62 Roanoke. Vo. 
63 Petenburg - Colonial ~ighh, Vo. 
64 Amarillo. Texos 
65 Lubbock, Texo1 
66 Tyler, lexos 
67 Wilmington, N.C. 
68 Owen\.boto, Ky, 
69 Odeuo, Texas 
70 Son Angelo, Texos 
71 Texorkono, Texas - Ark. 
72 Golve1ton- Tt>xos City, Texo1 
73 Woco, Texos 
7' Lynchburg, Vo. 
75 Chompoign - Urbano, Ill. 
76 Gadsden, Alo. 
n 8f)'OI\ - College StoTion. Texas 
78 luington, Ky. 
79 W•chito Folts. Texos 
80 Durham, N.C. 
81 Biloxi - Gvlfport. Miu, 
82 Abilene, le•OI 
83 Nw.:>nrac,.lo. 
S..C loke Charles, Lo. 
85 GoinesYillt>. flo. 
86 )o.,onnoh. Go. 
87 Lofoyelle, lo. 
88 fort Smith, A,&t, - Okie. 
89 Alban)", Ga. 
90 Lowron, Okla. 
91 Loredo, Toes 
92 McAllen - Pliorr - Edinburg. lexo1 
93 Pine BluH. Ario:. 
9' Tuscoloo,o. Alo. 

POLITICAL COMPONENT (S) 
ADJUSTED STANDARDIZlD SCORE 

-------------~ 
I . ----------

---

95 81ownsville - Harlingen - Son Benito, Tuos 

)( - s 
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT 

Environmental quality evaluation for the large and medium groups of 
SMSA's was shown to be favorable to the Pacific region. The trade­
off between industrialization and environmental deterioration was 
described to be very obvious among the large SMSA's in the Great Lakes 
area, and this relationship was also evident from the medium sized 
SMSA's, though to a lesser degree. When the small SMSA's are compared, 
the trade-off pattern, if it exists at all, does not seem to be very 
significant. This is due mainly to either of the following two 
reasons. First, this finding may be in fact true, i.e., there is 
little trade-off associated between growth and ecology in the small 
91SA's. Second, the finding may be misleading because many environ­
mental factors employed in the preceding evaluations are not included 
in this chapter, due to the nonavailability of data. For example, 
there is no readily available information on air pollution and climate 
for many small sized S1SA's. Consequently these factors are not 
shown in the concerns with individual and institutional environment 
and natural environment. 

Based on available information on various levels of pollution other 
than air, and the recreational areas and facilities, the 95 small 
SMSA's were evaluated according to the original formula in which 
natural environment was weighted equally with the individual and 
institutional environment. As a result, the evaluation was in favor 
of SMSA's with greater areas and facilities for recreation, and less 
emphasis was placed on each type of pollution. Bearing in mind these 
precautions about limited information, Table 13 represents the over­
all evaluation of environmental quality among the small SMSA's. 

Jackson in Michigan and San Angelo in Texas, ranked at the top of 
the outstanding group, followed by four SMSA's in the New England 
region--Fitchburg/Leominster and Pittsfield in Massachusetts, and 
Meriden and Bristol in Connecticut. Jackson, San Angelo, Fitchburg/ 
Leominster, and Meriden each had an index greater than the group 
mean plus 2.0 standard deviations. While Jackson had very low 
visual pollution and very high recreational areas and large facilities, 
San Angelo had even better ratings in those categories. However, the 
latter had the worst water pollution problem. Although noise pollu­
tion was probably not in existence at all in Fitchburg/Leominster, the 
SMSA had above average problems in visual pollution and solid waste 
generation. Pittsfield SMSA also suffered from greater than average 
problems of visual and water pollution. While people in Meriden and 
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TABLE 13 

INDEX AND RATING OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT ~S2 

Adlu•tcd StandHdiud Scorn Standard 11ed Seo tu 

.!!!!! .!!!!!! !!!l!! a1ttns !lli.! ~ A•r in1 

IU, Abilene, le•H ·0,0417 60 D ·0.109l 55 
uo. J.lb•n1, ca. 0.1250 41 •0,0810 49 
m. Altoona, Pa, •O,OIJJ H 0 -o.1eu 64 D 

ll2. Jaal'lllo, ?axH 0.08Jl 45 o. 8161 6 A 
U3. Andet'loa, lnd, ·0,0411 61 D ·0,0993 54 
U4, Alh•vtll•, ti. C, 0,4583 20 I 0,0688 25 c 
15', Athnctc: City, H "'. ·0.0417 82 0 •0, 0560 4-4 c 
U6. lay City, Mich. •0,3333 11 ·0.2148 lJ 0 
Ul. Bl\1!011, Mont. ·0.2917 82 0 0. 2l4l 80 0 
ua. aUod•Culfport, Htu. ·0.2917 83 ·0.2011 10 

159. UOOCD.ington-Nonul, Ill. 0.5833 13 A 0.0572 28 c 
160, Bahe City, Idaho 0 0. 29\J 84 ! ·0.3183 85 D 

161. Brittol, Conn. 0.9167 5 A 0.3250 I l B 

162. Brockton, M•••· 0.0000 55 D ·0.2255 14 D 
163. Brovnevll h-Harl higen·San Benito, 

TeJC•t 0.458) 21 0.0761 24 c 
164. Bryan-College Stlt!.on, Tex11 ·O, 208) 76 D ·0.2342 71 D 
165, Cedar Rapids, Iovc 0.0000 " D ·0,0350 42 c 
166. Chmpalgn-Urb1na, Ill, ·0.2500 81 ·0.2511 77 D 
161. Columbia, Ho. -0.2500 80 ·O. llSO 60 D 
168. Danbury, Conn. 0.4161 27 D.0560 29 c 

169. Decatur, 111. O,l8l3 14 A 0.1941 16 
110. Dubuque, Iowa 0.3150 29 B 0.0204 35 c 
171. Durhm, N.C. 0.0833 46 c ·0.0569 45 c 
172. Fall R.tver, Hua ... R.l. ·0.0833 69 D ·0.416J 91 ~ 

Ill. Fugo-Moorhead, N. D•k.-Hinn. 0.0000 54 ·0.4012 90 £ 

174. rt tchlnug-Leomtn1ter, Hua. l.1250 ) 0.5361 8 A 

175. fort Saaith, Ark.-Okla. 0.6250 12 o. 7342 A 

176. C•d•den, .Al •bau O.SBlJ 15 0,0816 2J c 
lll. Cat.nuvllle, Fla. ·0.2083 17 D ·0.1920 67 D 

118. Calve1ton-Tex•• Ctty. TexH 0.1210 42 c ·0.8224 95 

179. Cre•t Fill•, Kont. 0.4583 22 o. 3976 11 

lso: GTHTI Bly, Wis. 0.4583 23 0.1118 21 

.. m. J •c:kaon, Ht ch. 1.3333 1 A D.S164 10 

182. hno•h•, \Ill. ·0.0417 63 0 -0.1197 57 D 

183. ta Croaee, Wis. 0.0000 ,7 D ·0.0014 J8 c 
184. Ld•yatte, Li. ·0.3150 91 I ·O. 3128 84 D 

18S. Ldeyette-Weat L•fayette, lnd. 0.0000 58 D ·0.0790 48 

\86. Lab Ch1rle1 1 La. ·0.2917 85 I ·0.3112 83 

1~1. Lariedo, Texas ·O,JJJJ 88 I ·0.6500 9J 
188. Lawton·, Okla. ·0.6667 95 I 0 0. 3965 89 

189, Levhton-Auburn, Kaine ·0.3333 89 I -0.1874 65 D 

190. Lexington, Ky. 0,083) 47 c 0.0312 32 c 
191. Lima, Ohio -o. 3750 92 ·D.3799 88 D 

192~ Lincoln, Nebuaka 0,3750 28 0.0914 22 c 
193. Lubbock, Tex.ea ·0.3333 90 ·0.2783 81 
194. Lynchburg, Va. 0.1667 31 0,0117 36 
195. Hanchuter, N, H. 0.1083 10 A 0.3240 14 
196. Handield, Ohio -0.0417 &4 D ·0.0684 47 
197. Hc:Al hn-Phnr-tdinburg, Texa• 0.0417 S1 D ·0.3386 86 
198. Meriden, Conn. 1.0417 4 A 0.3020 IS 
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TABLE 13 (Concluded) 

INDEX AND RATING OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (S) 

Ad !uattd SS•!ldndh•d ScorH Sttndud&ud Scout 

~ hi!:!! lf.ni !\ll1n& V1lue !!n! !!!.!!ll 

199. Hldland, l'txu -0.4583 94 -o. 7514 94 I 
200. Hode• to, Cal lf. o.HJJ " •0.116! .16 D 
201. Monroe, L.t, -0.1667 15 •0, Z680 79 
102. Muncie, ln6. 0.4167 25 -0.0340 41 
20). Mu5kep,on·Husktgon Ktolghta, Hlch. 0 .5000 18 0.0281 J3 
204. Na!>hua, N.H. ·0.2083 18 D -0.1917 66 
205. N..-w l\cdford, Hau. ·0.0833 10 D ·0.2583 18 
206. H('v f!rlt•tn, Conn. ·0.083) 71 D ·0.1354 59 D 

707. Horva I k., Conn, 0.0000 59 D 0.0063 37 c 
208. Odeut, Texu ·0.08)) 72 D -0.1600 61 D 

~09. ()sden, Utah 0.416? 26 ·0,()861, 5l c 
2l0. Ovcnsboro, Ky. -0.0833 73 D -0.2102 7l D 

211. Petruburg-Colonial l:lrfghts, v •• 0.08JJ 48 c 0.0583 27 c 
212. Pinc 8h1ff, Ark. 0.2917 32 -0.0109 39 c 
213. Pltufleld, Hau. 0.9167 6 A 1,0792 3 A 

214. Portltnd, Halne -0.04 D 65 D 0.0206 34 c 
215. Provo-Orem, Ut.'lh O.lOOO ll B 1.7216 A 

Z!6. Pueblo, Colo. 0.04\J 52 -0.1610 63 D 

217. Racine, Wh. 0.0833 49 ·O. 0904 53 
216. Reno, Nev, 0.2083 33 ·0.1603 62 

219. Roanoke, \'a. 0.1250 43 -0.0887 52 

220. Rochester, H1nn. o. 7500 9 • 0.1615 17 • 
221. St. Joseph, Ho. 0.6661 11 • 1.0561 A 

222. Sahm, Or<!g. 0.8750 ) A 0.5307 

223. San Angelo, Texas 1.1661 l • 0.9168 A 

224. Savannah, Ga. o. 208) 34 c ·0.0214 40 c 
225. She-rman-~nlaon. Te-xa11 0, 1250 3? c 1.2377 2 A 

226. Sioux City, to1.1a-NcbTaak.a 0.5000 ii • 0.1452 19 • 
227. Sioux Falla. S. D•k. -0.1250 14 D -0.1992 69 D 

na. Spclngfitld~ Ill. O.WB3 35 c 0,0})7 JO c 

229. Sprlngfhld 0 Ho. 0.1150 40 c -0.0847 50 c 
2]0. SprlngClc:ld, Ohio ·0.208) 79 D -0. 2484 76 D 

231. Ste-ub,nvt l le-Wc I rt on, otilo-W. Va. O. l250 44 c 0.0333 31 c 
232. Tal lahaHee-, Fla. 0.4583 24 -0.2021 71 

233. Tet'Te HA'-Jte, Ind. 0.0417 H -0.34l2 87 

234. lex1nkam1, Texas-Ark. -0.4167 93 ·0.4 774 92 £ 

2J5. Topeka, l<an•. ·0.0417 66 -0.1161 58 D 

236. Tusc a looi a, Alabama 0.1661 38 ·0.0578 46 c 
237. Tyhr, Texas 0,67SO 8 A O.:Y.02 12 B 

238. V lne land ~Hl 11 ville ·B rtdgeton, N.J. 0.0833 50 c 0.1372 20 • 
239. \laco, Teltu 0.3750 lo -0.0454 43 

240. Waterloo 1 l<W• 0.5833 16 0.1476 18 

241. \lhrellng, w. Va.-Ohlo ·0.2 9ll 86 -0.1988 68 

242. Wichita ~·at la, Texas ·0.0411 67 ·0.2981 82 D 

243. \lllalngton, N.C. 0.2083 36 0.0656 26 c 

~nd!ng (2! ! ~ a) 
Hean (l) - 0.1592 Hean (i) • 0.0000 

Scsnd•nl Grv!•Clon (•) • 0.4DJ6 Star>d•rd DevJation (•) - o. )9)8 
8 • Excellent (i: + .28s S 8 < J. + s} 
C • Good (X - .28• < C < X + .28•) 
D • Adequate (i · a < D $ i - .28•) 

E • Subat1ndard (~ l . 1) 
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Bristol benefited from larger recreational areas and facilities per 
capita, the solid wastes generated in these two SMSA's for every $1 
million of value added was substantially higher than the rest of the 
SMSA's. As contained in Table C-3 in the App~ndix, the solid waste 
generated in these two areas for every $8 million of value added 
totaled 710.5 and 868.1 tons, respectively. 

Similarly, the remaining 12 outstanding ranked SMSA's are geographically 
scattered among the lower ranking SMSA's, and each of them has its own 
outstanding quality factors as well as less desirable environmental 
problems. Salem in Oregon, for example, the only western outstanding 
SMSA in the environmental component--largely because of its recreational 
facilities--suffered from above average problems of noise pollution, 
with very high motor vehicle and motorcycle registrations per 1,000 
population. Manchester in New Hampshire, as another example, had no 
problem at all with noise pollution but in visual pollution, the area 
ranked 82nd in the list, 40 percent of its housing units in the central 
city being dilapidated, and for every 1,000 people there were only 
5.9 acres of parks and recreational areas. 

The substandard SMSA's in this component, though equal to the outstanding 
group in number--16, are even more scattered throughout the U.S. The 
State of Texas had one-quarter of the 16 substandard SMSA's. Together 
with Lawton (Oklahoma), Lake Charles (Louisiana), Lafayette (Louisiana), 
and Biloxi/Gulfport (Mississippi), they made up one-half of the total 
in the South. 

Lawton was found economically to be the most backward SMSA in the 
group and again appears to be the one with the lowest environmental 
quality. Its index of -0.67 is about 2.1 standard deviations below 
the mean and is significantly lower than Midland, Texarkana, Lima (Ohio), 
and Lafayette (Louisiana)--the five lowest ranking SMSA's. Because 
of less vehicle and motorcycle registration per 1,000 population, 
which is probably due to the area's poverty status, noise pollution 
was rated better than average in Lawton. The water pollution index 
for the area was 5.13 times as high as the U.S. average, one of the 
worst SMSA's in the list. 

Midland was the second worst SMSA in the environmental component. It 
is located close to the outstanding SMSA San Angelo in Texas. Midland 
generated the most solid waste tonnages per million dollars of value 
added and had very few parks and recreational areas. In 1970, the · 
area generated 1,648.6 tons of solid waste per million dollars worth 
of value added by manufacturing industries, and each 1,000 residents 
in the region collectively had only 1.5 acres of green areas for 
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CHART 13 
REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (S) 
RAN~ IMIA 

Jock'°"· Mich. 
Son A"Qrlo. Tues 
fitcliburg .. L~min1ter, !J.ou. 

4 Meriden, Conn. 
5 Bristol. Conn, 
6 Pilhrield, Mou. 
7 Xilem, Oreg. 
8 Tyler. h•01 
9 Rochf'sler. Minn. 

10 1\\~mchster, N.H. 
11 lt.Jo10ph. Mc. 
12 fo11 Smith, A1k ... Olde. 
13 Bloomington - Normal, ~II. 
14 Decolur, Ill. 
15 Godsden. Alo. 
16 Wot er loo, Iowa 
17 Provo - Orem. Utah 
18 Mu\kegon - Muskegon ~ighh, M:ch, 
19 Sioux Citr, lowo - Nebr. 
20 AJhevillt, N.C. 
21 8townwille - Ho(li1"9:en - Son Renita, Ta,;ot 
22 Grtoof Foils. Mont, 
23 Green Say. Wis. 
2~ Tollotio,.1ee. Flo. 
25 Muncil', Ind. 
26 Ogden, Uroh 
"17 OoN>ury, Conn. 
28 Lincoln, Nebr, 
19 Dubuq~, Iowa 
30 Woe.a. Tu.as 
31 tv\od~to, Calif. 
32 Pinc 81urr, Ark. 
33 Reno, Nev. 
34 Sovonnoh, Go. 
35 lpdngfltld. Ill. 
36 Wilmington. N.C. 
37 Lynchburg, Yo. 
38 T l.l'c:al0010, Alo, 
39 Sherrnon - Denison, Texos 
40 Sp•;nglitld. IWJ. 
41 Albony.Go. 
.(2 Galveston - Tuos City, Tues 
.CJ Roanoke. Vo. 
4"' Steube,,...ille - Weirton, Ohio - W. Vo . 
.C5 Amarillo, Texas 
.C6 Durham, N.C. 
47 ~xingfon, Ky . 
.CS Petenburg - Colol'liol Heights, Vo, 
.C9 Racine. Wis. 
50 Vineland· Millville - Bridgeton, N,J. 
5 l McAllen - Phou - Edi~urg, Texas 
52 Pueblo, Colo. 
53 1 erre Houie, Ind. 
54 Forgo - flioo•heod, N.Ook, - Minn, 
55 81od:.ton. Mon . 
56 Cedar Rapids, lowo 
57 Lo (,one. Wis. 
58 LofoyeUe - West Lofoyelte, Ind, 
59 Norwalk, Conn, 
60 Abilene, Texas 
61 And~rson, Ind, 
62 Atlorit1c: City, N. J. 
63 Kenosho, Wis. 
64 MoNBcld, Ohio 
65 Portland, Moine 
60 Topeka, Kant. 
67 Wichita Falls, h~as 
68 Altoona, Po. 
69 foll Ri..,er, llioss. - ~ I. 
70 New Bedford, Man. 
71 New Britain. Conn. 
72 Odeno, Texo1 
73 Owensboro, Ky. 
74 Sioux Folh, S.Dolc, 
75 Non1oe, Lo. 
76 Bryon - Colle~ Station. Texos 
n Goinesvil le. Flo. 
78 Nos~ua. N.H. 
79 Springfield, Ohio 
80 Colun-Oio, /tho, 
6\ C.,.orr.poign • IJsbono. tit. 
82 Billings, Mol'lt, 
83 B.ilolii .. Gulfport, Miss. 
8" Boise City, Idaho 
85 Lake Chorlrs, Lo. 
86 Wheeling, W. Vo. - Ohio 
87 Boy Ci1y, Mich. 
88 Loredo. Texas 
89 Lewhte>n - Auburn. Moin~ 
'IO Lubbock, Tt • .,, 
91 Lofoyette, Lo. 
91 limo. Ohio 
93 Teicorkono, Texa' - Ark. 
94 MidJo~. Texot 
9~ lawton. Ok lo 
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recreational activities. Texarkana, the SMSA consisting of counties in 
both Texas and Arkansas, had the same kind of problem as did Midland 
but ranked much better in noise pollution. 

Boise City (Idaho) and Billings (Montana) are two "E" rated SMSA 1 s in 
the Mountain Region. Boise City ranked eighth in water quality and 
Billings third in least solid waste generated per million dollars worth 
of manufacturing value added. Their low rankings are thus attributed 
to environmental criteria other than water and solid waste pollution. 
Lewiston/Auburn is the only substandard area in the entire New England 
region which has five outstanding SMSA's. This SMSA had the least 
noise pollution as measured by population density in the central city 
and the volume of vehicle and motorcycle registration. Like Boise 
City and Billings, the component rating of Lewiston/Auburn was 
significantly degraded by other factors such as visual, water, and 
solid waste pollution. The lack of recreational areas and facilities 
aggravates the overall evaluation. 

Variation in the index values in this component as shown by Chart 13 
is relatively larger than the indexes previously discussed in this 
chapter since the mean index value approaches zero. This variation is 
more striking at the upper portion of the bar chart than at the 
bottom half. Since incomplete factors of environmental consideration 
were used, no reference is made to compare the indexes in this section 
to the environmental indexes derived for the large and medium group. 
In general, it may be summarized that the New England and the West 
North Central regions tend to demonstrate better environmental quality 
than do other regions. However, the substandard SMSA's do not seem to 
have any special pattern of geographic concentration. In other words 
environmental quality protection for small SMSA's tends to be more of 
a local than a regional problem. 

HFALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT 

The criteria used to evaluate the small SMSA's are similar to those 
in the last two chapters. Due to data deficiency, the community health 
conditions were, however, evaluated without two manpower factors--the 
numbers of physicians and dentists per 100,000 population. 

Geographically, the quality of health and education in 1970 among the 
small SMSA's was found to be outstanding in most areas west of the 
Mississippi River in the West North Central Region. The States of 
Florida, Texas, and Utah also had two outstanding SMSA's in each. 
Except Norwalk (Connecticut), there is no "A" rated SMSA east of 
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Lafayette/West Lafayette (Indiana). In total, there are 17 "A" 
rated SMSA's led by Columbia (Missouri) and followed by Rochester 
(Minnesota) and Gainesville (Florida). Respectively, the quality of 
health and education indexes for the three SMSA's are 2.79, 2.69, 
and 2.65; they all exceed the mean (1.09) plus two standard deviations 
(0.74). 

Columbia ranked outstanding in almost all health and education cate­
gories except for health facilities which ranked 13th among the 95 
SMSA's. The infant mortality rate in Columbia was 12.2 deaths per 
1,000 live births, or nine deaths lower than the comparable U.S. rate. 
The median school years completed in the area was 12.7, and 68.2 percent 
of the persons 25 years old or over in Columbia completed 4 years of 
high school or more--15.9 percentage points beyond the U.S. norm. The 
hospital beds per 100,000 population in Columbia numbered 971, or 
about twice as many as the U.S. average; consequently, the hospital 
occupancy rate in the SMSA was 73.5 percent, or about six percentage 
points lower than the U.S. average occupancy rate. Rochester ranked 
second to Columbia primarily because of its lower individual educa­
tional attainment. Rochester had 5.8 percent of males 16 to 21 years 
of age who were not high school graduates; the corresponding figure 
for Columbia was only 4.9 percent. The percentage of population 3 to 
34 years of age enrolled in school was much higher in Columbia 
(64.9 percent) than in the U.S., which was 54.3 percent. This figure, 
in turn, exceeded the percentage for Rochester, which was 52.2 percent. 

Comparing the two outstanding areas in Florida, Gainesville and 
Tallahassee, Gainesville is observed with top rankings in all subcomponents, 
be they health or education. Tal1ahassee ranked only 24th in community 
medical health considerations; the ratio of hospital beds per 100,000 
population was even lower than the U.S. standard. This is the basic 
reason for Tallahassee's index falling to that of Gainesville's, and 
it may explain, at least in part, why infant mortality rates were 
higher in the former than in the latter SMSA. 

The aforementioned SMSA's plus Topeka (Kansas), Lincoln (Nebraska), 
Sioux Falls (South Dakota), Fargo/Moorehead (North Dakota), and other 
"A" rated SMSA's in this group tend to uphold the assertion that the 
health and education quality of an area is significantly influenced 
by institutional effects, particularly those of state universities or 
colleges. 
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TABLE 14 

INDEX AND RATING OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENl' {S2 
Ad lulltl"d ~tandardlud Sccr.-11 St11nd1T"dlud Scor.-s 

~ ~ ~ Rating ~ ~ Rating 

149. Abl I tne, Texea 0. 9167 48 c -o. 0956 49 c 
150. AlbAny, Ca, o. 7292 65 D -0.190) 58 

151. Altoon1, Pa. 0.2917 84 -0.5787 8J 

157. Am11rlllo, Tl"XU l. 7291 19 0.2447 26 

ll). Anderson, Ind. 0.7292 66 D -0.2214 60 D 

154. Ashevtllt", N.C. 0.8121 S7 D -0.2027 59 D 

155. Athntic City, N.J. -0.04\7 92 -0.971.9 9S 

156. Bay City, Mich. I. 208) 3A c 0.0112 4) c 
l;J. 811 lings, Mont. 2 .oooo 15 A 0.4991 l 7 

158. JU loxi-Gul £port, Kiss. l.J121 34 B o. 2282 27 

159. BloOQlngtnn·NonMl, 11 I. I. 7083 20 0.4226 19 

160. Bohc City, Idaho I. 2500 36 c 0.1620 33 

161. Bristol, Conn. I. 2917 35 c 0.0826 36 

162. Bt'ock..ton, Kaas. 0. 8333 54 D -o. 2214 61 D 

16). Brovnsvi I le-Harl lngcn·San Benito, 

Texu 0.6667 70 D -0.5934 84 

164. Bryan-College Stat lon, Tex a• 2. 3542 6 A o. 9632 A 

165 Cedar Rapids, lows 1. JJJ) Jl 0.0818 JS c 
166. ChKmpaign·Urbana, 111. 2.0000 16 0.8191 10 

167. Columbia, Ho. 2. 79\7 1 A 1.4331 A 

168. Danbul")I, Conn. 1. J3JJ J2 B 0.204) JO B 

169. Decatur, Ill. o. 7291 f,7 D -0.4144 7J D 
170. Dubuque, Iowa o. 7917 59 D -0. 3087 68 D 
171. Durham, N.C. l.5417 25 0.4992 16 B 
172. hl\ llt.ver, Mau.-lt.1. 0.14S8 87 -0.846J 90 E 
l7l. Fergo-Hoorhead, N. Dak.·Hfnn. 2 .2108 9 A 0. 7081 ll 
174. Fitchburg-Leominster, Hue. 0. 583) ?J D -0.2681 65 D 
175. Fort Salilh, Ark.-Okla, -0.4167 95 -0.9102 92 
176. Cad1dcn, Alab&JU -0.2500 9J -0.9110 93 
177. Clinuvtlle, Fla. 2. 6458 3 l.2575 
178. Galveaton-Texu Clty, TClCSS I. JJJJ J3 0.1908 JI 

I 79. Great Fall•, Mont. 1.6667 22 O.J254 24 
180. Cuen !ay, Wh. 1.4583 27 0.1478 J5 
181. Jackaon, Hlch. 0.8125 58 D -0.2804 66 D 

182. Xenoaha, Wis. 0.1917 M D -0.1459 53 
183. La Croue, Wi&. 2 .1667 !I A 0.9199 1 A 

184. Lafayette, La. I. 5613 21 11 o. 3960 l 1 B 

185. Lahyette-Wut Lafayette, Ind. 2. 22 91 10 A o. 89)0 A 

186. Lake C'harlu, La. o. 7708 62 D -0.1868 57 D 
187, Laredo, Texas 0.6458 71 D -0.622 7 87 

188. Lawton, Okla. o. 9791 47 -o. 2287 64 

189. Lewlaton-Aubum, Kaine -0. )750 ~4 -0. 9J20 94 

190. Lexington, JCy. 1.416 7 29 8 D.2140 29 

191. L1taa, Ohio o. J750 80 D -0.4508 75 

192. Lincoln, Nebraek.a 2.1667 12 A o. 7475 11 

193. Lubbock, Texas l.4583 28 0.1708 32 

194. Lynchburg, Va. 0.0625 89 -0.7167 89 

195. Manchester, N.R. 0.458J 15 -0. )420 70 

196. Hansfield, Ohle 0.4)75 l6 -O.JS97 71 

197. HcAl len-Phur-Edinburg, Texas o. 5208 74 ·D. 69J8 88 

198. Meriden, Conn. 0.4167 78 -0.5088 80 
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TABLE 14 (Concluded) 

INDEX AND RATING OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (S) 

~d !uated S~1od1rdiud Scoru Stendndiaed Scout 
~ Y.ili.! ~ ~ Valut ~ Ruing 

\H. Mld \ lm~ 1 To.•• 1.9583 \T .. O.•HO 18 B 
100. Modut(l 1 C•li(. 0.81SO 51 D o. 0380 41 c 
101. Honroe, Lo. 0.1500 64 D -0.28l2 67 D 
101. Hunc le, lnd. 1.1042 41 c -0.0564 46 c 
10). HuskC'gcin-Hu skcgon lie lgh t •, lUch, 1.0417 .. c 0.0794 39 c 
2(}.'.. N1Hh\1a, l\,11, I. 1458 4\ c 0.0821 37 c 
ios. N ....... 8rd!ord, M.lss. 0,0417 90 E -0.8494 91 E 
106. Ncw Srttaln, Conn. o. B542 52 D -0.1755 SS 0 
207. r\orwalk, Conn. 2.0417 14 0.1106 12 
208. Odt"S!l.l, T('XBS l .0208 46 -0.1045 50 

209. ('l,:_~cn, Ctah 2 .4161 A 0.8276 
210. Ovcnsboro, Ji:y, I. 5625 24 8 0.4().<2 10 
2 l I. Pc tersburg·Colonlal Height•, Va. 0.6815 69 0 -0.4B94 76 
212. Pine Bluft, Ark. 0.0208 9l -0.5767 82 
1ll. Pitt&fle1d, Hass. 0.170B 63 0 -0.0799 41 
214. Porthl"ld, H•lnt- 0. 7911 61 -O. l682 54 
2 l5. Provo-Orem, Utah 2 .29l l l 0.963l 6 A 
215. Pvrblo, Coto. I ,208) 39 -0.0lll 44 c 
211. Rnc tne, IJl$. l.04l7 45 -0.0503 45 
218. Reno, N('V, l. 1500 lB 0.3884 21 

219. Roanck~, va. l,0625 41 c· 0.04Bl 41 
220. Roehcatcr, Minn. 2.6B75 A 1.4524 1 A 

221. St. Joseph, Ho. o. 395B 19 D -0.6175 86 ! 
222. Salem, Oreg. I. 1081 21 O. l8B9 22 
22). San Angelo, Texas l.2292 31 o. l487 )4 
1?4. Sal/ann11.h, Ga. O.lll5 82 -0.1340 69 
225. Sherman-Denison, Texas 1.395B 30 0.2901 25 
226. Sioux Clty, lova-Ncbraska 0.8331 55 -0.09ll 4B 
221. Sloux f'al 11, S. Dak. 2.2917 B A 0.6962 14 
228. SprlngCleld, 1 l l. 0.9167 49 c -0.1802 56 

229. Sprln1t!lt'ld, Ho. 1.2081 40 0.0191 40 

230. Spril'tgfleld, Ohto 0.8542 51 -0.1\78 l2 

131. Steubt'nvt 1 le-Weir ton, Ohto-w, Va. 0.2292 B6 ! -0.3944 12 

132. Tai lahassee, f'te. 2.4l8J 4 A o. 9930 4 

2l3. hrrc Haute, Ind. 0. 7083 68 -0.4289 14 

2)4. Texarkana, Tcxn·Ark. 0,29l l 85 ·0.5015 78 

23S. Topeka, Kans. 2.0625 13 A O.SB41 lS 
-0.2258 6) 0 236. Tuscaloou, Alaba-ma 0.83ll 56 0 

0,9167 so c -0.1066 51 c 217. Tyler, Texae 
238. V1ne land-~U l lv1l le-8dd1teton, N.J. o. 3125 81 E -0.4917 71 

2)'). W1co, lcxa• 0.4375 7) D -0.5024 19 

240. Wattrloo, I ova l.5417 26 0.2161 18 

241. ~hec:dlns, w. Va.-Ohto o. 3750 Bl -0.5209 81 

242. 'Wlchita Fa11s,.1exas 0.6250 11 -o. 222 l 52 

24). 'Wilmington, N.C. 0.1250 8B -0.6076 BS 

11 ... (ii) • 1.0912 Hean <•> • 0.0000 
A • Out a tl'lrtdtng (~ 1: + s) Shndard Oevl1tion (s) • 0. 7368 Standard Devhtlon (•) • O.S426 
B • [l(ctll<ent (X + .28s S 8 < S: + 1) 

C • Coo4 (l - .28s < C < i + .28s) 
D • Adequate (i - s < 0 $ t - .28s) 
t: • Substandard CS x - •) 
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In contrast to the "A" rated SMSA's, there are also 17 "B" rated 
"excellent" SMSA's with respect to health and education quality of 
life. They are tnuch more randomly distributed than the "outstanding" 
ones. However, only 14 substandard SMSA's were revealed by Table 14. 
The New England, Middle Atlantic and West South Central regions each 
had three or four substandard SMSA's. Fort Smith (Arkansas-Oklahoma) 
led other "E" rated SMSA's with an index as low as -0.42, or just 
about 2.0 standard deviations below the mean. The index for Lewiston/ 
Auburn was the second lowest and Gadsden (Alabama) the third. Other 
substandard SMSA's are Atlantic City, Pine Bluff, Texarkana, Altoona, 
Vineland/Millville/Bridgeton, and Savannah. Except for the part of 
Texarkana in Texas, this component is the only one that this state 
showed "A" rated without being accompanied by "E" rated SMSA's. 

It is expected that we identify those substandard SMSA's with inferior 
figures in health and education comparisons with the U.S. average. 
The degrees to which the figures are below the U.S. level are important 
measures for decision makers to set up policy priority toward quality 
of life improvements. However, it may be even more important here to 
describe the good part of the quality of life among those low rating 
SMSA's. For instance, Fort Smith ranked 76th in community medical 
facilities; Lewiston/Auburn's best was found in individual health, 
ranked 89th; Gadsden and Atlantic City even showed relative strength 
in medical facilities with a ranking of 38th and 26th, respectively; 
etc. Furthermore, it is extremely important to recall that this 
study is motivated to make only relative comparisons rather than 
absolute differentiations. 

The great variation in the index values is shown in Chart 14, in which 
not only the standard deviation is large (0.74), the largest devia­
tion among the five components, but the coefficient of variation is 
0.68 percent, substantially higher than that for economic and political 
components. The implication of this is that the health and education 
needs in the small sized SMSA's vary appreciably in quality. This 
quality variation is even more pronounced for the excellent and the 
outstanding SMSA's than for the substandard SMSA's. Moreover, although 
the variation in health and education indexes for the small and large 
s-iSA's is about the same, it is much greater than that for the medium 
SMSA. This finding means that the need for bridging the health and 
education quality gap among either the large or the small SMSA's is 
likely to be more urgent than that among the medium SMSA's. 
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CHART 14 
REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (S) 
RANK ~~~·-~~~~~~~ 

APJUSlEO SlANDAROIUO KORl 

li'. s 
Colvrrbio. "-\o. 
lto<he\lrr, Minn. 

I 
l 

Gninn.,illr, Flo. 
4 Toifohoitre, Fto, 

5 Ogden. Utoh 

6 Bryon - College Station, TtJ10t 

7 Pro110 .. 01tm, U1oh 
8 Sioux folh. S.Ook. 

A 9 Fo1go - WoornC'od. N.Oo\.. - Minn 
10 lofoytllt - Wttl Lafoy""", Ind. 
11 LoCro""· Wis. 
1) Uncolr>. Ntbr. 
13 lop~l..o. Ko"'· 
\A Norwo I\.., Conn. 
15 Billirigt. f.r\c.n1. 
16 Chompojgn - U1bano. Ill. 
17 Midland. Ttxos 
18 R.rno. Nt'v. 
19 Amar~llo. Texot 
20 Bloom:ngton - Nounal. Ht. 
21 $olrm. Oreg. 
2) (;,eol folh. N.ont, 
n lofoyellt, Lo. 
2A O...~mboro , Ky . 

B 
)5 Durham, N.C. 
26 Wottiloc. Iowa 
27 Gretn Boy, Wis. 
28 Lubbock. T hos 
29 loi1\9TOn, Ky. -JO Sherman .. Denison, Texot -31 Ceder Ropid1, Iowa -32 Danbury. Conn, -33 Gofve1ton - r tXO\ City. r~1101 -34 Biloxi • Gulfport, Miu, -35 Brhlol, Conn. -36 Boise City, ldoho -37 Son Angtlo, fe)IO' -JB Boy City, Mich. -39 Pueblo. Colo. -40 SpringHC?ld, Ni.o. -41 Noshvo. N.H. .. 

c 42 Muncie, Ind, • 
43 Roanolcr, Vo. ' 
44 MU11<ego,, - Mv,kegon Height~. Mick. . 
45 Racine, Wit. . 
46 Odeno. Te.cu -47 Lawton. Okla, -48 Abifene. Tt11tos -'9 Spririgfield, Ill. -50 Tyler, le•<a -51 M.ode,10, Cota. -52 New Britoin, Conn, -SJ Springfirld, Ohio -54 Brockron. M.ou, -55 Siou• C.ity. lowo - Nebr, -S6 l U\CO!OO\O, Alo, -57 Asheville. N.C. -58 Jockwn. M;ch. -59 DL1buque. Iowa -60 Keno,ho. Wh. -61 901\\cf'lod. t..\oir.e -62 lol::e Charles, Lo. -63 PitJs.f;eld. Mon. -64 Monroe. lo. -

D 
65 Albony, Go. 
66 An01mon. lr.d, 
67 Decatur, Ill. 
68 hue Houle, Ind. 
69 Pete,,burg - Colonial Heighh. Vo. 
70 Brownsville - Harlingen - Son lknito. 7eJllO' 
71 Loredo, l e1rn1 

72 Wichilo Folh. Too~ 
73 Fi1ctibu19 - Leomin1Per. llocn. 
74 McAllen - Pharr - Edinb1.1rg. hio:o• 
75 Monchp,1er, N. H. 
76 MoMfield. Ohio 
77 Waco. Toot 
78 Mtdden. Col"ln. 
79 Si.Joseph, Mo. 
80 Limo. Ohio 
81 Whet-ling, W.Vo. - Oh.,o 
82 ~o .... onnoh, Go. 
83 V;nr/oncf - Millville - 6ridge1on, N .J, 
8' At1oono. Po. 
85 Tt .. orkono, leJCos - Ari., 
86 ~leubeMHle - Weirton, Ohio - W, Vo. 
87 Foll Rivf'•, Mou. - ILi. 

E BB Wilmington, N.(, 
89 l)"nchburg, Vo. 
90 Nt>w Bedford. Mon. 
91 Pint" Bluff, Ark. 
92 Atlont;c City, N. J, 
93 God\drn, Alo. 
94 Lewi\ton - A'1burn. ""°inc 
95 Fort Smith, Ari... - Okie. 

x-s 
196 R •Moon = 1.0932 

S •Standard Devlotion "0.7369 
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SOCIAL COMPONENT 

Except for one factor in the community living conditions--the number 
of banks and savings and loan associations per 1,000 population, for 
which statistical data were not available--all factors used to assess 
the social quality of life in the large and medium SMSA's were re­
tained in the measurement of the social component for the small SMSA's. 
Since more than 50 variable factors are included, one missing factor 
should not make a significant change in the overall evaluation. 
Thus, the resulting findings in this section are comparable on a rela­
tive basis to those for the social component in the preceding chapters. 

The number of small SMSA's with outstanding social quality of life is 
relatively smaller than is the case with the other components such as 
political, environmental, and health and education. Only 13 SMSA's 
had index values exceeding the mean (0.50) plus one standard deviation 
(0.35), and hence, denoted as "A" or "outstanding." La Crosse, the 
small SMSA which led other outstanding SMSA's in political quality, 
also leads in the social component. It received an index of value 
1.47 or about 2.8 standard deviations above the mean. As shown in 
Table 15, the index for La Crosse appreciably exceeds that for 
Rochester, the second highest in the group. The second runner-up 
is Lincoln which also scored "A" in the economic and health and educa­
tion component. Slightly behind Lincoln in score are Green Bay and 
Topeka, both with excellent or outstanding records in other quality 
of life components under discussion. The remaining "A" regions are 
Billings, Sioux Falls, Reno, Fargo/Moorhead, Manchester, St. Joseph 
(Missouri), Provo/Orem (Utah), and Lewiston/Auburn. It is significant 
to note from Figure 15 that with the exception of two in New England, 
no SMSA south of Topeka and east of Green Bay was rated outstanding 
in the social component. 

Of special interest is that the northern part of the State of Texas, 
which was strong in the economic and health comparisons, was consider­
ably lower in the political and social quality assessments. Two 
southern SMSA's in the state, McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg and Brownsville/ 
Harlingen/San Benito, which had been rated substandard in both the 
economic and political components, again rated as "substandard" in the 
social quality of life evaluation. Those two SMSA's showed very good 
ratings in the individual quality category, especially in the area 
of racial discrimination. Nevertheless, the areas were substantially 
inadequate in providing good community living conditions, in general, 
and social conditions in particular. Due primarily to the weak 
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TABLE 15 

INDEX AND RATING OF SOC-IAL COMPONENT (S) 

i!;dJuated StandudLaed Scoru !;tandardiud Scorn 
SHSA ~ ~ Ratl113 ~ ~ Kaun15 

1'9. '-bl le~, tn.aa 0.Sl98 47 0.0866 J7 
uo. Albany, C-eorgla D.1927 17 D •0.2)01 n 
151. Altocna, Prnn•YJ.,...nh 0.41S8 SS c •0.0222 47 
152. #.maril lo, Tex .. o. 1387 25 a 0.0)72 43 
153. Andcuon, lndtan.t O. l)06 68 ·0.IZlS 6S 
l~. AahevlUe. Horth CarolLn• 0.2266 72 D ·0.1369 69 
1.!15. -'thntlc Clty, Ntv J~no 0.0448 87 I ·0.l4Z4 SS 
156. &ty City, K.lchlgan 0,)497 6Z 0 ·0.1603 14 
157. IU J J ing1, H:1nt•n• 1.0761 0.))68 9 
158. IUloxi. .. Culfport, H.iufu!ppJ c.l.22a 7S ·0.1384 10 

159. 8loOCUl\gton-Nonaal, llUnola 0.8250 14 0.2196 IS 
160. Bolte Cit)', Idaho 0. 7689 22 0.078:1 38 
161. Briltol, Connecticut 0. 7228 28 • 0.150'> 11 
162. Brockton, HH1achu1etu 0.4370 50 c ·0.1029 61 
16). Drovri•YL l le-s-rl lng•n-san Ben1to 1 TeX4.1 0.1202 84 ·0.4890 91 
164. 8ryan-College Sutlon., !exaa 0. 2265 73 ·0.1823 IS • 165. C~clar bp1de, 1ova O.BS9 43 0.07.IJ 39 c 
166. Ch.al:lpatgn-Urban.a, lll1noh 0.5211 46 o.oozo 44 c 
167. Columbh, tUuourl 0.1782 20 0.)279 12 

·168. Drllnbt.iry. Coanect.1.C.\lt O.lSU l~ 0.249) 18 

169. Oecatut, 11 lLnoil 0.62U .16 0.09bl 35 
110. Dubuque, lava 0.7862 19 O. L9Z7 21 
Ill. l)Jrham 1 f'lorth Carollna O.S900 38 0.1093 J4 
17Z. Fell IUvn, Hi1u1chu1etta·Rhode taland 0.1497 19 ·0. !950 8) 

17J. Fct:"go-h:>orhud, Horth Oakota·H111achueettl l.0028 9 " 0.4659 
114. fitchburg .. teCllDinater, M..uachuu-tt• 0.6858 30 O. l247 )l 

llS. Fort Stith, 1.rkanu1 .. 0klahou -0.2266 9S ·0. 5033 92 
116. C.d1den 1 A.lab,,_ D.036J 88 ·0.2621 ao 
177. Gdaeavilh, flar1da o.ssu 39 ~ O.l2H ll 
178. Cl.lveaton .. r.ua City, Ia:u.a 0.3493 6) •0.1182 64 

179. Great ralh, Hontlrui 0.7JOO Z7 0.1S89 !8 
180. Greco bar, 'W1.•c:"Ondn 1.1032 4 0.018 5 
181. Jack1on, Miclligan 0.4329 S2 ·0.0702 55 
18!. 1Ceno1hl, Wiacon11.n 0.3637 59 ·0.0613 5) 

l&J. La Croua, Wlscon1ln 1.460 A 0.1014 
184. Lafayettl!. Lout.iana 0.2263 74 ·0.1228 66 

us. 1.afayette•West iabyette, IndhM 0.6378 34 0.176S 26 

186. J.ak• Charlu, Louhiana 0.3063 63 ·0.0J22 48 

U). Lando, Tex.a1 0.24)1 69 ·0.5677 93 • 
188. lAvton, O\c:hhoma 0.43% 49 ·0.0820 58 D 

189. J.Anr11ton•Aub\lrn, Hiline 0.8116 13 A 0.2S92 16 

190. t...xS.n,gtoo, lCeotuc:ky 0.3373 ~ 0 ·0.0564 52 

191. J..lma, Ohio 0.2l)l 16 0 ·0.2676 81 

192. J..locoln, Nebruka l. ll!IO A 0.4160 e 
193. ).ubbock 1 texe • 0 5378 42 0.0412 42 

194. i.ync:hburg, Vlrgin1a • O.Olo6l 91 •0.4206 90 • 
19S. H1nebe1ter, New Haaqioa!Ure 0.9191 10 0.3Sl0 11 A 

196. "-nitfleld, Ohio O.J)ll 61 D ·O.IOS7 62 

197. tie.Al.len-fharr•tdlnburg, Tex.a• 0.0489 86 I ·0.,7:1 9S 

198. HeddaQ, Connecticut 0.4795 " ·0.0741 S6 
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TABLE 10 (Concluded) 

INDEX'. AND RATING OF SOCIAL COMPONENr (S) 

&Jiu!t!d lt•~!rdia•d §ce1n1 !ttnda£!!ti.d 1co1•! 
I& ~ !!!l! !!S.W Value .II.!!!!. lt.tl!ll 

199. JUdland, TeQt 0.6024 37 ·0.0443 ,. c 
200. tbdHto, CaUtornta 0.1461 so ·0.2S65 19 D 
201. Jobnroa, LOul•llna 0,U38 66 D •0.0906 57 
202. It.Incle, Indiana 0.2443 70 ·0,1333 6a D 
203. Mu1'kegon .. l\11'Kegon l\lighta 1 MicM.gari 0.4360 51 c ·0.0388 49 c 
204. Ma1hua, Nev Hhipehhe 0.5251 45 ·0.0671 "' c 
205. Hev &e4fotd, H&aat.cNuett• 0.0599 85 ·0.3070 84 
206. Nev Britilln, Connecticut 0.6735 Jl 0.0653 40 c 
207. Norvell.. Connecticut 0.8007 18 0.1664 21 • 
208. OduH, Taxa1 o. 71.54 21 D.2837 14 A 

209. Oaden. uun 0.6113 32 0.1255 JO 
210. Owtn1boro, Kentucky 0.2863 67 D ·0.1311 67 
211. Pcter1bu1:all-Colonl&l Hdght1, Vt t"g1a1a 0.1233 SJ ·0.3797 87 ! 
212. Pine Bluff, .Artan•H ·0.1229 9l ! ·0.4031 88 £ 
213. Pitt1fleld, M&1Hchu1etta 0.8211 15 0.2926 ll A 
21&. Portlai>d, xalne 0.6884 29 8 -0.0815 57 D 
215. Pto'lo·tlre._, Utah 0.8749 12 A 0.&529 A 
216. Pueblo, Color.do 0.5184 40 c O.IU9 33 a 
217. bclne, Wiseonlin 0.3585 60 0 -0.0395 so c 
218. 1teno 1 Nevada 1.0046 8 A 0.4311 

219. Roanoke, Virghla 0.4196 "' c -0.1116 63 D 
220. Rocheat:er, Hinn.e•Ota 1.2354 2 A 0.6810 2 
221. St. Jo•l!ph. H1Hour1 0.8899 ll " 0.1%5 2~ f 
222. SalHi, Oregon 0.4244 53 c -0.0214 46 c 
2n. S..n Angelo, !eu1 0.8204 16 8 0.2406 20 
224. sav•n~h, Georgia 0.1233 82 I •0.2358 78 
225. ShttMn .. Occil1on 1 TeM1 0.5271 44 c 0.0539 41 c 
226. Sioux City, Iova-Hcbr,.ka 0.65'5 33 8 o.12ao 29 8 
227. SiouJC Falla, South Oa.kot• 1.0083 7 A 0.3563 10 A 
228. Spr1"l!fleld, lllinoh o. 7625 23 8 0.1913 24 8 

229. Springfield, liiHouri o. 7363 26 8 0.1'24 23 
230. Springfield, Ohio 0.1460 81 -0.1817 76 • 
2)1. Steub1nvllle·\leirton 1 Ohlo·\leat Virg1.nl.a 0.0194 89 I -0.2949 82 t 
232. ta l lahaHee, Flori" 0.56113 41 c 0.0898 36 
2:13. T•n:e Ha\lte, lndiana 0.3948 57 D ·0.1014 60 
234. Tex.arkane, Texa1 .. ArkanH1 ·O. 2097 94 E -0.4037 89 
235. Tr.lpeka, K.lnH1 1.1026 A 0.4422 6 
236. 1\r1calooS1, Alab.ama -0.0177 90 -0.3521 86 
237. Tyler, Tex.a• 0.4105 56 -0.15)9 73 
238. V1ne1a.nd-11i llvi 1 le-8ridgcton, He" Jene)' 0.2427 71 D -0.1449 71 • 
239. Waco, Teua 0.382) 58 D •0.0001 45 
240. Waterloo, Iova 0.8065 17 o. 24)5 19 
2"1. Wheeling, \,lest Vhglnia·Ohio 0.1664 18 ·0.1530 72 
242. Wlchl ta Falls, nxaa 0.6269 J) 0.1968 21 
243. Wll.mingto.f\, Horth Carollna -0.1506 93 -0.5919 94 

,,. •• (11) • 0.4957 Hean (X) • 0. 0000 
Stand.rd Deviation (a) • 0.34Sl Standard Deviatlon (a) • 0.2'42 

A • Outatanding () l + •) 
8 • Ex('ellent (i + .261 " 6 < t + a) 
C • Cood {i ... 281 < C < i + .281) 
t> • Adtqu•tt (X - • < D s: i • .281) 
! • Subttendard ( s: K - •) 
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economic conditions, residents in these areas were short of existing 
opportunities for self-support and for independence. 

The lowest city in social quality comparison is Fort Smith, which ob­
tained a negative index of -0.23 or about 2.1 standard deviations below 
the mean. Texarkana was found to have the second lowest index of 
-0.21. The other four ~ith negative indexes are Wilmington (North 
Carolina), Pine Bluff, Lynchburg, and Tuscaloosa. The negative indexes 
resulted from extremely high values of factors which have adverse 
effects upon the social quality of life. For instance, the high popu­
lation density and the high percentage of population under S and over 
65 years of age living in the central city are considered negative 
inputs in spatial extention related to individuals' choice; all kinds 
of discrimination--racial, sex, and spatial--the crowdedness in living 
space, the high rates of death, birth, and crimes are also undesirable 
social factors which tend to lower our quality of life. Therefore, 
if the negative input factors in any area are sufficiently strong to 
more than compensate for the positive factors, the area's overall quality 
of life index becomes negative. The aforesaid SMSA's are examples 
of the extremes. For instance, Fort Smith ranked last in spatial 
inequality in that it had very high housing segregation and income 
inequality indexes; they all are three times the U.S. average, and more 
than one-fifth of its residents had to work outside of the cot.nty of 
residence; Texarkana ranked very low in the provision for decent 
community living conditions because of its high percentage of occupied 
housing, with 1.01 or more persons per room, and high crime and death 
rates; the sex inequality in Wilmington and the crowded living space 
in Pine Bluff were problem areas in those SMSA 1 s. 

In addition to those just mentioned, there are 11 additional SMSA's 
rated substandard. They are scattered in the eastern and southern 
regions. Among them, six SMSA's had index values only barely exceeding 
the threshold of the mean minus one standard deviation. In order of 
rankings, they are Brownsville/Harlingen/San Benito, Petersburg/ 
Colonial Heights (Virginia), Savannah, Springfield (Ohio), Modesto 
(California), and Fall River (Massachusetts-Rhode Island). 

Modesto is the only small SMSA along the West Coast where only one 
substandard rating was given among all five quality of life components. 
Its index is 0.15 and ranked 80th in the group. The major causes for 
this SMSA to fall into the "E" category are its high racial inequality 
indexes and low rating of self-supporting opportunities--its labor 
force parti~ipation rate in 1969 was only 63.2 percent or 2.8 percentage 
points below the U.S. level. The mean income per family member 
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CHART 15 
REGIONAL VARIATIONS IN INDEXES: 

SOCIAL COMPONENT (S) 
R ... NK 

1 lo CroU•, Wh 
2 Rochet.ter, Mirin 
l llnc.oln. Nebr 
4 Grun 8oy, Wis 
5 lopelto, Kons.c>1 
6 Billingi, >Jent 
] Sioux follt, S Oak 
e Reno. Nev 
~ fo<go - MoorhPod. N Dok .. Minn 

10 N'CJnd•~''"', NH 
11 St. ,Jo,opl> • lk 
'2 P'°"o - Orem, Utah 
13 L•witton - Auburn, th>ine 
14 Bloomington .. NorrTOI, Ill 
15 Pithfield, Mon 
16 Son Angelo, lP:co1 
17 Waterloo, lowo 
18 Norwolk, Conn 
I? D,J,uq..,, Iowa 
20 eo1 • ..i,; •. lk 
2l Odeuo. 1."o' 
22 Boi-.e City. Idaho 
2J Sp<ingf;eld. 111 
24 Da~.y. Conn 
25 AmoriUo. lel(Ot 

26 SpdngHold, Ma 
'17 Gr~! Falls, Mont 
28 Brhtol. Conn 
'29 Por)\ond. MotNe-
30 Fitchburg ... l.eomimt.r, Mou 
31 New Btlloin. Conn 
32 Ogden, Utoh 
33 Siou>t City, lowo ... Nebr 
34 l.ofo)'•tl• - Weil lofoyette, 'nd 
35 Wichita Folls. Texas. 
36 Decatur, Ill 
37 Midland, lexa\ 
38 Durham, NC 
39 Gainesville. Fla 
~O Pueblo, Cc la 
41 Tallohassoe. Fla 
42 l.A>Ooc~. r ... , 
..t3 Ceder ~pids. Iowa 
« Sherman - Oeni'l0f1, Texas 
45 No.hue. NH 
46 Champa;gn- Urbano, Ill 
~7 Abilene, Tu:os 
48 Meriden. Conn 
49 Lawron. Oclo 
50 Brocklon. tliou 
51 Mud.egon-Muslegon H•ights, Mich 
52 Jackson, M~ch 
53 Salem, Oreg 
5-4 Roanoke, Va 
55 Altoona, Pa 
56 Tyl•r, lexo' 
S7 Jene Haute, Ind 
58 Waco, f•,;a1 
59 Kenos.ho, Wh 
60 Rac1rle, Wis 
61 M>mfield, Ohio 
62 Boy City. Mkh 
03 Galveston .. fu:os City, Texas 
6A Lexington, Ky 
65 Loh ChorCH. Lo 
66 t-lonroe. Lo 
67 Owe"1bo•a, Ky 
68 Anderson, Ind 
69 l.or$do, l OGI 

70 Muncie, Ind 
71 'linelond - Mill., Hie .. Bridgeton, N .J. 
72 Asheville. NC 
73 8ryon .. College Station, lei«>s 
74 La!oyotte, Lo 
75 Bilo.ci - Guffpo,1, Miu 
76 LJ,,.,., Ohio 
77 Al bony. Go 
78 WhceBng, WVa - Ohio 
79 Foll Ri.,er, Mau • RI 
80 ~1to. Colir 
81 Sp,in.griefd, Ohio 
82 So'Vannoh , Go 
83 Petenbv1g .. Colonial Heights. Vo 
!M Btowns.,.ille .. Horlinfjl•n• Son Benito, Texo1 
85 New S.Odford. llcn 
i6 McAUen .. l'horr - Edlrl:wrg, Te,,os 
87 Atlantic City, NJ 
88 Gad1den. Ala 
89 Steuberwtlle- Weirton. Ohio .. W Va 
90 luseoloo1a. Alo 
91 lynch~u10. Vo 
92 p; .. 8lulf. A•k 
93 Wilmington, NC 
9A Te,cor~no. luo1 - Ar\: 
95 Fo'1 Sml1h, Arl - Ol<la 
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amounted to only $2,886 or more than $200 below the U.S. average; the 
Negro to total population professional employment adjusted for educa­
tion was only one-seventh the U.S. ratio, and the Negro males to total 
males unemployment rate was twice as high as the U.S. situation, etc. 

Among all the excellent and outstanding SMSA's in the New England 
region, Fall River and New Bedford in Massachusetts, next to each 
other near the coast, were the t~o substandard areas. While the lack 
of mobility, information, and spatial extention were identified as 
the serious individual concerns in both areas, Fall River 
experienced very little racial inequality and New Bedford had little 
sex discrimination. 

Again, the high ranking SMSA's have areas of weakness. To perfect 
its social quality of life, La Crosse should, as diagnosed by this 
study, attempt to increase its opportunities for individual self­
support and reduce racial inequality in employment and earnings, For 
Rochester, the urgent need is to improve its general community living 
conditions by reducing the high crime rates, which significantly 
dragged the rank of Rochester to below the average in this sub­
component. Lincoln was rated very low in employment and earning 
equality between races and between the sexes. Green Bay faces in­
equality problems between sexes, and Topeka was unfavorably evaluated 
in the area of racial inequality, Similar diagnoses on social quality 
of life for all small SMSA's can be undertaken and areas of potential 
weakness can be identified accordingly. 

The preceding two paragraphs once again attempt to pinpoint examples 
of weaknesses in social factors affecting the quality of life in both 
the outstanding and the substandard SMSA's. Clearly, no region has 
the best or perfect quality of life--there are always areas which 
deserve further enrichment and betterment. 

The dispersion of the indexes in this component is unexpectedly small; 
the standard deviation of 0.35 is lower than any comparable figures in 
other quality of life components in this small size group. The coef­
ficient of variation, which measures the differences among index values, 
however, is relatively high, 0.70, or higher than any coefficients 
obtained previously in this chapter. The implication of this is that 
the geographic variation in ratings among the small SMSA's in this 
country is still very much undesirable. Essentially, how to reduce 
the geographic differentials in social quality of life among regions 
becomes a major concern of public agencies if an ultimate objective 
is to guarantee a high quality of social life for all urban population 
regardless of location. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Generally, the quality of life assessments for the small SMSA's reveal 
no stronger pattern of regional concentration of the various quality 
of life ratings than those observed in the preceding two chapters for 
the large and medium SMSA's. However, most discussions in this chapter 
have centered around the East North Central and New England regions 
and the State of Texas because these areas contain a large number of 
small SMSA's. 

Relatively excellent and outstanding ratings for the economic component 
were observed in the East North Central region and the northern part 
of the State of Texas. The three southern SMSA's in Texas and the 
southeastern states include a large proportion of the substandard 
SMSA's. The dispersion of the economic component indexes for the 
small SMSA's is larger than those for the large and medium SMSA's, as 
is the coefficient of variation. This indicates that the disparity in 
terms of economic quality of life among small SMSA's is larger than 
that among the large or the medium SMSA's. In other words, should 
there be regional inequality between economic well-being among people 
in the U.S., it is more so among the small than among the large or 
medium metropolitan areas. 

The strong geographic concentration pattern of political ratings dis­
closed for the large and medium SMSA's was repeated here for the small 
SMSA's. The quality of life in terms of political concerns was found 
to be superior in the northern part of this country to those in the 
southern part of the U.S. The small SMSA's in the New England region 
and the Mountain states were outstanding with respect to political 
quality. In spite of regional differentials in political ratings, ·the 
index values in this group result in a small variation with the coef­
ficient of variation being 0.25. The small coefficient indicates 
that, as far as political considerations are concerned, people among 
the small SMSA's do not experience significant deviations in quality 
of life even though the relative patterns between north and south 
prevailed and were persistent for the three size groups. 

Due to the lack of air quality and climatological data, the environ­
mental component in this chapter was evaluated only with the remaining 
pollution factors and the parks and recreational data. Thus, geo­
graphic comparisons on patterns of environmental rating distribution 
between the large, medium, and small group of SMSA's are not appro­
priate. Probably because of this data limitation, the environmental 
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quality evaluation for the small SMSA's indicates in general very little 
regional pattern in the ratings. The SMSA's in the New England region 
nevertheless, did show off outstandingly. The environmental ratings 
for the two small SMSA's on the West Coast did support the pattern of 
high environmental quality found in the large and medium SMSA's on 
the West Coast. 

The quality of health and education among the populations in various small 
SMSA's tended to depict more or less a random regional distribution, 
although the West North Central, the Mountain regions, and the Pacific region 
seem to be differentiated from the rest. A large standard deviation 
and high coefficient of variation for the health and education com-
ponent indicates that regional differences in health and educational 
quality are appreciable. In addition, the influence of institutions, 
especially the leading state universities and colleges, on regional 
quality of health and education was strikingly evident in the small 
SMSA Is. 

Among quality of life components in both the large and medium groups, 
the clearest patterns of regional distribution among quality ratings 
were found in the social concerns. The social component ratings in the 
small group tend to confirm the existence of this regional differen­
tiation. Almost all SMSA's in the Pacific region plus those to the north 
of Wichita (Kansas) and west of Ann Arbor (Michigan) were rated out­
standing. Except a few in New England and one in Florida, none of the 
remaining SMSA's received the 11A11 rating. In contrast, almost all 0 E" 
rated medium and small SMSA's were found in the southeastern states. 
Among the small SMSA's, the quality ratings for the social component 
are highly correlated geographically to those for health and education 
and to a lesser degree to those for the economic component. The co­
efficient of variation among index values for the social component is 
0,70, or the highest among the five quality of life components in the 
small SMSA's. This indicates wide variations in the social quality of 
life enjoyed oy people in different urban areas in the U.S. Specifi­
cally, it reflects a need for both public and private efforts to pro­
vide an acceptable level of social quality of life for the substandard 
regions. There is clearly a need for further investigation into the 
regional inequalities in social concerns and the courses of action that 
can be launched to remove the deep-rooted factors adversely affecting 
our social quality of life in the concentrated substandard regions. 
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Except for the environmental component, the rankings produced by the two 
methods are also very consistent for the small group of SMSA's, with the 
rank-order correlation coefficient being greater than 0.95 for the four 
quality of life components. For the environmental component, the 
coefficient is 0.82. 
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CHAPTER VII I 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The practical importance of social indicators has been recognized since 
the publication of the first census, conducted for purposes of taxation 
or to determine potential. military strength. In fact, many people 
in this country would admit that the leading role played by the 
U.S. in the world economy after the Depression can be partially attri­
buted to the establishment of a system of economic indicators which 
have been constantly relied on 70 evaluate our economic performance 
and to help guide our economy • .!. The ideal to be sought in this 
country is not a planned society but a continuously planning society 
in which integration and equilibrium are produced by groups and in­
dividuals undergoing a continual process of reviewing the past, 
adjusting the present and planning for the future. Our ability to 
evaluate what we have done, and to plan ahead, is dependent on our 
ability to assess how we are relative to how we were. To enhance 
the ability, the President's Science Advisory Committee in 1962, called 
for the systematic collection of basic behavioral data for the United 
States--the data that are comparab~l' systematic and periodically 
gathered, organized, and analyzed.-

Last year, Social Indicators 1973 was published. It is "a book of 
statistics, the first of its kind to be published by the Federal 
Government. It contains a collection of statistics selected and or­
ganized to describe social conditions and trends in the United 
States.'~/ The major criticisms of this book of statistics are the 
lack of interpretative text, the concentration on output measures, 

!/ For instance, see Raymond Bauer, "Social Indicators and Sample 
Surveys, 11 in Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 30, No. 3 (Fall 1966, 
pp. 339-352). 

JJ President's 
Sciences: 
ton D .C., 

Science Advisory Committee, Strengthening the Behavioral 
Statement by the Behavioral Science Subpanel (Washing­
April 20, 1962). 

'J./ Daniel Tunstall, Social Indicators 1973 (Washington, D.C.: Office 
of Management and Budget, 1974). 
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and the ambiguity among objectives--whether for goal setting or for 
policy implementation, for government or for general public informa­
tion.~/ 

This present study provides not only a set of comprehensive economic, 
political, environmental, health and education, and social quality of 
life indicators for all 243 SMSA's in the U.S., but also a theoretical 
framework in which the interwoven relationships among individuals and 
the institutions in the community can be objectively measured, evalu­
ated and analyzed. The ultimate objective of this study is, naturally, 
to stimulate actions toward the improvement of the overall quality of 
life for all people. The report represents a first step by identifying 
potential weaknesses and strengths for all the metropolitan areas in 
this country. 

An economic production model has been developed in this study. The 
quality of life for any individual is conceptually viewed in the model 
as an output produced by variable combinations of both psychological 
and physical inputs that the individual can normally exchange with, 
or acquire from, others in his community. Therefore, the quality of 
life that each individual perceives is assumed to be directly depen­
dent on his capability constraints to exchange and to acquire, which 
vary from place to place and from time to time. For policy decision 
makers who attempt to maximize the quality of life output for all con­
stituents collectively, however, the major concern is how to improve 
an individual's capability by shifting the constraint curve outward to 
the right. 

To measure objectively the output level of quality of life as sub­
jectively perceived by an individual, we may start with the input 
measures, since the optimum level of quality of life is produced only 
by combining both the physical and psychological inputs in such forms 
as to locate the tangency point between the iso-quality and the 
capability constraint curves. Without an extensive survey of attitudes 
among the individuals under study, it is very difficult for anyone 
even to attempt to quantify, much less to actually measure, the number 
of psychological inputs employed in the quality of life production. 

fl/ For various critics, see Roxann Van Dusen, "Problems of Measure­
ment in Areas of Social Concerns," Monthly Labor Review 
(September 1974), pp. 7 and 8; and Richard Taeuber, "Social In­
dicators and Policy Making, 11 Proceedings of the American 
Statistical Association, Social Statistics Section (1974). 
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Nevertheless, it is much less difficult to attempt to measure the 
physical inputs used in the quality of life production if we assume 
that the psychological inputs are constant over time. Although it is 
more complicated to measure the physical input for a community than 
for a person at a particular point in time, the quality of life out­
put measured for a community by this particular approach tends to be 
more informative and reliable than for any individual because of the 
collective nature and the common law of large numbers. In addition, 
the assumption of constant psychological input for a community on the 
whole is more realistic and less rejectable than for any individual. 

In social statistics, as in economic and political statistics, atten­
tion has been traditionally focused on the state of the nation as a 
whole. Although it is very important to have the aggregate national 
statistics such as the Gross National Product for national policy and 
decision making, the aggregate statistics and national averages fail 
to reveal the regional and local situations, and hence, overlook the 
extremes. Yet regional variations in social, economic, political, and 
environmental conditions are critical issues of our national problems 
today. For instance, regional migration has been found to be more 
responsive to the quality of life indicators than to the conventionally 
assumed determinant--income or employment.1/ 

Based on the preceding rationale and in full awareness of the mounting 
needs for the social indicators with which to determine priority, define 
targets, and assess performance, this metropolitan quality of life com­
parison study was originated. The quality of life indexes that this 
study developed for the Standard Statistical Metropolitan Areas (SMSA's) 
actually represent physical input indicators in these areas. The 
variations among the indexes so constructed may reflect the quality of 
life variations only by assuming a constant level of psychological in­
puts throughout the SMSA's in the country. Interpretations of the re­
sults shown in the study have to be given with care~ and the users of 
this study are urged to be fully aware of the weakness and limitations 
of this type of descriptive analysis, and the definitions, methodology, 
and data sources used. 

2_/ See Ben-Chieh Liu, "Net Migration Rate and the Quality of Life," 
Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 57, No.3 (August 1974). 
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Incorporating some 123 factors and variables which are of substantial 
influence upon the objective quality of life or can most represent 
the physical inputs to the production of the basic quality of life, 
the level of quality of life in the 243 SMSA's in this country in 1970 
was measured through the five different quality of life components-­
economic, political, environmental, health and education, and social. 
The economic component consists of factors representing individual 
economic well-being as well as community economic health. The politi­
cal component consists of variables relating to individual politi-
cal activities, local government professionalism and performance, and 
welfare assistance. The environmental component comprises quality 
measures of all types of pollution (air, water, noise, visual, and 
solid waste) and natural environment (climatological data and parks, 
trails, and recreational areas). The health and education component 
includes indicators of individual health and education attainment, and 
community educational investment and medical care provision. The social 
component encompasses the ratings of individual equality and individual 
concerns plus the level of community living conditions. 

The 243 SMSA's were divided into three groups--large, medium, and small. 
According to the 1970 population, there are 65 large SMSA's with a popu­
lation over 500,000, 83 medium SMSA's (200,000 to 500,000), and 95 small 
SMSA's with population less than 200,000, Based on 1970 data, the 
composite indexes were developed and constructed for the five quality of 
life components for each of the 243 SMSA's individually. 

The composite indexes were constructed on the basis of the group means , 
and hence,are in relative terms. The value of the composite indexes 
for any special component is of importance only relative to its group 
mean value. The relative composite indexes are meaningful only when 
comparisons are made among members within the same group. Intergroup 
comparisons should be interpreted with caution. Bearing in mind those 
characteristics of the composite indexes, the indexes themselves are 
then considered as cardinal rather than ordinal. In other words, if an 
SMSA has an index two times as large as that for another SMSA in the 
same group for the same component, the quality of life in the former 
SMSA may be interpreted as twice as good as that in the latter SMSA. 
However, since the index value depends ~ntirely upon the structure of 
the model and the factor weights expressed in the model, it is safe to 
consider the composite indexes as ordinal. Given the indexes and the 
means (x) and standard deviations (s) of the indexes in the same group, 
the quality of life of the ll1SA 1 s were then identified to be either out­
standing (A), excellent (B), good (C), adequate (D), or substandard (E). 
The empirical findings of the quality of life enjoyed by residents in 
different SMSA's by the quality of life component are sunnnarized in the 
following tables. 
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TABLE 16 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEXES AND RATINGS IN LARGE SMSA'S 

!ConOlliC 

I, Akron, Ohio 
2, Albony•Schonecudy· 

Troy, N.Y. 
3. Allontown·llethlehe11• 

!••ton, P•.-N.J. 
4. AQ1he im-Santa An•-

carden Crove, Ca. 
S. Atlanta, ca. 
6, Baltimore, Hd. 
7. Btnlllngh.,., Al•. 
8, Boston, H•••. 
9. B<Jlhlo, II.~, 

10. Clilugo, Ill, 

11. Clncinnotl, Chto·lty'.· 
Ind. 

12. C!evelond, <iiio 
J), CcJumbu11, Cflio 
14. 0.1111, Texa1 
1). Dayton, Ohio 
16. Denver, Colo, 
17. Dotrott, Htch, 
18. Fort LOuderdo!e· 

Hollywood, Tio. 
19. Fort Worth, Tex11 
20. Cny·H•amond-Eut 

Chlc•go, Ind. 

21. 
22. 

Cron<! R•pid•, Hlch. 
Creen1boro-Wi nit on· 

1.1786 

1.3286 

1.4286 

l, 1786 
2 .4714 
I. 3429 
1.0~ 

1.1786 
1.8357 
2. 3643 

2.3429 
2 .5143 
I. 78S7 
2. 7571 
2 .1214 
!.8JS7 
1.8929 

2. 3143 
2.4786 

I. 3929 

2 .2643 

Sala· High Point, N.C. l. IS71 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29, 
30. 

Hartford, Conn. 2.03S7 
Hcnolulu, H•w;•ll 1,1357 
Houlton, Tex11 2. 7000 
lndl•napolia, Ind. 2,S!43 
Jackaonvll lo, Flo. 0.8929 
Jeruy City, R.J. 0,S8S7 
Xanau City, Ho.·ICa. !.68S7 
Loi Angelea-Long 

31. Loulavll le, Ky. -Ind. 
32. Hemphh, Te11n.-Ark, 
33. Hlaml, Fla. 
34. "MUwaukee, Wh. 
JS. H!nneapolla·St. Poul, 

Minn, 
36. N11hville·David1on. 

Tenn. 
37. ~wOt'l~ant, La. 
38, New York, N.Y. 
39. llevark, N.J. 
40. Norfolk·Port1mouth, V•. 

2 .om 

1.9071 
0.9'29 
1.2857 
2.1786 

1.9357 

l, 7286 
o. 7857 
1.9500 
1,2571 
0.8500 

c 

D 

0 

B 

A 
D 

E 
c 
A 

" " c 

" 
c 
B 

A 
A 

D 

B 

I 
II 
I 
A 
A 
r; 
r; 
c 

.B 
! 
D 
B 

c 
'E 

D 
E 

Pollttcol 

2.6319 

3. 7431 

2.4792 

3,0486 
l .87SO 
2. 5278 
1.6944 
3.3889 
3.8819 
2.9653 

2 .8403 
2. 7847 
3.0208 
1.4653 
2. S625 
3.0903 
3.2222 

2. !319 
I. 7986 

2 .2778 

3.6319 

1,8333 
3 .6181 
2 .1458 
1.9167 
2 .4236 
I. 7569 
2.1250 
2.0486 

2.S278 

2 .3403 
1.8264 
!. 9097 
3.2708 

3.4722 

2 ,0833 
!.5625 
2.2014 
2.9931 
!. 9306 

c 

A 

c 

E 
c 
r; 
A 

" 

B 
c 

E 
c 

B 

D 
! 

D 

A 

E 
A 
D 
E 
D 
E 
D 
D 

c 

D 
E 
E 
A 

A 

D 

E 
D 
B 
! 

EnvtromMnt•l 
~ Rat In& 

-0. 9667 

-1.2917 

-0.6167 

-1.0500 
-1.2833 
-1.2667 
-1.4250 
-1.2500 
-1.2000 
-1.8167 

-1.0333 
-1.4250 
-1.0917 
-o. 9083 
·1.3167 
-0.9917 
-1. 7250 

·l.0833 
-0 .8583 

-1.1750 

-1.0333 

-1.3000 
-1.1250 
-0 .4583 
-1.0000 
-1,5250 
-1.2500 
·I .0167 
·1.1250 

-1.0583 

-1.4167 
·1.2083 
-0.4167 
-1.0417 

-0.9000 

•I .0833 
-l.2667 
-1.3333 
-1.2000 
-0.8667 

212 

c 

D 

A 

c 
D 
D 
E 
D 
D 

E 

c 
! 
c 

D 
c 
E 

c 

D 

c 

D 
c 

" c 
I 
D 
c 
c 

c 

E 
D 
A 
c 

c 
D 

D 
D 

B 

Hoa I th and Edu<lt Ion 

1.12 50 

!. 8625 

0.3875 

2.0125 
0.8375 
0.3625 

-0.0250 
2.0!2S 
1.4250 
0.662S 

0,6250 
1.0875 
1.4875 
o. 7625 
1.0625 
2.SOOO 
0.9625 

0.2000 
0.3500 

o. 7000 

1.5375 

0.1000 
2 .2 7SO 
!. S37S 
1.0875 
0.6500 
0.1125 

·0,52SO 
!.112S 

I. 7375 

0.3125 
0.6125 
0.6000 
I. 7000 

2 .2375 

0,637S 
0.42SO 
1.2125 
I. 2625 
0.062S 

c 

D 

A 
D 
D 
E 
A 

D 

D 
c 

D 
c 
A 
c 

E 
D 

D 

a 

E 
A 

c 
D 
E 
E 
c 

g 

D 
D 

D 
D 

c 
c 
E 

Soehl 

0 .183S 

O.S836 

0.2173 

0.4762 
0.2806 
0.1392 
0.0931 
0.6036 
0.7019 
0.3056 

0.0711 
o. 5837 
0.7611 
0.4585 
0.3421 
0.9604 

-0.0248 

0.5823 
0.4372 

0.2106 

0,S527 

0.2337 
0.5981 
0.4496 
0,5573 
0.4303 
0.3169 

·0. !694 
0.8089 

0,8315 

0.2603 
0.1198 
o. 7634 
0.8453 

0.8329 

o. 7218 
0.1783 
0.5179 
0.1000 
0.2507 

B 

D 

c 
D 
E 
~ 

B 
B 
D 

E 

8 

c 
D 
A 

E 

c 

D 

c 

D 
B 

c 
c 
c 
D 

E 
A 

D 

E 

B 
A 

B 

E 
c 
E 
D 

Ov~r•11 

0. 9705 

l .24S2 

• 7792 

!. 3332 
.8362 
.6211 
• 2775 

1.1867 
!. 3289 

.8962 

.9692 
1.1090 
1.1929 

.9070 

.9544 
1.4789 

.8656 

.829G 

.8412 

.6813 

I. 3906 

.4046 
1.4804 

• 9621 
l .OS23 

.8986 

.3658 

.1999 

.9061 

1.2177 

.6807 

.4587 

.8284 
1.3906 

1.5157 

.8176 

.3370 

.9097 

.8825 

.4454 

c 

D 

B 
0 
D 

B 

c 

c 

B 

c 
c 
A 
D 

D 

D 

D 

E 
A 
c 
c 
c 
E 

c 

D 

E 
D 
A 

A 

D 
t 
c 
D 
E 



TABLE 16 (Concluded) 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEXES AND RATINGS IN LARGE SMSA'S 

41. nklsh0<0• City, Okla. 
~:. {~111hs, t-:cbraskn-loW'& 

G ). PDtl'n~on-Cl i fton-

Pttssatc. N.J. 
t.4. Phi ladclphia, Pe.-N . .I. 

4~. Pho<'nix, ,\rlz. 
46. Pittsbuq~h, Pa. 
41. r .. :>rtland, OrC"g,-Wssh. 

48. Provldcncc-Pewtuckct-
~Arvick, K.1.-Hass. 

49. Richtr.ond, Va. 

SO. HClchcstcr, ?'LY. 

)1. 
52. 
53. 
S4. 

55. 

56. 

SecrAmcnto, Cs, 
St. Louis, Ho.-Ill. 
Snit t..akP City, l't11h 
San 1\nt"nio, Texas 

San Bcrnadtno-Rivcrs!.dc­
Ontnrto, Cs. 

San Diego, Ce. 
57. San franclsco-

Ook land, Ca. 
SS. San Jos<', Cn. 

59. Scattle-Evc-rctt, Wa. 

60. Spr!ngf!cld-Ch!c<>pcc­
Ho lyokc, Ma:ris. ·Conn. 

61. Syracuse, I'\. Y. 
62. Tampa-St. Petersburg, 

Fl•. 
63. Toledo, Ohio-H!ch. 
64. \.:sshlngton, D.C.-Md,­

Va, 
65. Youngstown-Warren, 

Cliio 

[('On~lc 

2. l 143 
i. 2 7S6 

l. 93 57 
0. 9 500 
l. 2 786 
l. 5929 
2. 6 786 

1.0786 
2.3357 
2 .3214 

1. 5929 
2.0357 
l. 3714 
o. 7857 

1.2000 
l. 8786 

1.8357 
1. 7500 
2 .1071 

1.1357 

1.2071 

I. 6214 
2 .1714 

I. 85 71 

1.5857 

Mean (x) = I. 7}90 
Standard Deviation (s) • .5475 
A a ()Jtstsndin& (::.? X + s) 

B - Excellent (x + .28s "' 8 < x + B) 
C = Cood (x - .28s < C <. x + .28s) 
0 a Adequate (X - s < 0 ~ i - .28s) 
E • Substandard (~ i - s) 

B 
B 

!I 

E 
D 

c 
A 

E 

A 

A 

c 

D 

E 

0 
c 

c 
c 
B 

E 

D 

c 
B 

c 

D 

Poll t le.al 

2 .8056 
2. 5833 

l .8542 
2 .4306 
1. 9097 
3.1181 
), 5486 

) . 034 7 
2.4722 
3. 6667 

3.6161 
2. 5833 
3. 3542 
I. 3403 

2. 6944 
3.1 lll 

2. 9444 
2. 9167 
3. 034 7 

2. 666 7 

J. 6458 

l. 9514 
3.0278 

2 .3403 

2. 7222 

2.6219 
0.6466 

E 

D 

B 

A 

B 

c 
A 

A 

A 
E 

/, 

E 

Envl ronment a 1 

-0.8250 
-1.3083 

-1.0000 
-1.0250 
-0. 5917 
-1.8667 
-0.6500 

-o. 7667 
-1.1333 
-0. 7000 

-0.2000 
-1. 5833 
-1.0250 
-0.8331 

-0,4750 
-o. 5333 

-0. 7000 
-0.5333 
-0.2667 

-0.6167 

-1.1500 

-1.0583 
-1.1833 

-0.8333 

-0.9667 

LJ.0)42 
0.3452 
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B 
D 

c 
c 
A 
E 

A 

A 

8 

A 
A 

B 

A 
A 

A 

D 

c 
D 

B 

c 

Health and Education 

l. 3750 
l. 7500 

1.4625 
o. 3000 
l .6000 
0.7875 
2. 1375 

-0.1750 
0.4500 
2. 0000 

2 .187 5 
0. 562 5 
2. 5625 
0.2875 

I. 362 5 
l.8125 

2. 37 50 
2. 72 50 
2. 262 5 

0. 7000 

1.8500 

0 .0000 
0. 937 5 

2.1000 

0 .637 5 

1.1252 
0. 7868 

B 
B 

B 

E 

D 
A 

E 
D 
A 

A 
D 

A 
E 

s 
B 

A 

A 
A 

0 

E 
c 

A 

D 

Social 

0. 8852 
0. 9966 

o. 1371 
0.2234 
0,7246 
0.3510 
1.0273 

O. lW6 
0.1123 
0.2196 

0.9576 
0.1583 
0.5728 
0.2463 

0. 6042 
o. 9020 

0.8189 
0.7364 
1.0144 

0.4634 

0 .6157 

0. 5526 
o. 5617 

0 .6848 

0.3634 

0.4809 
o. 2928 

A 

A 

E 

D 

B 
D 

A 

E 

E 

D 

D 

3 

A 

A 
8 

A 

c 

c 
c 

D 

Ovf'r,1 I I 

l. 2 710 
1.2600 

. 8779 

. 5758 

.9842 
• 7966 

l. 7484 

.6664 

.8474 
l. 5015 

1. 6312 
• 7 513 

1.3672 
.3653 

1.0772 
1.4342 

l .4548 
l. 5190 
1.6304 

.8698 

1.2337 

. 6134 
l. 1030 

l. 22 98 

.8684 

. 9865 

. 3688 

B 

0 
f: 

c 
D 

A 

n 
D 

A 

A 
D 

A 

c 
A 

A 

A 

A 

D 

E 

D 



66. Albuquerque, N.H. 
67. Ann Arbor, Mich. 
68. Applcto11-0shkosh, 1119. 
69. Augu~ta, Go.-5.C. 
70. Austin, Texas 
71. Bakorsf!old, Cs, 

72. Baton Rouge, La. 
73, Bcaumont .. Port Ar 1:hur­

Orongc, Texas 
1i.. Blnghomton, N.Y.-Pa. 
7 5. Bridseport, Conn. 

76. Cant~n. Cfilo 
17. Chadcston, s.c. 
78. Charleston, Y'. Va. 
79. Charlotte, N.C. 
80. Chattanooga, Tcnn.-Ga. 
8t. Colorado Sprlngs, Colo. 
82. Columbia, S.C. 
83. Columbus, Ga.-Ah. 
84, Corpus Chrlsti, Texas 
85. Davenport-Rock Island-

Mol ine, love· I 11. 

86. Des Hoines, Jova 
81. Duluth-Superior, Minn.-

Wis. 
88, El Peso, Texas 
89. Erie, Pa. 
90. £ugene, Oregon 
91. Evansville, tnd.-l<y. 
92. roye t tevl 1 le, N, C. 
93. Flint, Mich. 
94. Fort \Jayne, Ind. 
95. Frc9no, Ca. 

96. Crccnvll le, S.C. 
97. Homtlton-Middleton, 

Chlo 
CJ8. Harrisburg, Pe. 
CJ9. Huntington-Ashland, 

II. va.-Ky.-ailo 
100. Huntsville, Ala. 
101. Jackson, Miss. 
102. Johnsto\o'n, Pa. 
103. Kalomazoo, Mlch. 
104.. Knoxvl1le, Tenn. 
105. Lancaster, P&. 

TABLE 17 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEXES AND RATINGS IN MEDIUM SMSA'S 

Economic 

1.8571 
2 .1429 
2 .4214 
0,9571 
I. 7857 
l .2t43 
I .4143 

I. 7214 
l. 7071 
l ,8071 

2 .1643 
0.9643 
1.2714 
1.6643 
I. 3214 
1.5714 
1.4286 
1.0786 
l.9000 

2 .0286 

2.2500 

1.4000 
o. 9643 
1.6500 
2 .2000 
I. 9143 
0.664) 
2 .0000 
2. 9500 
1.0214 

1. 5643 

2 .0071 
1. 5643 

1.1643 
1.6071 
1 .3929 
1.1786 
2. 542 9 
I. 7214 
1.8357 

8 

A 
A 
E 
c 
D 
D 

c 
c 
8 

A 
E 
D 
c 
D 
c 
D 

E 
8 

B 

A 

D 

E 
c 
A 
B 
E 

A 
E 

c 

8 
c 

c 
D 

E 
A 
c 

Political 

3.1111 
2. 5764 
3. 6528 
2 .111 l 
2. 3125 
3.1667 
2. 39 58 

2 .0833 
3.4375 
3.3681 

2. 7708 
1.6458 
3.2431 
I. 9028 
2 .3889 
2 .3333 
I. 5764 
l.6319 
I. 5000 

2 .6528 

3.3333 

3. 7292 
I. 6944 
2 .8681 
3.5000 
3.2500 
1. 6042 
3.2917 
3.3750 
3.0000 

1.6944 

2.3542 
2 .4514 

2 .4931 
2, 1042 
1.6944 
2. 937 5 
3. 5069 
2 .4236 
2 .1806 

8 

c 
A 
D 
D 

D 

n 
A 

A 

c 
E 
A 
E 
D 
D 
E 

E 
E 

c 

A 

A 
E 
B 
A 
A 
E 
A 
A 
B 

E 

D 
D 

c 
D 

E 

B 

A 

D 
D 

Envi ronmente 1 

Y.!.!.!!.! Rat Ing 

-1.2750 
-o. 9083 
-0.9417 
-1. 0583 
-1.0583 
-0.6167 
-l.0583 

-0.9!03 
-1.0583 
-0.8083 

-1.1917 
-l.2417 
-l .3000 
-1.3917 
-l.0917 
-1.1333 
-1.4750 
-1.2250 
-0.3917 

-0.6000 

-0. 9583 

-0.5333 
-1.0417 
-0.8917 
-0.5833 
-o. 9750 
-1. OJ,17 

-1.0083 
-0.9417 
-0.2833 

-l.1917 

-0 .8500 
-0.8583 

-1.5750 
-1. 2000 
-1.0917 
-1. 2083 
-0.8583 
-0. 7583 
-1.0250 
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E 
c 
c 
D 
D 
A 
D 

c 
D 

D 
D 
E 
E 
D 
D 
E 

D 
A 

A 

c 

A 
c 
c 
A 
c 
c 
c 
c 
A 

D 

E 
D 
D 

D 

c 

He• I th and Educ at Ion 
Value Rat Ing 

2 .2000 
2 .4250 
1.8625 
o. 3250 
I. 7250 
0. 9250 
I. 7250 

0.9000 
I. 9375 
1.4625 

0.6500 
0.0875 
0.6500 
1.1125 
0.1750 
1.4750 
0.5875 
0.1000 
0.8000 

0.5000 

I. 7750 

I. 537 5 
l.2875 
1.0125 
2.2875 
o. 7375 
0.3625 
1.1250 
1.3000 
l.4500 

-0.1875 

1.1500 
0.9875 

0.0750 
1.2500 
0. 8500 
0.5125 
1.6375 
0. 9750 
0. 587 5 

A 
A 
A 
E 
8 
c 

c 
A 

0 
E 
0 

c 
E 
B 
D 

E 
D 

D 

A 

B 
B 
c 
A 
D 

E 
c 
B 

8 

c 
c 

E 
c 
0 

D 
B 
c 
D 

Social 

0.4704 
1.0205 
1.1075 
0.0539 
o. 7041 
0. 2502 
0. 5199 

0,4404 
0.6848 
0. 5826 

o. 3160 
·0.1268 
0.3726 
o. 5993 
0.0014 
o. 8953 
0.0657 

-0.0701 
. 0.4818 

o. 5864 

l.)l 97 

1.0333 
0.4601 
0.5385 
l.2617 
0.4387 
0.0068 
0. 5172 
0.8673 
0. 6579 

0.1535 

0.2516 
0.4825 

0. 0780 
-0.1153 
0.0691 
0. 366 7 
0.8011 
0.2258 
0.1355 

c 
A 
A 
E 

D 
c 

c 
8 
c 

D 

D 

E 

A 
E 
E 
c 

c 

A 

A 
c 
c 
A 

c 
E 
c 
A 

D 

D 
c 

E 
E 

E 

D 

D 
E 

OV•ra 11 

1.2727 
1.4513 
I. 6205 

.4778 
1.0938 

. 9979 
• 9993 

.8374 
l.3417 
l. 2824 

.9419 

.2658 

.84 74 

. 7774 

.5590 
1.0283 

.4366 

.3031 

.8580 

l.0336 

1.5439 

1.4333 
.6729 

1.0355 
l. 7332 
1.0731 
.3!92 

1.1851 
l .5101 
l. l 692 

.4066 

.9826 

. 9255 

.4471 

. 7272 

.5819 
• 7 57t. 

I. 5260 
. 9175 
. 7429 

B 

A 

B 

c 
c 

D 
B 

B 

c 

D 

E 
c 
E 
E 
D 

c 

A 

A 
D 
c 
A 

c 
E 
B 

A 

c 
c 

D 

E 

A 

c 
D 



TABLE 17 (Concluded) 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEXES AND RATINGS IN MEDIUM SMSA'S 

106. Len•lng, Hlch. 
IOI. Llls Vcit•s, Nev. 
IOIL l.e"'·rence-Hsvethil J, 

Ha•s.-N.11. 
1oq. l.ittl~ Rock-North 

Little Rock, Ark. 
110. Lornln·F.lyrla, Ohio 
Ill. Lowc-11, Hass. 

112. Macon. Gs. 
113. Madison, Wis. 

II~. :-lohlle, Ale. 
11~. Muntgofl'lery, Ale. 

I lb. New Haven, Conn. 

l 17. llew London·\.toton­
No<"lch. Conn. 

118, Newport News -Hernpton, 

Va. 
119. Orlando, Fla. 
120. Oxnard .. Venture, Ca. 
121. Pensacola, Fla. 
!?2. Peoria, I!l. 
\23. l\alcigh, !l.C. 
124. Reading, Pa. 
12 S. Rockford, 111. 

126. Saglna..,, Mich. 
127. SslJn111s-nonterey, Ca. 
Ji8. Santa Barbara, CR. 
129. Santa JtosD, Ca. 

130. Scranton, Ps. 
131. Shreveport, La. 

132. South B<>nd, Ind. 
133. Spokane, \lash. 
1)4, Stamford, Conn. 
13S. Stockton, Ca. 

136. Tacoma, wash. 
137. Trenton, N.J. 
138. Tucson, Ariz. 
139. Tulso, Okla. 
140. Utlco-Romc, ll."i. 
11.i. V• l lejo-Napa, Ca. 
Jt.2. \.:atcfbut')', Conn. 
IG3. \lest Palm Besch, Fis. 
)41., \.lichita, 'Kansas 

IG5. ll!lkes-Bnrre-
Hazelton, Pa. 

1G6. llilrnlngton, De 1.­
N.J .-Md. 

147, \.JoTcester, Mass. 

148. York, Pa. 

Economic 

2.0929 
l. 6786 

1.8000 

1.4000 
l. 9643 
l. 4571 
0.93S7 
l.78S7 
l. lJG3 
0. 7500 

2.0429 

I. 33S 7 

l.321G 
l.4 500 
1.3929 
1.1857 
2.4071 
1.8214 
1.6714 
2.2071 

2.4071 
1.1857 
1.6786 
1.6000 
I .4 786 
1.5071 
2. 7000 
1 • 5214 
2.4714 
1.6071 

1.1500 
1.3000 
1.2000 
2,4429 
l. 278& 
l. 5786 
2.1429 
2.4786 
2. 1714 

1.4500 

1.6786 
1.6643 
l. 9643 

H••n Ii) • 1. 6691 
Standard Deviation (s) • 0.4695 
A • Outstsndln& (>. i +a) 
~ • Excellent (x + • 28s s B < x + s) 
C • Good (x - , 28s ,- G < ii + • 28s) 
D • Adequate (i - s ~ D ~ i • .28s) 
E • Substandard (x - s) 

B 
c 

c 

0 
B 
0 

E 

c 
E 
E 

B 

D 

I) 

I) 

I) 

E 
A 
!I 
c 
A 

A 
E 

c 
c 
0 
0 
A 
0 
A 

c 

E 
D 
0 
A 
D 

c 
A 
A 
A 

D 

c 
c 
B 

Political 

3 .3194 
2 .3403 

3.1319 

l. 7917 
2.G792 
2. 9653 
1. 5417 
3.50&9 
I. 7708 
!. 9722 

3.3056 

2.8264 

2.0347 
2.4722 
2.8611 
2.0000 
2.6528 
2 .4306 
2.3958 
2.5972 

2. 7222 
2 .0694 
3.4444 
3.3194 
3.0625 
I. 9514 
3.3264 
3.0694 
2,9097 
2 .8542 

2.2014 
2.7500 
2.3264 
2.6736 
3 .2222 
2 .6111 
3.3889 
2 .3542 
3.0764 

2.7431 

2 ,8472 
3.0000 
2.0903 

2.62'.l6 
0,5970 

A 
0 

E 

c 

E 

A 

E 
E 

A 

B 

0 
c 
B 
E 

c 
D 
0 
c 

c 
0 

A 
A 

B 

E 

A 
B 

B 

B 

D 

c 
D 

c 
A 
c 
A 
D 
B 

c 

B 

B 
D 

En vi ronmenta 1 

Value Rating 

-0.9417 
-0.3417 

-o.&sn 

-1.1917 
-1.1750 
-0.8833 
-1. 22 so 
-0.9063 
-1.4917 
-1.2500 

-0.8750 

-0.8750 

-0.6417 
-1.1063 
-0.6000 
-1.2250 
-1.0750 
-1.1750 
-1.1500 
-0.7000 

-0. 9250 
-0.3000 
-o.5667 
-0.8833 
• l. 3083 
-1.4083 
-!.0417 
-1.0167 
-0.7083 
-0.87SO 

-0.0667 
-0.6583 
-0.8833 
-!.62SO 
-0.9417 
-0.8500 
-0- 7833 
-I.3583 
-1.0250 

-1.2333 

-o. 7917 
-0.9000 
-1.1833 

-0.9700 
0.2963 

215 

c 
A 

ll 

D 
D 
B 

D 
c 
E 
0 

B 

B 

A 
D 

A 
D 

D 

D 

D 

c 
A 
A 
B 
E 
E 

c 
c 
B 

8 

A 

A 
B 
E 
c 

8 

E 
c 

0 

B 

c 
D 

Health and F:d11catton 

2.4250 
0. 8250 

1.3750 

o. 7750 
o. 7000 
1.3750 
0 .062 s 
2. 92 so 
0.0250 

-0.0250 

J.462 5 

0 .8250 

0. S62S 
0. 5375 
1. 712S 
0.5500 
0.7500 
1.4375 
0.2750 
0.8125 

0.7750 
2. 0750 
2.3750 
1.4000 
o. 3250 
0 .B62S 
1.1375 
l. 5875 
2 .3500 
I. 262 s 

0 .8000 
0.937S 
2 .17 50 
1.2750 
1.2625 
I. 37 50 
0.7125 
0.6875 
1.82 so 

0.2125 

l. !ODO 
0.9125 
0.3125 

1. 0799 
0.6727 

A 

D 

0 
D 

B 
E 
A 
E 

E 

B 

D 

D 
D 

B 
D 

D 

B 

E 
D 

D 
A 

A 
B 
f; 

D 
c 
B 
A 
c 

D 
c 
A 

c 
8 
D 
D 

A 

E 

c 
c 
E 

Social 

0. 7408 
o. 8404 

0.6545 

0.3733 
0. 352 3 
0.5119 
0.0200 
1.2014 

-0.2661 
-0.lllG 

0.6692 

0.5058 

0 .3679 
0.3552 
0.4437 
0 .0217 
0.5174 
0.3074 
0. 2705 
0.5126 

0. 3535 
0.6651 
0.9701 
o. 7239 
0. 5358 
0.1250 
0.6098 
1.1078 
0.8212 
0.6136 

0.9543 
0.3168 
o. 5731 
0. 5416 
0.448S 
0.6496 
0.4734 
0.7189 
1.1741 

0.1482 

0.3135 
0.9578 
0.1015 

0.4901 
0. 35 IS 

B 

8 

D 

D 

c 
E 
A 

E 
E 

c 

D 
D 
c 
E 
c 
D 
D 

c 

D 
8 

A 
B 
c 
E 
B 

A 

B 
a 

A 

D 
c 
c 
c 
8 

c 
B 

A 

0 

D 
A 

E 

Oven\\ 

I. S2 7 3 
l. 0685 

l.2556 

. 6297 

.8642 
I. 08S2 

. 2670 
I. 7021 

• 2305 
.2672 

I. 3210 

. 9236 

. 7290 

. 7413 
1.1620 

. 506 5 
!. 0505 

.9644 

.692S 
1.0859 

1.0666 
1.1390 
1.5803 
l.2320 
.818 7 
.6075 

1.3464 
1.2539 
l. S688 
1.092 5 

1.0078 
. 9292 

I .0782 
I .0616 
l .OS40 
1.0729 
1.1869 

• 9762 
1.4444 

.6641 

1.0295 
1.1269 

.6571 

0.9781 
0. 3649 

A 

c 

D 
D 
8 

E 
A 

E 

E 

B 

c 

D 
D 
B 

E 
c 
c 
D 

8 

c 
8 

A 

B 
D 
E 
A 
B 
A 
B 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
8 
c 
A 

D 

c 

D 



14Y. Ahllene, Texaa 
150. Albany, Ga. 
tSl. Altoona, Pe, 
IS:?. Amarl \lo, Texas 
lSJ. Anderson, Ind. 
154. Ashe vi Ile, N. C. 
155. Atlantic City, N. J. 
n6. Bay City, !Heh. 
157. IH \lingo, Mont. 
n8. lllloxl-Cul{pott, 111 ... 

159. Bloomington· 

Normal, 111. 
160. Boise City, lda~o 
161. Bristol, Conn, 
162. Brockton, Hau. 
163. 8rown9ville .. llarl1ngen­

San Benito, Texae 
164. Bryan-College 

Station, Texae 
165. Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
166. Champaign-Urbana, Ill. 
167. Columbia, Mo. 
168. Danbury 1 Conn. 

169. Pecatur, J 11. 
t 70, Dubuque, Iowa 
171. Purham, N. C. 
17~. Fall Rfver, Haas.­

R. 1. 
173. far go-Moorhead, 

N. Dak.-M!nn. 
111.. fitchburg-Leoninstcr, 

H.taa. 
175. Fort Smith, Ark.-

Okla. 
176. Gadsden, Ala. 
177. Gainesville, Fla. 
178. Galveston-Texas City, 

Texas 

179. Great falls, Mont. 
180, Green Say, Wi a. 
181. Jackson, Mich. 
182, Kenosha, Wta. 
183. La Crosse, ~la. 
184, l.afayette, La. 
185. La fay et te·llest 

lAfayettc, Ind. 
186. Lake Charles, La. 
187. Laredo, Tl'xaa 
188. La\lton, Okla. 

189. Lewiston-Auburn, 
Haine 

190, f.exlngton. Ky. 
19\. Lima, Ohio 
197. Lincoln, Neb. 
l<)J. Lubbock, Texas 
19'•· 1.ync:hburg, Va. 
19). Hanc:heRter, N. H. 
196. Hansf!eld, Ohio 
197. H<Allen·Pliarr-

Ed In burg, Texas 
198. Keriden, Conn. 

TABLE 18 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEXES AND RATINGS IN SMALL SMSA'S 

Economic 
.Y!J.l!! ht! ng 

l. 9214 
0.4643 
1.2143 
2. 7500 
2.3429 
l.9000 
o. 7643 
2.3071 
1.8429 
0.5857 

l.9000 
2. 385 7 
2.2571 
1.1786 

o. 2714 

1. 6643 
2.3214 
l.4786 
l.5214 
2 .1429 

2.5929 

l. 985 7 
l, 8786 

1.1214 

1. 7929 

l. 6929 

o. 9929 
o. 8429 
o. 9214 

2.1357 

0.8643 
2. 3429 
2.2143 
l. 9643 
2. I 000 
0.8500 

2 .1429 
1.lSOO 
0.0571 
0.6000 

o. 9571 
l. 9357 
1. 7071 
2. 75 71 
2. 0214 
2.0429 
2, 05 71 
2. 0214 

0.5071 
l. 9429 

B 
E 
D 
A 

E 
B 
c 
E 

c 

D 

c 
B 

D 
D 

B 

A 
B 
c 

D 

c 

c 

E 
E 

E 

E 

D 

E 

E 

B 
c 
A 
B 

.!2.1!.lli!l 
Value Ratlng 

·l.8929 
l.4008 
2. 54 76 
2. 285 7 
3 .1905 
2. 4683 
3. 3214 
3.6151 
3. 3095 
1. 9087 

2. 9246 
3:2817 
3.1349 
2. 8333 

1.2222 

2 .0714 
3.1508 
2 .087) 
2. 5 873 
3.6190 

2.6151 
3. 365 l 
2. 0317 

2. 8016 

3. 3651 

3. 3333 

1.5159 
2. 0873 
l. 7619 

2 .1706 

2. 4643 
3. 3849 
2. BJ 73 
2. 9643 
3.8016 
1. 6190 

3.0675 
l. 7976 
I. 3690 
1. 3730 

2. 8810 
2 .0516 
2. 75 79 
2. 8016 
2. 285 7 
2 .1548 
3. 3532 
2. 6071 

l. 3413 
3. 3532 

E 
E 
c 
D 
B 
c 
A 
A 
A 

E 

A 
B 
B 

E 

D 
B 
D 
c 
A 

c 
A 
D 

c 

A 

E 

E 

D 

c 
A 

B 

B 
A 

E 

B 
E 
E 
E 

B 

0 
c 
c 
D 
0 

A 

c 

A 

Envlronmenta l 
Y!.!l!! Rat Ing 

-0,0417 
0.1250 

-o. 0833 
0. 0833 

-0.0417 
0.4583 

-0,0417 

-0.3333 
-0.2917 
-0.2917 

o. 5833 
-o. 2917 

o. 9167 
0.0000 

0.4583 

-0.2083 
0.0000 

-o. 2500 
-0.2500 

0.4167 

0.5833 
o. 3 750 
0.0833 

-0.0833 

0.0000 

1.1250 

0.6250 
0. 5833 

-o. 2083 

0 .1250 

0.4583 
0. 4583 
1. 3333 

-0.0417 
o. 0000 

-0.3750 

0.0000 
-0.2917 
-o. 3333 
-0.6667 

-0. 3333 
0.0833 

-0.3750 
0.3750 

-0. 3333 
0.166 7 
o. 7083 

-0.0417 

0.0417 
1.0417 

216 

D 
c 
D 
c 
D 
B 
D 
E 
E 

E 

A 

E 
A 

D 

B 

D 

E 
E 
B 

A 

c 

D 

D 

A 

A 
A 

D 

c 

A 

0 

E 

D 
E 

E 

E 

c 
E 
B 

E 
c 
A 
D 

D 
A 

Health and Education 
Y!.!l!! Rat Ing 

0.9167 
0. 7292 
o. 2917 
I. 7292 
o. 7292 
0.8125 

-0.0417 
1. 2083 
2.0000 
l. 3125 

l. 7083 

1. '500 
l. 2917 
o. 8333 

0. 666 7 

2. 3542 
l. 3333 
2. 0000 
2. 791 7 
l.3333 

0.7292 
o. 7917 
1.5417 

0.1458 

l. 2708 

0.5833 

-0.4167 
-0. 2500 

2 .6458 

l. 3333 

1.666 7 
1.4583 
0.8125 
o. 7917 
2 .166 7 
l. 5833 

2. 2292 
o. 7708 
0.6458 
o. 9792 

-0. 3750 
1.4167 
0.3750 
2 .166 7 
1.4583 
o. 0625 
0.4583 
0. 43 75 

0.5208 
0.5167 

D 

A 

B 

c 
c 
D 

D 

A 
B 

A 

A 

8 

A 
D 

D 

E 
8 

B 

19£!!.l 
Value Rat lng 

0.5198 
0.1927 
0.4158 
0. 7387 
0.2506 
o. 226& 
0.0448 
0.3497 
1.0761 
0.2225 

0. 8250 
o. 7689 
o. 7228 
0.4370 

0.1202 

0. 2265 
0. 5359 
0.5211 
o. 7782 
0.7511 

0.6225 
0.7862 
o. 5900 

0.1497 

l.0028 

0.6858 

-0.2166 
0.0363 
0.5839 

0.3493 

0. 7 JOO 
1.1032 
0. 4319 
0. 3637 
l. 4668 
o. 2263 

0.6378 
0.3G63 

o. 2451 
0.4396 

0. 8716 
0. 3373 
0.1131 
1.1356 
0. 5378 

-0.0461 
0. 9797 
o. 3511 

0. 0489 
0.4795 

c 
D 
c 

D 
D 

A 

0 

D 

c 
c 
8 

B 

B 
c 

E 

c 

D 

A 

c 

A 

D 

c 

A 

A 

c 

A 

E 

c 

l.0418 
. 5814 
. 8172 

l. 5 \74 

I. 2943 
l. 1731 

. 8094 
l. 4294 
l. 5874 

. 74 75 

l. 5881 
1.4 789 
I. 6646 
J. 0564 

.5478 

l. 2116 
l .4&83 
1.1674 
1.485) 

l. 6526 

1.4286 
1.4607 
1.2251 

.6830 

l.&863 

l.4841 

.4981 

.6600 
1.1409 

1. l 2 78 

l. 2 Jo 7 
1. 7491 
I. 5 261 
l. 2085 
1.9070 

• 7807 

1.6155 
• 7466 
.396) 
.5450 

.8003 
1.1649 

. 9356 
l. 8472 
1. 1940 

• 8762 
I. 5113 
l. 0751 

.4920 
1.4468 

0 

£ 

B 

c 
c 

B 

£ 

A 
D 

c 
B 
c 
8 

" 

c 

A 

E 

E 
c 

c 
A 

B 

A 

E 

E 

c 

A 

c 



TABLE 18 (Concluded) 

QUALITY OF LIFE INDEXES AND RATINGS IN SMALL SMSA'S 

Econo:iilc 

!!..l!!!.~tlna 

19'1. t11Jl•"'t• Tu.a• 
200. t100 .. to. Call!. 
!01. Munt-.>•, \,.a, 

202. M.\11'Ch, 11\d. 

203. Mu•"'-•1on·Hu1k1son 
'r\r\Rht 9, M\ch. 

!Cl!.. f'a!ll1ua, lL IL 

?11'>. Nf'V Bt>tlford, 

tl'l!I!. 

?fl6. N4'Y Srltaln, Conn. 

.'07. Nor1.1alk, Conn. 
2t'lti. OJ(>ua, Texu 

2('1CJ. 1i~,lt-n, Utah 

210. <h.lf'l'\sboro. Ky. 

~ti. Pet'!nb11rg-Coloni1l 

Hl!'tghta, Va, 
211. Pint" Bluf£, Ark. 

HJ. Plttafleold, Kau. 
H4. i\lrtland, 1-lalne 

21~. Provo-t>rem, Utah 
216. Pul'blo, Colo. 
!\.7. Rat\nf', 'ol\a. 
2L8. Ren(), ~f'Vada 

219. RO.\l'\ok~. Va. 
220. Roche1tu, Htnn. 
221. St. Jo1eph, Ho. 
222. Salem, Oregon 

223. San Angelo, Texas 

2.714) 
l.7929 
l.151\ 
2. 32 86 

1.0100 
1.718& 
2.6214 
2. )114 

l.614J 

l. 7000 

1.01)1 
0.69)9 
1.8429 
1. 7'8& 
0.7071 
1.6421 
2.4H4 
2. 5071 

2 .1\4l 
I. l5 71 
2. 2100 
2.218• 
2.4214 

224. Savennah, Ca, 0.9214 

225. Sht'rm.an•Dt'niaon, 
Texas 2.n14 

226. StO\JX City, lova-
Nebr. 1, 7000 

217. Sioux ralla, S. Dak. 1.8857 
228. S~Tlngf!old, 111. 2.4&4) 

229. SpT'lngfleld, Mo. 2.4657 
230, SpT'Lnsf\e\d, Ohlo '2.0l4l 
131. Steubtnvllle·\ldt'ton, 

Ohto-IJ. Ve. 2.0143 
232. 1atlahauee, Fl&. \ .!>lSb 
233, Terre Haute, Ind. 
234. Texarkan.a, Texa11· 

Ark. 
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Since both methods of the standardized and the adjusted standardized 
scores produced highly consistent rankings with the rank-order correlation 
coefficients higher than 0.95 in all but environmental quality of life 
components, only the adjusted standardized results are presented. 

It should be noted that the summary tables include an overall quality 
of life rating. This composite index is simply the weighted average of 
the five individual components. The overall indexes are presented with 
a certain degree of hesitancy since any effort to describe the quality 
of life by a single measure may not be particularly informative and may, 
in fact, be misleading. Economists may employ the GNP to measure the 
flow of goods and services produced in any year; however, the quality 
of life is a stock concept which may only be approximated by a set of 
component indicators. It is our belief that only by looking below 
the surface--by analyzing the individual components and subcomponents-­
is it possible to determine why a metropolitan area performed the way 
it did and what the particular areas of strength and weakness are. 

The most important findings in this study and their implications are 
broadly delineated as follows: 

1. Although it is normally expected that the levels of objectively 
measured quality of life vary from region to region and from component 
to component, it is very interesting to note that only five of the 
243 SMSA's--three in the large group and two in the medium sized group-­
showed exactly the same ratings for each of the five quality of life 
components. In other words, this finding implies that in this country 
there is neither a perfect region offering the best of all quality of 
life nor a worst region suffering substandard quality of life in all 
components. Some SMSA's rated high in one or more components but 
not in others; the reverse is also true. Two important implications 
are deduced from this observation. First, for policy decision makers, 
it indicates that there is (are) always an area (or areas) requiring special 
attention and extra effort in order to balance the overall satisfaction 
in our quality of life. This study identifies the relative weaknesses 
for each SMSA in terms of quality of life components or factors. 
Secondly, for social indicator students, it points out the difficulty 
of constructing a single index to reflect the overall quality of life 
or the social well-being for a specific region at a specific point in 
time. Quality of life is a notion for multidimensional concepts. 
Thus. at the present time it is not only theoretically controversial 
to consider a sole indicator for the overall social welfare, but it 
is also empirically difficult to single out an index for the multi­
dimensional quality of life measurements, due to the lack of concensus 
in weighting among the quality of life components. 
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2. This study covering all metropolitan areas found that although the 
Pacific, the East North Central, the Mountain, and the New England 
regions had relatively more SMSA's with outstanding and excellent 
ratings than the other regions, they also had substandard areas, though 
relatively fewer in number. In contrast, the southern states did show 
relatively larger numbers of low rated EMSA's, but they also include 
some SMSA's with quality of life measures beyond the "adequate" or 
"good" category, e.g., West South Central and South Atlantic regions 
showed up fairly strong in the economic component. In other words, the 
hypothesis is inconclusive with respect to this test of regional 
differential, and much less significant in this metropolitan study than 
in an earlier state study. The implication of this is that, for urban 
policy to be efficient and effective, each SMSA must be examined 
independently and its priorities set individually. The state data 
are usually insufficient, if not misleading for providing basic policy 
guidance for SMSA action programs. 

3. It has been frequently asserted that money cannot always buy 
happiness.&/ In a like manner, many previous studies have argued that 
quality of life is not necessarily a direct function of income and 
material wealth, at least beyond a certain level of subsistence. In 
the quality of life study for all states, for instance, we found that 
some states ranked fairly high in terms of quality of life ratings, 
but had relatively low personal income per capita . ..?./ The findings of 
this metropolitan study tend to validate that conclusion in that 
SMSA's which had outstanding ratings in the economic component did not 
simultaneously have outstanding ratings in social, political, environ­
mental, and health and education components. Indeed, there are just as 
many, if not more,SMSA's with relatively high ratings in the other 
quality of life components but relatively low ratings in the economic 
components as the reversed combination. The association between 
economic component ratings and other quality of life component ratings 
is also weaker among the large SMSA's than that among the medium and 
the small SMSA's. The implication is that policies focusing on 
economic growth alone do not concomitantly guarantee the betterment of 
quality of life concerns, especially in the large SMSA's. 

&_! For instance, see R. A. Easterlin, "Does Money Buy Happiness?'1 

The Public Interest, l2_ (Winter 1973). 
Jj See Ben-chieh Liu, "Quality of Life: Concept, Measure and Results," 

The American Journal of Economics and Sociology, Vol. 34, No. 1 
(January 1975), pp. 1-13. 
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4. Despite the generally weak relationship between the economic com­
ponent and other quality of life components, the trade-off or inverse 
relationship, between economic development and environmental quality 
was highlighted in the large metropolitan areas, especially in the East 
North Central Region. This inverse relationship was not as evident in 
the medium and small SMSA's. To avoid the adverse impacts of economic 
growth on environment, or to alleviate the degree to which the trade­
offs may occur, appropriate environmental protection policies and 
careful planning for the future seem to be timely for the medium and 
small SMSA's. The large SMSA's in the Pacific, the Mountain and the 
West South Central regions showed significantly better environmental 
quality than those in other regions. 

5. The conventional statement that political quality and economic 
attributes are bound hand in hand is not strongly supported by this 
study. There is a general, positive correlation between the two on 
a geographical basis if the country is divided into two parts, 
north and south. Politically, the SMSA's in the North rated rela­
tively more favorable than those in the South. Proportionately more 
of the SMSA's surrounding the Great Lakes, in the Middle Atlantic, 
East North Central, and many in New England and the Pacific region are 
found to have outstanding political quality of life. Even though 
there is a general dividing line, the extent of quality variation 
among SMSA's, as measured by this study, is the smallest among the 
five quality of life components for all three SMSA size groups. The 
smallest quality variation implies that people in this democratic 
country enjoy on the whole, a relatively similar quality of public 
goods and services, regardless of their regional location. 

6. Most of the large and medium SMSA's in the Pacific region and 
many of the medium and small SMSA's in the West and East North Central 
regions showed either excellent or outstanding quality of life in 
health and education. Although there are only a dozen SMSA's in the 
Mountain states, more than one-half of them were ranked outstanding in 
the health and education component. The South Atlantic, Middle Atlantic 
and East South Central regions, on the other hand, lagged significantly 
in health and education quality as compared to other regions. This 
regional phenomenon is much more evident in the medium SMSA's than in 
the large and the small SMSA's. 
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This regional inequality pattern in terms of health and educational 
quality distribution deserves further attention. The coefficient of 
variation among the health and education indexes was more than twice 
as large as those among the economic, political and environmental 
indexes. The health and educational quality coefficient of variation 
among the large SMSA's (70.0 percent) is the highest among the three 
groups of cities. The coefficients for the medium and small sized 
groups are, respectively, 62.0 percent and 68.0 percent. 

The high coefficient of variation implies that there exists an 
appreciable quality variation among the SMSA's as far as the health 
and education factors are concerned. This high variation in quality, 
compounded with the pattern of geographic concentration, suggests 
that there are serious problems of human resource development in cer­
tain sections of this country. Investments in human capital which 
bring about greater mobility, better health, and higher technological 
learning capability among individuals are therefore necessary if a 

national objective is to equalize the health and educational differen­
tials both geographically and among individuals. 

7. The regional inequality pattern observed for the health and education 
component is also prevalent in the social component. Figures 5 and 
10 show an intensive concentration of high ratings in social quality 
of life in the West Coast and in the East and West North Central 
regions. For the small SMSA's, most of "A" and "B" ratings were dis­
played in the West North Central and the Mountain regions, except for 
a couple of SMSA's in New England which also demonstrated excellenc 
or outstanding quality of life in social considerations. The concen­
tration of substandard medium SMSA's in the South Atlantic and the 
East South Central regions is most striking, as shown in Figure 10. 

In addition to the regional concentration phenomenon, the quality of 
life indexes in the social component also exhibited as significant 
variations as did those in the health and education component. The 
highest coefficient of variation of the indexes was found for the 
medium size SMSA's (71.0 percent); the small SMSA's were next with 
the coefficient being 70.0 percent, and for the large SMSA's the co­
efficient was relatively smaller (61.0 percent). As discussed 
earlier, the significant variations in quality and the unequal 
geographical distribution inevitably suggest the need for appropriate 
policies, both national and regional, to cope with those factors ad­
versely affecting our social quality of life in the lagging areas. 
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In short, the findings in this study tend to indicate that the major 
disparities in quality of life are neither in the economic nor in 
the political component; rather, they are in social, health and edu­
cation and to a lesser degree, in environmental concerns. The 
geographic differentials and apparent concentrations of adverse quality 
of life conditions present special problems which warrant targeted 
policies and actions. 

8. As noted earlier, the overall QOL indexes which were simply taken 
as the average of the component indexes are presented only for the 
satisfaction of general curiosity since it is well understood that the 
overall QOL production perceived by any individual is not necessarily 
a simple, linear-additive from the five components. Nevertheless, 
scientific knowledge so far is still unable to derive a social welfare 
or utility function on which a general concensus with respect to the 
variable definition, measurement and weighting scheme can be deduced. 
As a result, the overall indexes so developed serve as no more than a 
rough QOL comparison over regions in this country, and hopefully it 
may stimulate more profound, useful research in the area of 80cial 
welfare measurements. 

Given those words of caution, it may be of interest to note that most 
of the large outstanding SMSA's are in the North and the Pacific-­
Denver, Grand Rapids, Hartford, Milwaukee, Minneapolis/St. Paul, 
Portland, Rochester, Sacramento, Salt Lake City, San Diego, San Francisco/ 
Oakland, San Jose, and Seattle/Everett, while most of the large sub­
standard SMSA's are in the South--Birmingham, Greensboro/Winston­
Salem/High Point, Jacksonville, Jersey City, Memphis, New Orleans, 
Norfolk/Portsmouth, Philadelphia, San Antonio, and Tampa/St. Petersburg. 

For the medium S1SA's, the concentration pattern differs slightly from 
the large SMSA's with most of the outstanding SMSA's in the East North 
Central region--Ann Arbor (Michigan), Appleton/Oshkosh (Wisconsin), 
Des Moines (Iowa), Duluth/Superior, Eugene (Oregon), Fort Wayne (Indiana), 
Kalamazoo (Michigan),Lansing (Michigan), Madison (Wisconsin), Santa 
Barbara (California)> South Bend (Indiana), Stamford (Connecticut), 
and Wichita (Kansas), and most of the substandard ones fall again in 
the South--Augusta (Georgia/South Carolina), Charleston (South Carolina), 
Chattanooga (Tennessee/Georgia), Columbia (South Carolina), Columbus 
(Georgia/Alabama), Fayetteville (North Carolina), Greenville (South 
Carolina), Huntington/Ashland (West Virginia/Kentucky/Ohio), Jackson 
(Mississippi), Macon (Georgia), Mobile (Alabama), Montogomery (Alabama), 
Pensacola (Florida), and Shreveport (Louisiana). 
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As far as the small SMSA's are concerned, the geographic distribution 
of the ratings tend to be less concentrated relative to the medium and 
the large SMSA's. However, there are more outstanding SMSA's in the 
East North Central than other regions and the substandard S1SA's are 
scattered in the country. The 14 outstanding SMSA's are Bristol 
(Connecticut), Danbury (Connecticut), Fargo/Moorhead (North Dakota/ 
Minnesota), Green Bay (Wisconsin), La Crosse (Wisconsin), Lafayette/ 
West Lafayette (Indiana), Lincoln (Nebraska), Norwalk (Connecticut), 
Ogden (Utah), Pittsfield (Massachusetts), Reno (Nevada), Rochester 
(Minnesota), Sioux Falls (South Dakota), and Topeka (Kansas), and the 
13 substandard SMSA's are Albany (Georgia), Atlantic City (New Jersey), 
Biloxi/Gulfport (Mississippi), Brownsville/Harlingen/San Benito 
(Texas), Fall River (Massachusetts/Rhode Island), Fort Smith 
(Arkansas/Oklahoma), Gadsden (Alabama), Lafayette (Louisiana), Lake 
Charles (Louisiana), Laredo (Texas), Lawton (Oklahoma), Lewiston/ 
Auburn (Maine), and McAllen/Pharr/Edinburg (Texas). 

Figures 16, 17, and 18 show the geographical distributions of various 
ratings for the three groups of SMSA's. 

This study represents a step forward in the social welfare arena be­
cause it theoretically developed a conceptual model for coping with 
the arguments in quality of life determination, and empirically employed 
the model to systematically quantify the varying elements of urban 
quality of life in the U.S. It also represents a monumental statis­
tical task in collecting, organizing, analyzing and presenting the 
latest quality of life factors for all of the nation's metropolitan 
areas. The comprehensive data presented in the Appendix should be 
very useful to researchers and students interested in a variety of 
cross-metropolitan studies. 

It is our hope that by describing the apparent weaknesses and strengths 
among the metropolitan areas, the findings will stimulate and aid 
decision makers at all levels in their efforts to improve the overall 
quality of life for all people in this country. 
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There is certainly no guarantee at the present early stage in this 
type of social indicator research that decision makers, public or 
private, will pay much attention to this kind of information. As 
Professor Campbell commented about our earlier state study, "The 
kinds of data considered in this monograph do not tell us directly 
how society's problems are to be solved, but they may serve a useful 
purpose in showing where the problems exist."~/ 

Other limitations of this study hinge upon the model development and 
methodology. Undoubtedly, the model can be further refine~ and the 
quality of life components can be modified and quantified in finer 
detail. For instance, actual levels of noise pollution and solid 
waste generation should be used rather than employing approximate 
indicators in the environmental component. The weakest point of this 
study, needless to say, is its failure to account for the psychological 
aspects of the individual regarding his perceptions of quality of life, 
Attitudinal surveys on a variety of aspects of quality of life eval­
uation for the metropolitan areas should strengthen the reliability 
and enrich the substance of this type of study. 

The indexes developed in this study are of use only when the SMSA's in 
the same size group are compared; intergroup comparisons among SMSA's 
with respect to their absolute index values are precluded and inferences 
can only be made on a relative basis. In order to be able to make 
intergroup comparisons between large and small, large and medium, and 
medium and small SMSA's, a similar study based on the U.S. means should 
probably be the next task. In order to complete the series of 
quality of life study for the U.S., another similar study for the 
rural counties is highly recommended. 

The model used in this study was confined i~ ~ts process of develop­
ment to the requirements that it can be employed universally, and the 
study can be updated periodically. In other words, all factors 
selected in the model are expected to have consistent empirical data 
available in the future so that the quality of life status among 
metropolitan areas can be studied intertemporally and some comparative 
static analyses can be performed. As soon as new statistical data 
become available, the study should be repeated to shed light on changes 
in quality of life among regions and to e'!aluate the impacts of 
various policies on the level of quality of life over periods of time. 

~/ See A. Campbell, ''Measuring the Quality of Life," Michigan Business 
Review, 261 (January 1974), pp. 8-10. -
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Since there are definite ~egional concentration patterns and in­
equalities in the quality of life, a more thorough investigation of 
input factors in the average or substandard regions should reveal the 
cause-effect relationships and suggest policy alternatives and 
feasible remedies. 

Within a complicated society such as we have in the United States, 
the multidimensional quality of life indicators approach seems to 
be the desirable approach. As demonstrated in this study, the direct 
social, economic, political, and environmental impacts as well as 
the cross-impacts from various quality of life factors are taken into 
account. This multidimensional analysis tends to be the fundamental 
background for contemplating, evaluating, and creating relatively 
large investment projects or making critical policy decisions. 

Specifically, at any stage of operation, it is the net change in the 
quality of life indicators which should be borne in mind, rather 
than the economic benefits and costs or other similar considerations 
alone. The externalities or social welfare elements cannot be accurately 
measured by the free market system or the price mechanism but are 
probably largely reflected in the social accounts through interaction 
of the social indicators. 

Precisely what quality of life is, no one person can interpret for 
another; but the one who lives only for himself definitely could 
not enjoy the best. The best quality of life seems to grow out of 
harmonious relationships with others, based on attitudes of goodwill, 
tolerance, understanding and love. The joy of living may temporarily 
rest on present or past glory, but it is the immersion in planning for 
the future--the living ahead of one's time--which ensures permanently 
the flourising of the joy of life. In a connnonwealth society, 
happiness does not come from doing what we like to do, but from liking 
what we have tu do! 
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APPENDIX 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

This appendix contains the data from which the five component ratings 
were made. Most of the statistics used in this study are combinations 
of two or more sets of data and are thus not readily available else­
where. The original raw data, however, were based on a number of govern­
ment documents. In addition, a Midwest Research Institute questionnaire 
was sent ta. each s-iSA to gather certain cultural and sports information 
not found in published documents. A copy of this questionnaire is 
included at the end of the Appendix. 

Tables showing all the factors used in the study constitute the major 
portion of the Appendix. Preceding the tables for each of the three 
sizes of SMSA's is a list of the three letter codes used for the 
SMSA's (e.g., AK.R is the abbrevation for Akron, Ohio). 

Collection of data for the SMSA's was limited in several instances, 
particularly for the smaller sized SMSA's and the SMSA's of the New 
England states. Since the SMSA's in New England are composed of towns 
rather than counties, whenever statistics were based upon county data 
the Standard Economic Areas (SEA's), which are composed of counties, 
were used if possible. Data for the smaller sized SMSA's (SMSA's with 
population of less than 200,000) were also limited, so certain factors 
were either eliminated~or similar, but not identical, information 
was used instead. Finally, estimations had to be made based on either 
state or neighboring SMSA data if no other data could be found. Any 
estimated data are marked in the tables by a black dot behind the figure. 

Five charts show the data sources for each factor of the five compo­
nents. Each factor is listed by its corresponding code in the variable 
charts in the text (e.g., the economic factor "personal income per 
capita" is listed as IA). In addition to the source, the year to which 
the data apply is also shown. To avoid numerous repetitions how-
ever, the•source for the population figures used in calculating all 
"per capita" factors was omitted. The County and City Data Book, 1972, 
provides this information in Item 3. The four most frequently used 
sources for this study are publications of the Bureau of the Census: 
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1. County and City Data Book, 1972, hereafter referred to as C&c. 

2. Census of Population, 1970, either referred to as COP or COP, US 
depending upon whether the state parts (COP) or the U.S. Summary 
(COP, US) was used. 

3. Census of Government, 1967 (COG). 

4. Statistical Abstract of the United States (SA). 
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l Akron, Ohio AKR 
2 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, N.Y. ALB 
3 AllentOl'1l•Bethlehem-Easton, Pa. -N.J. ALL 
4 Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove, Calif. ANA 
5 Atlanta, Ga. ATL 
6 Baltimore, Md. BAL 
7 Birmingham, Ala. BIR 
8 Boston, Mass. BOS 
9 Buffalo, N.Y. BUF 

10 Chicago, Ill. CHI 

11 Cincinnati, Ohio-Ky.-Ind. 
12 Cleveland, Ohio 
13 Columbus, Ohio 
14 Dallas, Texas 
15 Dayton, Ohio 
16 Denver, Colo. 
17 Detroit, Mich. 
18 Fort Lauderdale-Hollyvood, Fla. 
19 Fort Worth, Texas 
20 Gary-Hanmond-East Chicago, Ind. 

21 Grand Rapids, Mich. 
22 Greensboro-Winston-Salem-High Point, 

N.C. 
23 Hartford, conn. 
24 Honolulu, Hawaii 
25 Houston, Texas 
26 Indianapolis, Ind. 
27 Jacksonville, Fla. 
28 
29 
30 

Jersey City, N.J. 
Kansas City, Mo.-Kans. 
Los Angeles-Long Beach, Calif. 

CIN 
CLE 
COL 
DAL 
DAY 
DEN 
DET 
FOR 
FOR 

CRA 

CRE 

HAR 
HON 
HOU 
IND 
JAC 
JER 
KAN 
LOS 

LIST A 

SMSA'S WITH POPULATION OVER 500,000 (L) 

Population, 1970 
(in 1,000) 

679 
721 
544 

1,420 
1,390 
2,071 

739 
2,754 
1,349 
6,979 

1,385 
2,064 

916 
1,556 

850 
1,228 
4,200 

620 
762 
633 

539 
604 

664 
629 

l,985 
1,110 

529 
609 

l, 2.54 
7 ,032 

31 Louisville, Ky.~Ind. 
32 Memphis, Tenn.-Ark. 
33 ,-!iami, Fla. 
34 Milwaukee, Wis. 
35 Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minn. 
36 Nashville-Davidson, Tenn. 
37 New Orleans, La. 
38 New York, N.Y. 
39 Newark, N.J. 
40 Norfolk-?ortsmouth, Va. 

41 Oklahoma City, Okla. 
42 Omoha, Nebraska-Iowa 
43 Patereon-Clifton-Paseaic, N.J. 
44 Philadelphia, Pa.-N.J. 
45 Phoenix, Ariz. 
46 Pittsburgh, Pa. 
47 Portland, Oreg.-Wash. 
48 Providence-Pawtucket-Warwick, R.I.-Mass. 
49 Richmond, Va. 
50 Ro~hester, N.Y. 

51 Sacramento, Calif. 
52 St. Louis, Mo.-Ill. 
53 Salt Lake City, Utah 

LOU 
HEM 
MIA 
MIL 
MIN 

NAS 

NEW 
NEW 
NEW 
NOR 

OKL 
Q-IA 

PAT 
PHI 
PHO 
PIT 
POR 
PRO 
RIC 
ROC 

SAC 
STL 
SAL 

54 San Antonio, Texas SAN 
55 San Bernadino-Riverside-Onta-rio, ca l1 f. SAN 
56 San Diego, Calif. SAN 
57 San Francisco-Oakland, Calif. SAN 
58 San Jose, Calif. SAN 
59 Seattle-Everett, Wash. SEA 
60 Springfield-Chicopee-Holyoke, Mass.-Conn. SPR 

61 Syracuse, N.Y. SYR 
62 Tampa-St. Petersburg, Fla. TAM 
63 Toledo, Ohio-Mich. TOL 
64 Washington, D.C.-Md.-Va. 
65 Youngstown-Warren, Ohio 

WAS 
YO:' 

Population. 1970 
(in l,OMl 

827 
770 

1,268 
1,404 
1,814 

541 

1,046 
11,529 

l ,857 
681 

641 
540 

1,359 
4,818 

968 
2,401 
1,009 

911 
518 
883 

801 
2,363 

558 
864 

l, 143 
1,358 
3,llO 
1,065 
1,422 

~30 

636 
1,013 

693 
2 ,861 

536 



TABLE A-1 

BASIC STATISTICS OF ECONOMIC COMPONENT ~L) 

Hedtan V•lue, 
Property 1. Owner- 7. Rou1ehold1 o.rner Occupied 1. of 

Peraonal Income/ Occupied lllth one or Single Family Families Iii th Degree of 
lncome Saving a Personal Housing More Houotng Income Above Economic 

Per Capita Per Cap! ta Incocne Unlta A11tomobileo (in Sl,000) Poverty Level Concen t rat iC?n 
l.A lBl _ill_ ---1ll..._ 1&4 Ill> llA UB 

ll!> 3139.00 102.00 .14 62,90 e2.so 17. l 0 119, 30 .oo 

•"'' 3377.00 1ci2.oo .12 71.50 118.IJO J 8, Io QJ,90 .o~ 
t AL.t< 3429.00 302.00 ,13 63.60 ez.oo 1e.00 93,90 • I'> 
J All 33Sl,OO 188.00 .12 70,70 es.so 14 ,60 94,80 ,QQ . A"A 3899.00 ?.<,i0.00 • 14 64.70 94.SO n,30 Q4,80 ,04 
~ hll 3•'15.00 90.o.oo .12 57,SO llS. 70 19.90 90,90 .o• 
~ >:<AL 333z.oo tlb5.00 .I I 58.20 76.70 1s.20 Cl I, 50 • 01> 
1 l<}W 275b.OO SRJ.00 .13 6&.40 so.so 13.20 114,SO .01 
t< HO~ 3713.00 37S. 00 .15 52,60 76.00 t'J,80 93, 90 .11 
\.I 1•~0 33~3.00 221>.00 .13 62,90 111.00 \t!,00 93.20 .02 

Jr. O•l 3827.00 12b3o00 • 14 52'.90 7S.60 24,40 '13,20 ,OH 

11 r.rt.i 3215.00 1343.00 .15 60.90 81.so 11.00 91,90 ,oa 
I? ru 3675.00 137bo00 .15 62,40 82.90 2?,90 93.10 • O'l 
IJ fill 332~. 00 1002.00 .12 59,10 8S,70 Ul.60 92,40 • l l 
14 ;JAL 35S4,00 716. 0 0 .IS 60,00 119.00 16,80 QI ,40 . "" I'> PAY 3S22.00 990.00 .12 &6,40 88,80 lfl.60 94,00 • 11 
lt' nt" 3497.00 1142.00 .13 !>I , 50 118.70 19. l 0 'l3,20 • 16 
I 7 Pl 1 373q,oo 524.00 .11 1z.10 115.20 l'lo60 QJ,50 • l l 
ltl f(IM 3930.00 17132. 00 .26 72.80 91.60 20.00 92, IO •I;:> 
1'1 f ow 321,19.00 376.00 .15 66,70 90,110 13,40 92.00 .10 
?Ii (;Aw 311!5.00 777.00 .10 68 .10 114.70 17.30 93,00 ,07 

21 ,~h'A 32011.00 352.00 • l4 77 .20 89.40 16.20 '13.90 ,04 
u C..1 .... f 3065.00 RQ0,00 .12 66,20 8S.IO 15,40 1!9. 70 .1 ~ 
23 ><Atl 31/?.6. 00 540.00 .1s 59 .1 a RS.JO 25, I 0 95,IO ,UR 
2• .. o ... 34114.00 71).00 .12 45,00 119.20 38.40 92.80 .30 
2S .. uu 3314.00 5110.00 • 14 60.10 88.40 14.70 90,ZO .n1 
2o !NO 3425.00 610.00 .12 6S,4G 86,GO 14,90 '13,SO .oz 
21 .t~C 28bl.OO 452· no .Oil 67.1>0 83.30 12.zo 115,90 .?o 
2« .Jf.ll 3203.00 893.00 .1 a 29,60 S9.J 0 20.00 90,90 .10 
29 l\A" 3477. 00 653.00 .12 6S.70 !IS.SO 16.00 93.IO ,09 
30 LOS 3884.00 2097.00 .13 48,SO 84,90 24,30 91,80 • 11 

31 tUU 3177.00 834.00 .13 66.20 83.30 lS,00 91,40 .10 
32 '4~'4 2110.00 453.00 , 11 57.30 78.70 )4, 30 113.20 • Ot> 
33 .. ,.ti 34b7.00 1948.00 .17 S4.l0 80,40 19.10 89,10 .01 
3• .. ll 3S08.00 1329.00 .1 .. 59,l!O 112.20 21,so 9 ... 30 .01 
35 M)'< 363).00 1160.00 .14 f.5.20 85,HO 21.60 95,40 .02 
Jo ';AS 30~8.00 1\67.00 .13 62.30 84.70 )5.80 88,80 .01 
31 .. o. 2814.00 849.00 .10 Sl.40 73.60 20.10 83.60 • 15 
3tl "l • 3'122.00 630.00 , )7 36.80 ss.10 ZA.40 90,AO ,O;> 
3'1 ,..~ ., 3%2.00 1243.00 .lb 53.40 78.40 21!.20 93,20 .14 
40 i.OR 2820.00 509.00 .10 54.90 8lo40 I 7, 00 86.60 .111 

41 to Kl 3202.00 MIS.00 .13 67.70 89.80 13,40 90,60 ,24 
4c t)"A 3178.00 74S.OO .12 63.30 84.110 IS,00 'IJ,20 .20 
43 i'U 4214.00 1159.011 .13 62.70 86.IO J0,50 9S.70 .1 0 
44 PHI 3419.00 621.00 , )4 67.IO 7b.70 14.90 92. 70 .os 
4S PHU 32?b.OO 647.00 .13 M.30 91.20 17 ,60 'll.10 , I 0 
4b PIT 3195.00 83 7. 00 .14 67.70 79,50 15.40 Q2,80 ,n4 
47 POii 3512.00 959.00 .14 65.00 A6,20 16.90 93.10 • I 0 
48 PllO 3lblo0D 396.00 .13 59.00 84.00 18.20 92.20 , o I 
49 Ill( 33?8.00 1108.00 , 14 61.40 00.10 17,50 91,10 ,OQ 
so ROC Jb74.00 1839.00 • 14 66.80 65.70 20,l!O 94 ,80 , O I 

51 SAC 3340.00 lOSl,00 , 11 61.60 ~9.40 l K ,i'O QI ,40 ,41 
52 STL 3331.00 10£'6,00 • 14 64,60 A2.00 16,50 Ql,90 • 0 l 
'>3 !>Al 2922. 00 738.00 .13 67.40 90.00 11!,30 Q2,')0 • 21l 
54 ~A" <'%6.00 S65o00 ,13 63.90 RS.80 lZ.bO 114,00 .<?S 
55 SA" 3046000 634000 ol5 f,J,90 90.50 17.80 A9,70 • 12 
Sc SAN 3392.00 679.00 .ts 5&,SO 6Q,OO i!Z.30 9 l ,40 .09 
57 SA" 4122.00 1818.00 .IS 51,70 80,70 Z6,90 92,80 .13 
511 SAN 3855.00 891.00 .11 bl,70 93.IO Z7,30 94,40 .) l 
59 St.A 38S8,00 1373.00 .14 f.4,90 116.t>O ZI ,bO 94,80 .n1 
60 5'11'! 3<'29.00 11. 00 .14 59.30 82.ZO 18,00 93,30 ,03 

61 SYR 32H,,OO n2.oo .12 65,80 84.40 11.so 92,90 ,06 
b2 TAM 3054.00 l4S?..OO .19 74. so AS.DO 13.50 J49,3D ,OQ 
bl TOL 3408.00 93;:>, 00 .13 70.60 87.60 17.30 9J,4D .03 
64 WAS 4273.00 997,00 .11 46,00 111,so ze.20 93,90 ,45 
6S YOU 3174 .oo 8i;2.oo • 11 75. 30 88.30 16.30 93,SO ,ob 
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TABLE A-1 (Concluded) 

Percent of 
S11e1/ S1le1/ F1111l it1 Wlth Chamber of 

Value Added/ V1lue of Sal ea/ Employee Employee Central City Income !elov Coavnetce 
Worker in Con1truction/ Employee ln in Whole11le ia Selected Total Bank and Suburben Pov. Level or fmp!oy•es/ 

lllnufacturing Worker Retail Trade Trede Service• Depolit1 Income Greater Than Unemp loyioen t 100,000 
(In $1,000) (In $1,000) (In $1,000) (In $1,000) (in $1,000) Per Capita Diatrlbution $\S,000 Rate Pop. 

!IC! IICZ rrc3 I!C4 llC~ IID IIE! IIEZ Iff l !G 

us 13.50 4,30 33.00 130,60 1s.eo 2492,00 ,06 Jl.30 4,40 NA 

l AKll 13.80 5,s0 J0,90 111. 70 14 ,60 1861,00 ,04 J0.60 4.•0 2.10 
z Ali:\ 13. 70 3,40 32.60 116.30 17.30 u 13.00 ,04 29.80 3,30 .so 
3 -LL 10.60 4,73 31.90 85, 70 13.80 2284.00 .02 z•,10 2,30 1.30 
4 ~NA 15.60 11. 03 34.90 120.30 15.20 1281.00 ,06 J8,'IO 5,40 ,60 

' A TL 13, 70 9,22 Jl,10 162.10 13,90 2189,00 • 011 35.20 3.00 J.70 
6 H~L 13.60 4,59 29.JO 120,70 15.90 1111.00 .12 32.90 3.50 l.5o 
7 HJR 13.30 4.98 30.70 122.70 12.40 1668.bo ,06 29.80 4,20 •.Jo 
~ ~OS 13.10 4,30 28.60 1•3.30 1s.10 4803.00 .oa 36.20 3,50 1. 30 
~ ~llf 15.10 4.46 30.20 130,70 14.20 3356.00 .OB 28.20 4,80 2.10 

10 CHI 13.90 4.92 32.oo 166.(0 !9,10 3398,00 • I 0 38,BO 3.50 1. •a• 

Jl CJN 16.20 •.10 32.20 173.30 IS,30 1625,00 .oz 30,00 3.80 J,60 
)2 CLl 14.00 3,92 31.90 153,60 15.10 2936,00 .16 35, 10 3,50 l. 60. 
13 CUL H.oo 6.66 32.60 114,90 12.so 1824,00 • 06 30.60 ).40 3.30 
)4 DAL 12.20 6. 72 30.90 155,20 14,30 3162.00 -,06 32.90 J.oo 2. I 0 • 
15 (>AY 15.10 7,39 3z,10 117.60 14.60 1260.00 .oa JZ.90 3.80 3.•o 
lb UlN 15,IO 8.J5 30.ZO 122.00 13,80 2006,00 -.02 31.60 3.70 J .I 0 
J 7 DET 14.50 5.50 35.60 112.20 18,70 2610,00 .10 39,50 5,70 .9o• 
IS FOH 12 ,40 12 .19 30,30 88,50 ll.40 1886,00 -,06 29,90 3,40 2.30 
19 FOii 15.30 4,94 31,60 111.00 14,90 1974,00 • oz Z9.30 3.50 4 .20 • 
20 (,Ail 17 .20 4.Je 33.70 110,70 13,80 1331.00 ,06 30.90 4.oo 2. 70. 

21 Gl<A 14,40 4,79 3Z,60 103,70 14,50 Z3Zl.OO .02 28.00 5.70 3.50 
u GH( 14 ,J 0 5.00 31,JO 106.50 12.1>0 17?4. 00 -.06 27.40 2.80 3.00 
23 HAii lZ.90 J,JJ 32.00 l 0 l .1 0 }4,60 4084.00 .10 38.00 2,90 9.00 
24 1-'0N 12.90 7.83 25.60 84,90 13.90 2lb2.00 -.14 42.20 3.oo 3.10 
25 HOU 20.ao 2,94 33.10 138,90 14.20 268),00 -,04 32.40 3.00 3,10 
26 Jt-10 13,80 3.66 31.30 136,60 14,zo 2829.00 -,04 30.40 3,90 2.30 
21 JAC 14.30 4.46 Z9,50 175.20 13.60 20111.00 .oo 30.40 ),JO 5.50 
2H JER 14.80 1.)8 36,90 96,80 12,40 Zbll.00 • 04 28.50 4,70 Z.30 
2'1 KAN 16.00 s.1s )l .ZO 170,70 13.80 2491,00 .oz Z9.90 J,Jo 2.20 
JO LOS 14 .10 5.87 34,80 128,90 17 .10 2198,00 -.oz 36.60 6,20 1.40 

31 U•U 18.90 5.69 30.70 122.60 12.90 2081.00 ,06 27.80 4,00 S.40 
32 fol( .. 13,90 5.96 31. 20 181,60 12.70 2075.00 -,06 33.00 4,80 5, 80. 
33 M)A 10.IO 8.93 30.10 El9 .60 12.60 2228.00 ,08 32.•0 3.70 1.so 
)4 14IL 13.AO 4,Z9 Z9,00 136,30 14.40 Z316,00 ,oe 31.80 3.50 ), 7 0 • 
35 l'fN 13,BU 6.98 28,50 16 7,40 15.50 2591,00 • 04 33,zo 3.ZO I. '10 
36 NAS 11.90 3,59 31.90 99,90 14 .10 Z681,00 -,06 28.90 3.30 S. •O • 
37 ~•t II 15.SO 5.02 Z9.40 129,20 l! ,40 2000.00 ,04 33.80 5,00 5.70 
3~ til"' 12.00 3.89 )2,40 183,80 24.20 8813,00 ,06 38.40 3.80 • 90. 
39 "'(. I !>.40 2.45 34.00 142,JO 12.60 3218,00 • 16 39.~0 3.70 1.90. 
40 NO~ 12.10 4081 28.10 91.80 11.ao 1127.00 .04 z9,50 J.eo 2.50 

41 OKL 11. 00 a.01 31.10 120.70 13.10 2Jn.oo -.02 28.40 3.20 •• 70 
42 l)MA 16.SO 3.66 29.60 192.10 14,20 2014.00 -,04 za.oo 3.00 5.40 
4J PAT 13.10 3.02 35,90 150.90 15.90 2324,00 .oa 40.90 3.70 ,40 
H PH) l3.9o 2. 91 32.20 lJS,So IS.JO 28•2,()0 ,OB JZ,10 J, 70 ,90 
45 P~O 13.00 9,52 32.50 96.50 11.60 2104,00 -.oz 30.ZO 3.90 4,bO 
46 PIT 12.110 2.12 31. 70 l 4 0 ,4 0 15.60 Z807,00 .oz 26.00 4,30 .~o 

47 POii 1:).90 1.ss 33.20 164 .20 15.00 2033.00 .oo 29.10 6.10 3.So • 
4H PRO 11.10 2~89 31.20 91,80 14,20 2676,00 .oo z1.10 3.~o 2.10 
~~ RIC 1 s.1 o 3,32 31.00 150.20 11.70 2'383.00 .04 30 .10 2.20 ~.l>O • 
50 llOC 20.00 4 ol 4 33.30 114,40 17.J 0 2975.00 .08 36.70 3.50 4,00 

51 SAC 21.so 9,00 34.90 96.40 }4,) 0 2039.00 -.oz 32.60 1.20 5.bO • 
52 SlL 14.10 3,94 32.20 157.50 15,90 2353,00 .oe 31. 0 0 4,90 1. 50 
53 SAL 17.so 1.19 Z6,90 100,00 13,50 1686,00 -.06 21.10 4.60 1. )0. 
S• SAN lo.so 2.99 28. 4 0 89,90 10,90 1592,00 .os 30.90 •.zo 4.40 
55 SAN 14 .60 5.10 34.30 85.20 13.60 1225.00 -.02 29.40 5.90 .50 
56 SAN 12.70 11.52 34.30 90,00 14.40 1420,00 -.06 31 .so 6,30 2. 70. 
57 SAN 15.90 5,94 35,30 159.20 16,70 4258.00 .oz 39.30 5.80 (, 20 
~8 ~AN 15.80 10.95 37,80 123,00 15.10 16~0.oo .10 40. so s.ao I. bO 
5'1 ~t A 12.~o 5,24 35.10 133.00 15.10 2350.00 •,04 35.00 R.20 2. 30 
60 Sl'R 12.90 3,79 28.90 88.40 12.40 3065,00 ,06 21.10 4,20 2.ao 

61 ~Yk 13.70 2 .11 JZ.70 140.20 14,20 2934,00 .oo 29.60 4,50 2.10 
62 TA>< 11.90 1.~3 29,70 93.20 13.00 2028,00 .o. 24 .90 3.60 3.50 
63 TOL is.so 4,z4 32.90 109.40 12.10 1711.00 .oz 31.IO 4,20 2.60 
64 WAS 13.lO 5.96 31,80 131.70 \3,60 1823.00 • O• 45. 70 2.10 .10 
6S YOU 15.ZO •• 12 31.10 110.60 14.00 1473.00 ,04 27.•0 5.60 2.40 
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TABLE A-2 

BASIC STATISTICS OF POLITICAL COMPONENT (L) 

Avg, 
Local Sun. AVJ. monchly Total l'ollce 

ne.vsp1per X occupied Local radio Pru, vota monthly urning• lntr•nce- entrance munlc!pa I protecc!on 
c!rc, / hou11ng otaeiona/ cut /vot lng e1rn!nga of other salary Of s1lary of emplo)'lllent/ employment/ 

1,000 pop. vi.th TV 1,000 pop, •s• pop. of tuchn• eioployee• p•trolmen flrOIOOTI 1,000 pop, 1,000 pop. 
IAI IA2 IA3 IB IlAl IIA2 UAl IIA4 IIAS IIA6 

us 243.00 95.50 ,OJ 54,90 68Z,OO 515.00 6848,00 6569.00 l5oao 2.50 

001 .. Q tS?.,oO 97.40 ,BB 61.20 747,00 487.oo 11218000 8278000 9o50 1.10 
002 AL~ l24b,OO 97.20 1. Io 79,70 763.00 392000 6800.00 1oss.oo 25030 2.40 
003 ALL I I BS, 00 97.00 091 SR,00 637.00 434000 6830000 6839000 9o00 1.10 
004 ANA l08.00 97.10 .2l 7J,30 88lo00 611o00 9162.00 8940000 8050 J,80 
00~ All I I 3S.OO '16oSO 1. 36 SQ,90 632,00 421.00 6760.00 6760,00 13090 2.10 
0 01> HAL M7,00 97,00 • 77 51. 8() 741.00 474,00 74S2.00 7824.00 42080 s.oo 
007 ~IU ni-.oo 95.60 1.89 49,00 569000 383,00 6900.00• 6758.00 • ll o 70 2.10 
008 ... fl~ l34J,OO 96.70 • 7Z 64 .i 0 ° 100.00 558.00 9030.00 1718.00 35070 4o40 
009 kUf 1338.00 '17,60 I, 33 64.60 850,00 516.00 7400.00 7400.00 26.20 3.50 
0 l 0 r "J 7R l oOO 9tl, Io ,4S "". 00 7S6,00 569.00 9840,00 9840.00 12040 4o00 

011 c Jiii t\64.00 H .oo ,93 Sii.SO 703.00 457.00 6636000 8636.00 27.90 2.so 
012 CL f' 122.00 n.20 ,8?. St<,10 102.00 s1s.oo ~432.oo 8430.00 18.70 3.SO 
013 COi &15.00 07,60 1.20 69.50 58•,oo "73.00 7'>36.00 7436.00 9.40 1.80 
014 (.IAL b69.00 95,'IO ,96 50.11> 561,00 424 .oo 6900,00 6900.00 11.ao 2.30 
015 f\AY 908.00 '17.70 1.os 53.1 () 677.00 S06,00 77"8,00 7748.00 12oso 2.10 
o II> 1)f ~ 11a.uo «5,00 I ,46 tl'l,40 6IS,OO •n.oo 6600.00 6600.00 11.eo 2.20 
0 J 7 i1E T 1000.00 97,10 • S;> 62,bO 887.00 1>02.00 8000.00 eooo.oo 17.90 3.60 
01~ FUR 1142.00 97,SO ,96 60,9() 111.00 446.00 7816.00 7442.00 13.50 2o70 
019 ~OP 7011.00 96,40 1,04 so .10 seo,oo 407,00 7590.00 7032.00 9o30 1.eo 
0?0 r;AJJ .. 21.00 Y6,4Q • 31 61.60 824.00 477,00 8620.00 7939.00 8.oo 2.20 

071 1;11A l>~0.00 Qo, 10 2.22 10.10 630.00 fH2,00 8l33.00 8083.00 9o l 0 I.BO 
on G>'F 7(.'9. 00 q5,30 ,112 58,60 619000 407,00 6612000 s112.oo 10.so 1.90 
O?.I "''" ?017.00 'lh,90 l.JS 68.BO • 786.00 568.00 786S.oo 7865.00 34.JO 2 •. 90 
01• ~'0"1 <;"4 .no 4( .. 40 1,61> 52.0D o.oo 612.00 6660.00 6660,00 20ol0 3,70 
O?'> ~(JU 561.00 94,70 1.1s 53.30 599,00 437.00 7800.00 7800.00 Booo 1.60 
oz~ ·~11 501.~o ~6.60 1.~6 62.ID 713,00 393.00 1000.00 6800.00 5,10 lo 70 
r,? 7 JAC 3.15.00 '15,AO ;.i,83 S'l. l 0 57~.oo 462.00 6564,00 6252,00 11' 060 I, 4 0 
Oltt J! w 37.S. 00 '16,40 o.oo 52,90 672,00 44 l, 00 10112.00 10045.00 is.so 3,70 
oz~ PIAN TRS.oo 9<; o'IO .111 57,90 SR9.00 "66.00 7218,00 704•,00 10.eo 2.so 
030 LO~ 6 ll. 00 '<5,00 • 36 59,40 965,0Q 694.00 9S64,00 9S6•.00 14070 2.90 

~JI L 1111 977. 00 4b,40 1. 33 56.10 724.00 )ij 0. 0 0 6900.00. 6548.00 17030 2.40 
0)~ "f ... .. ~5. uo 'IS.30 l, llR 56,90 b13,00 390.00 6740,00 6765.00 37.80 2.00 
033 ,. l A 1532.00 9 .. ,90 1.26 .. A,70 910.0Q 506,00 7816.00 78)6,00 12.00 2.•o 
UH "IL 74H, 1•0 Y7.30 ,99 6?,SO 766.00 575,00 79<;0.00 7950.00 l3o40 3.10 
nJ~ ~1 .. 1"61.00 ~6,Bn 1.1~ 76,'JO 7113.00 '>72,00 9000.00 8580.00 11.eo 2.00 
n~~ O,:t~ 5?7, OU ~,, .10 2.21 56,QO 695.00 469.00 5970.00 5970.00 32.00 1.10 
037 .. t. sny,oo 95,'IQ 1. t>c 46,00 111.00 3911.00 6360000 6360.00 16.ZO 2.10 
n 111 ...,~ ... l>•S,UO 'IS.~o .2~ •S,10 791.00 659.00 .... 99.00 9•99,00 •S.SO 4.eo 
0 3~ M• 20•1>.00 '17.00 ,16 61>.90 t!0),00 S•S,00 6900.00. 6758.00 • 37020 4,60 
040 NOH ... 74.00 'IS,<;O 1. 61 39,70 e.so.oo 360.00 "144.00 6 I H, 00 28.90 2.10 

O•I O~L R63,00 '-'>• ltO 2.02 67,30 59S.oo 3'1•.00 6450. oo 64SO,OO R.90 1.so 
O•l OMA 1145.00 116.00 1.c9 57.20 644.00 568.00 7452,00 745Z.OO 6,ZO 1.10 
04J l'AT 3111.00 97,90 o.oo 1!1,90 817.00 s12.oo 8350.00 83SO.OO ZOoOO 2.80 
044 1->HI 111".00 97,00 .s1 61.70 R24.00 526.00 8•78.oo 841&.oo 17040 4,)Q 
o·~ Pt<() 4311.00 95.70 2.68 Sf>,80 761.00 359.00 7224.00 6612.00 9.10 1.80 
O•~ ~ J l l 4?.I, 00 Y7o30 ,6() ~'l.J() &43,0Q H8,00 8463000 846)000 l4o60 3,20 
0•7 P.l>I 10~9.00 9•,70 c.os 68,'10 687.00 5 77. 00 8955.00 8091.00 11.30 2.40 
0•~ Pt<ll 1174.00 v1,10 1.20 67.10. 696,00 446.00 6932.00 7'J6,00 26.20 2.so 
04'1 ~IC 7RR.OO 9S.SO ... 31 55,bO 673,00 •51.00 1020.00 6396.00 32060 z.30 
oso ><OC 7H, 00 '17,SO I, 4 7 73.30 ll40. 00 S03.00 6864.00 6864.00 33,40 2.10 

OSI <,AC 11?3.00 9S,b0 1. 37 70,90 71>6.00 620.00 9306,0~ 921 OoOO 11.50 2.20 
O'i2 ., T I .\qi>. 00 qC,,60 • '11 6! .IQ 704,00 469,00 7657.00 7463.00 20.30 •• so 
053 !'.AL 1059.00 91,,30 2.6R KI o40 611.00 4b6.00 6168.00 6168.00 9,70 2.40 
05• SA'< "·'". 00 '13,90 I ollS 46.70 55'1,00 •09.00 6708.0Q 629S.OO 10.10 1.so 
oss $A"' 71,0,00 c,5, 10 ,43 !>7,90 900,00 596 .oo 8472,00 8700.00 10.eo 2.30 
OS6 <;AN 383.00 '15,00 I. Io 65, IO 930,00 644.00 8988000 8664,00 7.30 1.60 
0~7 SOI 920.00 93,00 • 110 b4o30 !!40. oo 681.00 10'-76.00 lll96o00 21,90 3.10 
0511 SA'1 .. 60.00 9S.60 ,93 67.80 '154. 00 668.00 9546,00 9324.00 5.50 1.30 
OS~ <;t A 1010.00 94,60 I o89 1>7.80 713.00 580.00 8856000 8650,00 16.30 z.40 
060 Sl'll 7H,O.O 96, 70 1.so 60 .10 • 741,00 •'12,00 1100.00 70 72. 00 2eo10 2.20 

Old '.>YI< 12•5.00 4 7. 30 1. 57 65.40 764.00 438.00 70J0o0Q 7030.00 26.00 3,00 
062 JAM 664.00 95,RO .88 61.90 12s.oo 388.00 7043.00 63.?loOO 14090 2.so 
063 TOL c.,2a.oo 97 ,40 I .I<; 64 0 70 696,00 '>19.00 8070.00 8070.00 9oSO 2ol0 
064 .us 1336.00 '16.30 • 6'1 so.10 7 32 0 00 Sl6.00 8000000 0000.00 51.20 6050 
Ob5 lOll 11<''I•00 97040 ,93 '>I ,JO b6lo00 47 0. 00 7186000 118b,OO I0.3J> 2.40 
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TABLE A-2 (Concluded) 

i or Per t1plt1 Avg. monthly 
Jtrt Ylohnt Proporty 'Locol rennue local ~ovt. Avg. p1ymont1 

ptotectlon tneurtd· Cd me Cr!.,. sovt. !rota elCpend, WIOntl>ly to feet 11•• 
nplo,..,,1/ unesaployNnt rate/ tile/ Hvenue hd•ul on public retfr~e v/dt>pe"dent 
1,000 pop. fllt1I 100,DOO pop, 100 ,000 pop. per capita govt. velhrt beneflto chlldun 

IJAZ l!A8 llBI 1182 !!Bl ...J..lli... !?Cl -1fil... !ICJ 

U\ lo40 J.40 J97.7o Z4JJ .80 JZ~.e~ z.10 11.sa uz.oo 190. 00 

O~I 

·~" I.Jo J,90 <'1~. 00 Z4J4.ZO ?89,02 1.zo J ll, OJ h8.00 156, 00 
00<' at H z.20 .... o 133.70 1!>18.C'O lH.60 z.eo 30.51 hl.00 ZI I ,DO 
1103 All 1.!>o 1.40 l)J, 00 h57.IO 240,99 i.>.lo 9,SJ 142. DO ZI!>, oo 
004 .... 1.10 •• 20 261.60 31178.70 4 ZS, 18 ,90 20,54 139.00 203,00 
00!> •fl 1.ao I.JO 5~3.90 3470.70 JOJ,42 z.i n J,&8 126.00 I oz,oo 
OQt> HAL 2.H z,so 9Sh,60 3095 .. 0 352,05 z.oo 33,zs 136.00 lbZ,00 
007 ~I" J.90 l.J 0 44!l.60 2421.10 228.04 2,30 I ,99 uo. 00 S9,00 
0011 t<llS J.zo 3,50 350 ,4 0 • 3053 .110 • 42b.30 2.90 '!'>4, 77 h0,00• 257,00• 
OOY l'llf 2. 70 3,10 300.60 ?37S.80 395,7) 1.ao 40.48 H5.00 Z31,00 
010 r:t<I 1.!>o 1.80 671,10 2241 .80 340.32 J.lo 9,09 Hll,OO 241, 00 

011 (JN 2.00 1.10 297 ,i.o 2346.20 309.19 b.Oo 15.58 1)1.00 14 7. 00 
OJZ Clf I .bo 2.00 483,00 2459.90 3ZI ,97 2.00 11.01 H5.oo 180,00 
Oil fllL 1.40 1.•o Jlb.10 2~12.ao 2~9.'17 2.10 lt.82 133.00 159,00 
Ol• IUL J.!>o ,90 !>bJ,20 3117.10 26z,21 .90 l.31 ln.oo 111.00 
Ol~ on 2.00 1.eo 299.40. 20bl.70• 282,JO 3.50 14,0J 138. 00 152.00 
Olfo ll[N 1, !>O ,eo 493,bO 4bl0.60 350.79 2,50 35,bO 133.00 179.00 
017 11£' 1.10 4.40 II? 1, I 0 3997.IO 378.113 2.so IO, JS 150.00 244.00 
018 IOR 1.10 2.10 • 41>5, IO 311h9.20 245,47 I.Jo 2.91 143.00 Y4.00 
019 f(lll 1.•o z.oo 212.00 2520.50 241.48 1.90 1,09 125.00 117. 00 
O;>O r.t..i l,bO J.50 5lb,70 l6d9.30 336,20 3,10 26.20 151.00 152.00 

021 GIU 1.so 4.40 2JJ,~O ZOA0,30 !98 .12 .so ll .8s 1u.oo 231,oo 
022 Gl<f. 1.so 1,40 602,00 2216.90 303,9• J.ao 21.12 1u.oo JZ4,DO 
023 HA" J,10 J,00 23~.?0. 2015.30• 354. 90 2.so 6, 12 149.00• Zb•.OO• 
024 ~Ott 2.40 2,AO 1411.50 2H8,00 188,•S 5,40 o.oo Ill .oo 2911,00 
025 ~Oil 1.so .so 459,90 3109.70 251!>,75 1.20 1.16 uz.oo 123.00 
O&'b (f<O 1.20 1,90 292.80 23117.80 325.96 .so 13,00 140. 00 153,00 
02l JAt 1.10 ,'lo l'l9.lO 3522.00 330.59 l•SO ,JO 1z1.oo 87,Qll 
0211 JtP 3.oo s.10 44 0, !>O i!6'16,00 318,70 2,M 20,03 1•3.00 267,oo 
029 ~A" 1.80 2.zo 530,30 21189.IO 303,l>l 3.70 S,92 137. 00 134, 00 
030 LOS 1.20 4,60 853.00 4578. 70 s 14. 00 .70 59, 78 136. 00 222.00 

all LOU 1.1>0 1,110 3•0.00 2703.10 275. 31> e,oo 6,0S 133. 00 128,00 
032 Ml I' 2.20 1.so 5lc,llO 3538.bO 389,79 1.40 ,119 ne.oo 101,QQ 
033 "ll z, \O z,90 1169.30 4282,lO 344.55 s.20 3. ll us.oo 104,00 
OJ• 'Ill 1.50 2.zo 1111.60 2111.00 407.36 1.00 25,09 146.00 272. 00 
OJ!> ~It< I.Ju 1. 70 325.30 3112.30 385,46 1.80 48,03 140.00 259,00 
OJI> N•S I ;30 1.30 557,20 2735.40 321.94 5.40 1,86 121.00 106,00 
037 Nlw 1.60 2.so 6511,90 3275.IO 245, H s.so ,66 JZr.oo 96,00 
0311 tjlll I.so 3.i'O 135 7, I 0 3737.10 633,53 2.10 l0,87 146. 00 248. 00 
039 .. lll 2.eo J,bO 638.90 3064.?0 343.115 3.oo 31,90 147.00 21s,oo 
040 ~Oil 1.40 1.zo 54•.80 2809,JO 273,78 i..eo 18.32 120.00 193,00 

041 u!CL 1.10 l.So 3\9.~0 2766 ,5 0 273,H s.80 I. os 121.00 1u,oo 
04i' OM• 1.30 1.30 JlZ.ZO 2751.50 407.66 2.90 15.10 IJS, 00 164,00 
GO PH 1.30 ••• o 2RZ,90 2240,90 280.81 1.10 12,43 10.00 264,00 
044 PH1 1.60 2.60 441.IO 2146.90 273,35 4.60 9.16 l42•GO zss.oo 
G4S PHO ,90 •• 10 5S0,90 4101.10 39•.oz 2.AO .05 137.00 129,00 
046 !>IT z.20 2.40 284.110 lb03.10 279,69 4.80 2.sr 148.00 c37,oo 
047 PUii lo90 4,20 427.20 3931.80 331.16 1.90 1,39 136. 00 176, 00 
f48 PkO ZobO 4o70 26•· 70. 3133050 • 251.76 .... o 9,92 llb,OO• 2Jo.oo• 
049 lllC 2.10 ,40 565.20 30 I 9,4 0 211.es 1. 60 25.16 133.oo 189,00 
050 llOC 2 •• 0 2,60 IYS, 110 1 ~os.oo 416.09 2.00 32,SO h6.00 269,00 

OSI SIC 1.10 6,20 366,70 4048,l>O 527. 17 z.•o 66,33 129.00 226,00 
052 51 1.vo 3.30 559,SO 3027,bO 278,49 2.4 0 2.26 U9.oo 152,00 
053 UL 1.so 2,SD 243.80 3197.oo 280.83 3.60 ,)0 139.oo 181.00 
O'i• c;,.., 1.00 ) ,40 419,40 3141,80 262.24 11,JO ,45 11s.oo 1u.oo 
055 ~ ... 1.eo •• ao 4lJ ,zo 3967,10 479,00 2.zo ~7.37 132.00 226,00 
056 'jjl< .110 4,70 266,cO 3083,80 425. 37 •.so 42,41 llJ. 00 222.00 
051 SAi. z.so 3,90 6•J,OO •362,BO 554.82 2.20 62.29 hl .oo 226,00 
058 5jN 1.10 •• so 271.!>0 34b4, 70 4R4,95 2.20 so.es lJi..oo 221. 00 
059 SU J,90 11. 40 317, 30 355•,bO 408,4) 2.eo .oa 142.00 230,00 
060 WR z.ao 4o60 281.80. 3,111.00 • 3,0.23 2.~o 40.16 ua.oo • zza. oo • 
061 SYI> 2.so J.•o 146, 40 1529,SO )95.19 2.50 40.86 143. 00 231,oo 
062 ,,. .. z.zo I ,60 5&6.SO 3415.50 2~3.39 2.60 3,96 IJ3,00 89,00 
Dbl 10L l.!10 l.60 323,Jo 2587.zo 27'.19 1.90 n1.11 1~ ... 161.oo 
'64 wAS 2.00 .90 6&9.30 2811 ,DO 39 •• 46 llo40 u.~2 IH.oo 191.oo 
065 YOU J,90 3,30 277. 70 1188.lO 239.55 1.so 11,96 i.a.oo 156,00 
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TABLE A-3 

BASIC STATISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (L) 

Hun Lev•! Hein Level Mean Park ind Pop. Motor 
for 'Iotal fot Anoueil t of Recre11t ion Density Vehicle l'!otorcycle Sol!d llaate W,:tet 
Suspended Sulfur lnv~rsion Housing Unit• Acree/ f.n Central Regiatratton•/ Reghtr•tlon•/ Generated by Pollut!oo 

Particulates Dioxide Frequency Dilapidated 1,000 pop. City 1,000 Pop. 1,000 Pop, Hanufactut!ng Index 
!Al I Al __ IB_I_ IB2 !BJ !Cl IC2 ICJ ID __TE_ 

I l~~ 79.85 48.00 21.so 1.so 34.80 5082.00 5!.3.00 \S,00 554.50 5,23 
2 AL k 117.85 51 .oo JZ,So J.60 16.00 1>.nz.00 458,00 5,00 539.80 1.10 
J ALL 6b.9) 13.00 Z1 .so 3.10 19.80 508J,OO •Bl.DO• 1z.oo• 720.90 ,ft 1 

• ANA IOJ,J4 13.00 37.SO 1.60 5.90 5738. 00 627. 00 JS,00 606.40 .6~ 
~ AIL 81 .6) \4.00 37.50 2.20 So60 3719. 00 bZ J. 00 if>, 00 S49.JO 3.5. 
!> ~Al 147.39 48.oo 22.so 1.eo 4,90 11568.00 .,,z.oo 1.00 s.2.00 1.1. 
1 !<l~ IBi.',44 8.oo 37.50 3.10 16.20 3785.00 588,00 15,00 553.30 3.~2 
II M{\~ I 07 .83 67.00 27 .so 1.eo 3.90 13'll6.00 •81.00• 10.000 '>b5.50 2~.00 
<j llUf 1?5.7l 6.oo zz.50 z,30 s.10 11zos,oo •27.00 6.oo '>88.00 IC.ST 

10 Ctil 254. 77 59,00 32.so I.SD 4.7D 15126.00 437 .oo 20.00 499,10 17.60 

11 CIN 105. 76 }9,00 32.SO 2.00 11.90 5794,00 521.00 13.DO 481.20 J,Z• 
12 Ul 200.86 113000 22.50 2.2D 6050 'l893,00 527.00 1~.00 s1e.20 hob7 
13 COL 79.50 29.00 27,50 2.00 30.90 4D09.00 533.00 u.oo S•l.7D 'l.7k 
H (JAL IOZ.31 s.oo 27,50 2.30 17. 70 3179.00 631.00 19,00 b!>3.'l0 2.1., 
15 OH llJ,91 3z,oo 27,SO J ,90 12.90 (1360.00 SA0,00 16,00 494,60 l4,Z7 
lb DlN 152.47 9,00 JT,50 l.4D •e.10 5406,00 68 I. 0 0 24,00 567,'ID 1.47 
11 Of.I 152.85 S9 .oo 32.50 1.10 13.IO ID'l53.00 510,0G 1T .oo 'i25,'IO 31.ot. 
!ti I Uk 61 .tlO • 15. oo. IZ.!'>O 2.co 3o60 4506.00 74 7. DO ZZ.OD 1049,90 13.ZO 
19 !Uk 90 .36 4,00 27.">0 2.40 11. 70 1'119.00 bS">,00 24,00 bl0,8D 3.30 
20 1;Ak I 05 .13 38.00 )Z,50 2.20 21.4D 4212.00 4A2,00 13.00 43b.2D ?,RI 

21 GllA 74,54 J3.DO 3z,so 1.50 9,10 002.00 542,00 26.00 473,50 ,AO 
n G><E 8b.~8 s.oo 42,50 2.20 3.20 2401.00 bS2.00 lb,OO• 4'11,30 2.92 
23 H~k 73.'H ?6.00• 21.50 3.80 11. GO 9081,00 5~6.00• 10.00• 4J'l,'l0 S.!>6 
24 ><ON H,82 13·00 27.50 7.7D 9,JO J87Z,OO ~?o.oo 13,00 Tll, JD 3.72 
2~ HliU 66. 73 •• oo 22.50 3,40 I), I 0 310Z,OO bOl,00 11.00 432.DO 2.1P. 
21. Jl<O 75 .4 l. 18.DO 32.50 2.20 'l. OD 2123.00 54•.0.0 17.Do ! 31. l 0 zz.oo 
n JAC 72.76 s.oo n.so 3,10 s.30 1so5,oo C.03.00 ZI, 00 50,80 2.13 
28 J(R 63.37 48.00• 22.50 5,20 1. 00 17255. 00 481,00• 10.00• 4ZJ,9D ,q2 
?9 KAN 86.25 28. DO. 37.50 1.90 11.i.o 2101.00 5•9.00 21.00• 434,50 ,9H 
30 lOS 118.•9 2•·00 :n,5o 3,30 t,,80 bl 9b, 00 ">88.00 2B,OO •e•.10 ,91 

31 lOU 146. 7l 4 l. 00. 32,50 I.BO 7.lD 6025,00 550.DO 9,00 394 .10 l.9• 
32 ME~ 93,26 11.00 37,So 2.10 21.10 3513,00 •59.00 12.00 546,90 !>. 01 
33 •IA 61 .eo 15.00• 1.so .90 447,20 9763,00 644.00 J4, DO 977. 40 13.5• 
3~ Mil '11 ,(>3 22.00 32.50 1.70 ll.10 7S48,00 457.00 10.00 513.00 t..BI> 
J5 MJN 75.78 6.oo 32.50 l .20 14.20 6937.00 544.00 20.DO S0&,50 2.5.J 
3b NAS 12J,87 11.00 37.50 1.10 20.20 1305.00 540.DO 13,00 614,&0 3.1 l 
37 NE• 79.62 15.00 21.50 J,80 1.10 61146,00 620,00• 20.00• 458.60 2.5b 
38 NE~ 94,78 48.00 22.50 3,10 7.60 26343.00 313.00 J.Do 524,20 lb.OD 
39 Nl • 133.85 48.0Q• 21.so •• so s.oo 16273,00 4~1.00• IO .oo • 466,00 >.oo 
•O NU~ 113 ,41> 30.00 u.50 z.40 a.10 513'+o00 43&.oo lb.DO• 964.90 .n? 

41 O<L 66.66 •• oo 37.50 1. cio 9,40 1658,00 &93.00 29,00 848. 70 J .s,, 
•l OMA l•0.65 9,00 37.50 1.10 15.20 '>SH,00 562.00 22.00 444,JO l,3H 
43 l'AT 55.bO 48. 00 • 21.so 3,50 5,40 12068,00 •81.00• 10.00. 57'l.l0 I, 80 
•• Pkl 7 7 .!:>5 45.DO 27,50 3,50 6,80 15164,00 •Al .oo• 9.Do 553.0D 2. lo 
•!> PHO \86. 32 s.oo •Z.50 2.Jo l 16. 30 23•6.00 682.00 25.oo 722.•0 1.zc 
46 PJT 134.66 63000 32.50 3.90 8.30 9422.00 4Ml.OO• 12.DO 5•6.50 411,00 
47 PC\k AS,52 2doDO 37.50 1.eo ll.60 •?94,00 SAH,OO• 28.DO 572,40 1.42 
4H PfJO 77.23 1>4.00 22.so 3,10 zs.oo 5•30,00 538.00• 13.00• 695,60 2.13 
•9 ~JC 113.46• 30.00. zr,50 2o0D 6.50 4l•o.oo 534.00 lo.DO• 452.70 2.3~ 
50 ~UC 89.99 13.00 22.so 3.SD 29.00 8072.00 468.00 1.00 362.40 l. I k 

51 SAC b},45 7.00. •2.so 2.30 IJO,lO 2112.00 622.00 35,00 349,90 l.)j 
52 STL 119 .50 2s.oo 37.50 2.7D 2.30 10167,00 4Q8,00 21. 00. 473.10 3.35 
53 SAl 94.70 10.00 42.50 1.so 10.-0 29bb,OO 646.00 35.00 460.90 3, 5'1 
5• ~AN ':>l.06 •• oo 27 .so z.eo 3,zo 3555,oo s22.oo n.oo 8~9.70 z.11 
55 SAN 135 .19 6000 42.50 2.80 4">.10 2230,00 5'l8.00 36.00 745,!IO 4,<;5 
56 SAN 58.60 6.0o 37.50 2.30 18.90 3?bl.OO 582.00 33.00 713.90 • 7 ;> 
57 SA~ 59,83 ToOO 37.50 2.20 23,JO 10903,00 5&4,00 2s.oo 5oe.20 7,33 
~!:I SAN 59.83• So OD 37.50 1.10 25.50 3817,00 o!S.oo 29,DO 498,50 I, l 0 
59 SEA 57.47 J0.00 21.50 1.ao 9.20 5177.00 SH,00 co.oo 502,60 1.75 
60 SfJR 64.29 32·DO 21.so •• oo 15.90 3679.00 •Rl .O-O• I 0, 0 0 • 51!, 80 '+• z,, 

61 SYR IJ0.76 17.00• z1.50 3,30 7.40 71>44,00 455.DO 1.00 534.60 J. 4 3 
6Z TAM 7~.•0 1s.oo 21.so ,40 14,00 3531,00 665.DO is.Do 738.90 8,95 
63 TOL IZ3.95 1s.oo 21.so 2.00 s.so 4727,00 560.00 16.00 567.IO I. J5 
64 •A~ ~9.75 40.DO 21.so .10 30.0D 12321,00 498.00 '6. 00 • 795.20 1,33 
65 YOU 110,37 38.DO 21.5D 1.60 41,!iO 4458,00 577.00 13.00 sis.so •,OJ 
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TABLE A-3 (Concluded) 

Ht an Postible No. of Np. of No. of Parle and Hiles of 
Annual Annual Days Ill.th Days With Days With Recreation Trails/ 

Invetalon Sunshine Thunder- Temp. 90' Temp. 32' Acree/l,000 100,000 
Frequency Daye Storms or Above or Bolov Pop. Pop. 

llAl __.!.!g_ IU3 !TA4 !!AS l!Bl __illL 

I AKR 27,SO 52. 00 • 40.00 10.00 I OS• 00 34.80 148,70 
2 ALS 32.50 54.00 24.00 11.00 121.00 l&.00 2t>,IO 3 ALL 21.so 5 7. 00. 3z. 0<1 17.00 l 01. 00 19.80 lli5,40 4 A"A J7.5o n.oo I, O O • .. 1. 00 • 0. 00 • s.cio 51.•0 5 ATL 37 .so 61.00 se.oo 16.00 55.oo 5.&o ">&.eo 
b BAL 22.!>0 se.oo 24.00 21.00 84oOO 4,80 11.so 7 SIR 37 ,SO se.oo 84.00 JQ,00 se.oo 10.20 18.90 
8 ~OS zr.so 60.00 11.00 19.00 76.oo J,90 A9,6fl q bUF 22.so 53.00 36,QO 2.00 111. 00 5 .10 42.20 

10 CHI 32,50 57.00 o .oo 29.00 100.00 4,70 34, I 0 

11 CIN 32,so 54.00 se.oo lB,00 '14.00 11.90 119.RO 
12 CLt 22.so 52.00 40.00 11. 00 94.00 6.50 112.40 
13 COL 21,50 55.00 4&,oo 11.00 99.00 30.90 ">I .JO 
14 OAL 27,50 &S.00 48,QO 8&.00 21.00 17. 70 70,0Q 
I!> OAY 21,so 57.00 48,00 21.00 101.00 12.90 123.!:>0 
16 OEN 37.50 10. 00 38.00 33,DO 158. DD •B.JD 205.ZIJ 
l 7 on 32,50 54.00 33.00 u.oo 113.00 13.l 0 !:>l. l 0 
18 FOR 12,50 73.00. 71. 0 0 • lJ.00. 0. 0 0 • 3.BO 9.60 
19 FOR 21,50 &s.oo 52, oo e2,oo ZOoOO 11. 70 68020 
20 GAR 32.50 57.00 4 7. 00 • 29. 00 • 100.00 • 21 .40 H.30 

21 Gf<A 32050 51.00 36.00 14,00 124.oo 9,10 243, 00 
22 GllE 42,50 62.00 45,oo 21.00 92000 1.20 19.90 
23 HAR 21.50 51.00 ze.oo Jo.oo 113.oo 11. 00 63,JO 
2" HON 27,'!:>0 6'l.OO e.oo 10.00 o.oo 9o)0 'l.50 
25 f<OU 22.50 59.00 Tl,OO 68, 00 24,QO &.10 ?7. TO 
2b !NO 32.50 59.00 49,00 11.00 100.00 9,00 'l3,10 
27 JAC 32.50 61.00 85,oo 81, 00 15.oo 5oJO 5,70 
28 JER Z2,50 59. 0 0 • 33,00• 18. 00 • 60.QO . 1.00 3,30 
29 KAN 37,50 b4o00 54,00 2&.00 90.00 11.&0 'i~,&O 
30 L05 37,50 73.00 1.00 21. 00 0. 00 4,80 156,30 

31 LOU 32,SO sa.oo 52,00 21.00 77. 00 7, I 0 72.60 
32 MEM 37.50 o5.oo &2,00 57.00 s1.oo 27.10 ao .• 50 
33 MIA 7,50 73,00. 71. 00 13. 00 OoOO 447.20 l28o50 
3~ MIL 32,50 56.00 29,0Q 15.00 111.00 11.10 7•.10 
35 MIN 32.50 58.00 40,00 IJ,00 138.00 )4.20 236,SO 
36 NAS 37,50 s0.oo 5e,oo 37.00 59oOO 20.20 175.60 
37 NEW 27050 60.00. 75,00 10.00 1a.oo 1. l 0 1.00 
31i NEW 22o50 59,0D 33,DO l 8.DO bD.oo 7.60 30.00 
39 NEii 27,50 59. 00 • 30.00 31.00 s1.oo s.oo ao.20 
40 NOR 22o50 63.00 3&,oo 29,00 48oOO 8,70 13.20 

41 OKL 37.50 67.oo 64,00 53.00 68. 00 9,40 352.60 
42 Ol>IA 37.so 6Z.OO 36,l)O 38,00 ll9.oc 15.i'O 81Jo90 
43 PAT 27,50 59. 0 0 • 30,00• 31. 00 • s1.oo • 5.40 l4o70 
44 PHI 27,50 se.oo 2s.oo 28. 00 1&.00 6.80 112.JO 
45 PHO 42,50 86.00 20.00 112.00 3.oo llb.30 2630 40 
46 PIT 32.50 s2.oo 38oOO 11. 00 lOloOO 8.30 4lo20 
47 POR 37050 47.00 1.00 18.00 21.00 11. 60 659,IO 
48 PRO 22,50 57.00 14.00 11.00 95000 25.00 199,110 
49 RIC 27,SO &0.00 40,00 32000 eo.oo 6,50 54,10 
50 ROC 22.50 ss.oo 250 00 2s.oo 106000 29.00 231.00 

SI SAC 42,50 79.00 e,oo 78.00 14,00 130.10 19'>8.80 
52 STL 37,50 59.00 52.00 42.00 eeooo 2.30 17,70 
53 SAL 42.50 69.00 "1.oo se.oo 116. 00 10.40 31>3,l!O 
54 SAN 21.so 62.00 37. 00 96.00 29000 3,20 I> 1, Io 
55 SAN •2.so 73.00 • lo DO• 21. 00 • o.oo . 45.10 '155.~0 
56 SAN 37 .50 67.00 J.oo s.oo o.oo 18,90 l J4. 8 0 
57 SAN 37.50 67.00. 2. 00 • &. 00 • 2.00 . 21.10 206 ol 0 
58 SAN 37,50 67.00 2.00 6000 2.00 25.50 200000 
59 SEA 27.50 48.00 "· 00 1.00 11.00 9,ZO &43.50 
60 SPll 27051> s 7, 00 • 28,l>O • JI>. !)I) • llJ,oo . J5,90 701.90 

&l SYR 21.so 51.00 33.oo 15.00 111.00 7,40 51.90 
&2 lAM 27.50 66000 91,00 96,00 i>o 00 14.00 28.60 
63 TOL 27 oso 57.00 47.00 16.00 122.00 5,!>0 14.40 
64 us Z7.5o 5 7, 00 26,00 3T, 00 103.00 J0.00 197.JO 
65 YOU 27.50 52. 00 • JO,OO 6.oo 115.oo 41,50 33.60 

237 



TABLE A-4 

BASIC STATISTICS OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (Lj 

'1 of llalea 
lnf•nt 1tedl•11 16-2l, '1 of pop., 

Hortallty Schoo la '1 of Peraon1, not High l-34 
a.te/l,000 Death Rata/ Yuu 25+, Co111Pl•ted School Enrolled 
Uve lllttho 1,000 pop. Coc19let:ed 4 7n, lllgh Scool Graduates ln Schooh 

LU 1A2 I Bl or more 182 18) 1114 

us 21.20 9,50 12 o l 0 S2o30 l5o20 54,JO 

I AKR 20.60 a.so 12 .zo 55.60 10.20 56,90 
2 ALB l9o90 10.90 12.zo 56.10 8090 5R,l0 
3 ALL 18.00 10.40 lloTO 47,80 1 O, IO S5.60 

" ANA 20.60 6,oo 12.t.o 70,50 l2ol0 57,70 
5 All 22.20 7,80 l2ol0 53,40 18.40 50,40 
6 BAL 23.00 9.40 ll olO 44.60 [9,60 53.80 
7 BIR 23.00 10.30 ll o"-0 45. 40 18090 54.20 
8 BOS 20.10° 8 .1 0 • 12. 40 64.40 9.90 S7,60 
9 BUF 22.20 10.10 12 oC>O 50.40 11.20 5&,5o 

10 CHI 24 040 9,70 l 2 o l 0 53,90 16.IO 54,60 

11 CIN 20.30 10.00 ll .BO 48040 16.60 5S,JO 
12 CLE 21.40 9,bO 12.10 54,60 U!.70 55,30 
13 COL 20.60 s.20 12.30 60.70 11.20 54,40 
H DAL 22.10 1.10 12.20 54,80 20,30 49,40 
15 DAY l9o80 7,80 12.20 56.20 12.00 53.90 
lb OEN 18.00 7.40 12.so 67.40 II, TO 55,50 
11 DET 22.20 8060 l2ol0 52.10 16.40 56,20 
18 FOR n.oo ll o l 0 12.i?O SS.40 IBoOO S4.00 
19 J:"OR 24.20 7,90 12.10 52.00 16000 SI ,60 
20 GAFI 26.l!O 9,20 12.00 so.oo 13, 'ilO S6,40 

21 GRA )8.90 8.20 12.10 54,00 11.00 s0.20 
22 GHE 28.20 A,40 11.10 42040 1a.20 S2.30 
23 HAH 19.00. e.so • 12.30 59.10 llo40 S6,90 
24 HON 18.40 4,RO 12.•o 66000 13.60 Sl.30 
25 HOU 23.JO 1.00 12.10 51,10 )9,90 Sl ,80 
26 IND 24,bO 9.10 12.20 SboOO 19,SO 52.90 
27 JAC 22.10 9,00 12.00 Sl.60 11.10 so.oo 
28 JER 23.SO 12.20 10.20 36.30 JB,00 50.70 
29 KAN 21.20 9.20 12.30 60ol0 J3,b0 SJ.BO 
JO LOS 18.90 9,00 12.40 62000 13.30 54,80 

31 LOU l\o40 9.SO ll.60 46.90 18,40 S3.IO 
J2 HEH 23.40 9,10 II o90 49020 11.ao S2,60 
33 MIA 21060 10.so 22.10 Slo90 JS.JO 55,40 
J4 HIL 19.20 8.90 22.20 S6o80 10.10 56,80 
JS HIN 18.50 1.10 l2o40 66.10 7,40 ss.oo 
Jb NAS 21.60 9.10 ll .90 49.00 19030 52.30 
J7 NEii 22.eo Y.70 ll o40 45,eo 21.90 5,.,10 
38 NEW 21.60 10.so 12.10 SI. 80 15.i.o SJ,)0 
39 NEW 23.00 9.80 12.20 55,10 JJ.OO 56.JO 
40 NOR 22.90 1.10 11.so 48.30 !8040 45. 30 

41 OllL 20.10 s,oo 12030 6).00 11. 30 ss.80 
42 OMA 20.10 a.JO 12.30 62.70 10.so 5S.60 
0 PAT lBolO 9.00 12.20 s ... so 10.40 S7.l0 
44 PHI 23040 10.10 12.00 50060 is.10 55.20 
45 PHO 19,JO 7,90 12030 60.10 is.so 56,00 
46 PIT 22;00 10.10 12.10 53,40 e.10 S7,60 
47 POR 19.00 9.90 12.40 62.90 10.30 SS,JO 
48 PRO 22.so • 10.so • 11.so 45090 11.20 ss.10 
49 RIC 25.50 9,80 11. 70 4 7 .10 16070 SJ.SO 
so AOC 20.40 9,00 12.20 56.10 22.00 55,40 

SI SAC 20,JO 1.ao 12.40 6S.IO 1.10 59,40 
52 STL 21.eo 10.00 11. 70 48000 14.JO 56.20 
S3 SAL 1e.oo 6.20 12. so 68050 11.10 S9.l0 
54 SAN 23.00 7,50 11.so 46.80 JS.40 S2.JO 
5S SAN 19,50 8,90 Ii!:, 20 57,40 H.90 56,20 
S6 SAN 19.90 7.SO 12.40 65.JO 19,bO so.so 
57 SAN 18.90 -., Io 12.50 66.10 20.30 54,60 
S8 SAN 15.50 5.70 12.60 69.00 a.so se.10 
59 SEA 17.80 a.so 12.so 67.80 9,So 55,SO 
60 SPR 21 .20 • 10.00. 12.10 SJ.SO IJo60 57 .so 

61 SYR 11.90 9,30 12.20 57.80 10.i.o 58.60 
62 TAM 24.SO 13.70 12.00 51.40 11.00 s5.10 
6J TOL 20.90 9,80 22.00 s1.10 J0.60 57.10 
64 llAS 19.90 1.00 lii!.60 68050 J4.20 SJ,50 
65 YOU 19.80 9,90 22.10 52.10 9,50 57,JO 
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TABLE A-4 (Concluded) 

Hospital Per Capita Per Capl ta 7. of Per song, 
Dentists/ Beds/ llospita! Physicians/ Loe al Gov' t Local Gov' t 25+, Coinpletcd 
100,000 100,000 Occupancy 100,000 Expend. on Expend. on 4 yrs. College 

eoe. IIA! eoe. IIA2 Rates IIAJ l!O!!· IIA4 Health IIAS Educ. IIB l or more I IB2 

US 59.50 4H.90 79,80 l 53. 80 2.96 hS,69 10,70 

l AK'1 48,30 3?.9.60 87,70 127.10 2.62 153,62 10.80 2 ALA 58,50 447.60 87,30 213.10 4,96 188 .. ~b 12,bO 3 ALL 55,60 3b3.90 82,30 127,70 lo05 131. 74 9,20 4 ANA 62.20 258.80 71. 0 0 164.80 2o30 213,39 15.80 5 All 51.90 321.00 83,bO 174.00 2,94 14 l, 30 14,30 6 BAL 47. l 0 377. 7 0 79,60 243,40 5.45 147,36 10.30 7 AIR 58,20 493.30 s2.10 176·. 30 3,07 102,60 8,90 8 HOS 82. s 0 • 466.80 • 80,00 • l7 •. 0 0 • 2.92 130,66 15,SO 9 BUF 69,40 49 3. 8 0 85.20 185,lO 5.66 178,37 9,60 10 CHI 67.SO 436.90 84 .10 176. 60 2.s1 127.76 11. 7 0 

l I CIN 43.20 370.70 79.10 169,00 2.34 141. 78 10,60 le CLE 66,90 418.30 83. 70 209,40 2. 22 139. 72 10,90 
13 COL 69,40 352.00 88,80 l 74 .60 2.06 127.60 14. 0 0 14 DAL 57,00 34bo50 78,70 161,40 1,39 123,59 13.90 
15 DAY 43,50 332.40 811t ,20 107.60 2 .19 141,51 11. 0 0 16 DEN 69,20 448.00 83.20 242,60 .... 20 151,94 l 7. 30 
I 7 DET 57.40 339,50 1:14. 70 146,00 C?.76 178.38 9,50 
18 FOH 80,10 341 .90 82,30 185,60 ,69 119.33 9,70 
19 FOR 41.20 365.20 H,SO 99,20 lo74 128.53 11. 4 0 
20 GAf< 41,20 336.10 81,50 83,80 1. 77 l 75, 52 6,90 

21 GflA 57.SO 309,50 87.00 125.60 2.49 H5.ss 9,70 
22 GRE 41.60 41!i.IO 81.30 145.10 3,23 130. 77 11. 00 
23 HAI< 65. 00 • 3S3.50 . 84,20 . 221.10 • 2o89 182. 71 14.80 
24 HON 69,SO 230.60 82.00 16~.oo o.oo o.oo 15.50 
25 HOU 5&?,40 431.20 78,80 159.50 2.76 142 056 13.90 
26 JNO 63.00 412.70 S3,70 166.20 ol8 156.00 10.40 
27 JAC 39,IO 365,70 S3,80 131.20 3,29 120.12 8,90 
21l JU? 56.80 393,30 81,70 133,90 3.48 90,35 5.60 
29 KAN 64,50 470.00 83,70 158,00 2.13 135, 28 11. 6 0 
30 LOS 66.00 368.50 78,00 207,00 5. 70 171.50 12.70 

31 LOil S3.20 "18.SO 84,50 152,30 3.lB l44,5B 9,00 
32 Mt:M 65.70 472.00 S8,90 l8S,90 3.46 117.64 9,60 
33 MIA 66.50 458,90 s 1. 70 266,40 ,49 135,42 10,80 
34 MIL 11.10 444,40 99,00 156.30 4o5l 142,3'1 11.20 
35 loll N 79,60 547.20 77, 00 176,80 2.47 174,67 14,80 
36 NAS 5Solt0 539.60 81,70 &?23.40 3,21 122.62 11.10 
37 NEW 55.70 507,20 76,40 223.00 2.61 111.71 l l. 30 
38 NOi 96.oo 462.50 83.80 286.20 8082 1110.20 12.40 
39 NEW 78.90 43b.90 S4,30 198.10 3.27 1411,95 14.20 
40 NOR 41.00 2111,40 92,50 105,60 2.10 l 21. 02 9,30 

4 1 OKL 47.60 405.80 78,70 1S3.50 lo31 119.31> 13.60 
42 0"4A 64.20 694,bO 73,60 184,00 2.1s 133,53 11. 80 
43 PAT 74.40 336.50 79,40 163.00 C?,74 139,42 13.20 
44 PHI 62.30 429.80 83,20 208.SO 2.20 133.69 10.70 
45 PHO 57.20 35 l. 2 0 78.70 183.70 3,53 l6S, 15 12. fl 0 
46 PIT 62.10 494.00 S7,40 154.10 lo9l 129.16 9,60 
47 POR 93,50 415.20 78.90 196.70 4,42 162,61 12.80 
48 PRO· 55 .20 • 408.00 . 86,toO . 190.70. 088 118.37 a.so 
49 RIC 66.00 506.30 Sil.00 232.10 .66 1zc.21 12.50 
50 ROC 6S.90 290.60 86.SO 216.40 8.23 &?25.75 13030 

51 SAC SB,BO 414,30 78.10 17S,!)O "'. 73 205,37 13.30 
52 STL 54.20 49&,40 82,90 160,40 2.86 142,2& 10.10 
53 SAL 65 .10 334.10 80,20 197,60 2.58 173. 95 15.00 
54 SAN 41.60 332030 93,90 149.40 2.03 107,\4 10.20 
SS SAN 55.40 364.40 71.10 155.90 3.72 214.2S 9,80 
56 SAN 68.60 266.70 79,20 202,90 4o42 169,29 14.00 
57 SAN 89,90 444. 30 76.50 272.40 7.83 187.0l 16.80 
58 SAN 72.80 312.30 77, 7D 233.10 7,90 ('24,00 19.50 
59 SEA 84,70 311Jo70 77,20 206.10 3.01 179.35 15.90 
60 SPR 59.30 • 437.50 . 84,40 • 131.70• 2.41 118,91 9,70 

61 SYR 54,60 291.40 76.10 186,00 6.13 19!>.85 13.20 
62 TAM 54,60 394,50 8 I, 00 139 ,4 0 1,67 114,25 9.40 
63 TOL 46,20 464.SO as.so 139.90 3.87 142.99 8,90 
64 WAS 66,40 306,90 81.30 212.50 e.20 176.02 23,40 
!>5 YOU 47,00 366,80 84,60 125.40 1.14 121.40 6.90 
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TABLE A-5 

BASIC STATISTICS OF SOCIAL COMPONENT (L) 

'L of 'L of t of Ftm1h1 

'I. of 'I. Of Peuon1 Koloo, 16•64 16·64 
OIUdrou llorrlod Per C.p!U 25-t, lAn na.n Le11 Thin 

Llbor Tote• 'I. of lt1111n Income Und.r 18 Couplu Locel Cov' t Completed ts 7u School I) yro School Ho tor V~htc le 

P•rttctpatlon Labot' Fote:• Per T••tl:r Ltv1Cll With liltbout Ova E1r:pand. on ~ 7r• High lut Voci1tfonal But VDC•tlon.a! Reg ht rations/ 

lat• ('I.) Employed Meab•t &oth Parent• BouHhold Education School or Kore Tralnlna Tralnlng 1,000 pop. 

lAl 1~2 IA} 164 IA~ Ul ni II}• i&}b tCh 

"~ 66.00 95.60 3092.00 e2.10 1.30 hS.69 52.JO 28. 70 21.90 551.00 

I AKI> 66.50 95.60 JJ61.00 86.00 1.20 IS3.6? 55.60 J0.70 ;n. 70 5~3.00 

2 H~ 1>8.80 96.70 J02.00 86.90 1.10 188.46 56ol0 JO.JO ? .. 60 •S ... UIJ 
) &LL 70.60 97.70 3357.00 88.40 1.10 l:ill.H 47.80 29.50 J9.30 •ts) .oo • 
• AN& n.oo 94.60 J796.00 86.00 1.00 21J.J9 10.so J7.30 l) .10 677 .o~ 
5 All 70.40 n.oo 3415.00 so.so 1.40 141.30 5).•0 29.50 l•-90 671.00 
6 HAL 66.70 96.50 JZ84.00 11.so lo90 141. J6 44.60 J0.10 n.10 4'2.00 
1 bll> 63.90 95.80 2728.00 11.40 1.70 102.60 45•40 Z6ol0 Z0o80 ~ijff.00 

8 110~ 70.90 96.50 J665.00 85.60 I oJO 130.66 ~4.40 33.60 26·00 ••u.oo • 
9 HUF 66.90 95.20 3315.00 85.30 1.10 l 78.37 C-,0.40 31.60 zs.2n 4?7. 00 

10 CHI 10.20 96.50 J730.00 82.00 1. JO 1n. n ..,J.90 Jt.'10 ?4.90 • H.O~ 

II CIN f.7.40 96.20 Jl14.00 a..20 1.00 I• I· 78 48.40 27.'IO 73.00 521.00 
IZ CLE 1>9.90 96.50 )609.00 BJ.BO 1.20 139.72 C.•.60 31. 70 ?5.20 !>?1. 00 
I 3 COL 67.0 96.60 J3J4.00 82.40 1.00 127.60 60.70 J0.20 23.20 5B.OO 
I• OAL 72.60 <11.00 JH8.00 81 o80 1.20 IZJ.S9 S•o80 J!.70 2•·80 n3!.o~ 
15 flAY 66.90 96.20 3•73.00 e•.9o .90 hi.SI 56.20 3!.10 23.20 !>•0.00 
It> Oii< i.0.10 9b.30 3'27.00 e5.oo 1.00 IS!.9• ~7 .40 36.50 ?•.30 6•1.0~ 
11 llll 46.70 'l•.30 ]657.00 83. l 0 1.so 178.JS ~2.10 JO.HO zz,qo ~10.011 

Ill FOR 67.IO ~b.60 31155.00 8 I o60 1.so 119.J) 55040 JS.JO i'le•O 1• 1 • UlJ 
l'I FOR 69.50 96.!>o 3252.00 84.00 1.10 128.53 s2.oo 3•.60 2s.20 &~~.oo 

20 (jAR 65.20 96.00 3118.00 84.60 lo JO 175,52 50.00 27.40 20.90 •A?.00 

21 I>~• 69,90 94,JO Jl84. 00 n.so .60 hS.55 s•.oo 26.10 .~.50 5•2.00 
u Gii( 71.90 97.20 3071.00 81.00 1.60 I 30.17 42.40 24,qQ ?O.OO 6~2.00 

23 H&fl ~0.20 97.10 1860.00 85.90 1.00 IBZ.11 59.JO JS.JO ?b·" 0 !>hh.00 . 
i• HON 59.70 91.00 3391.00 83. 70 •• 10 o.oo 66.00 JS.~0 l7 ·"n 5?0. 00 
25 t1l'U 68.20 91.oo n1e.oo 82080 1.20 l4Zo56 51.70 JO,!>O ?~·bO hOl,00 
26 IND 10.so 96.IO 3353.00 SJ.SO .90 156.00 56.00 28.'10 22.10 ~·•.00 
27 JAC bl .60 96.70 2792.00 1'5.00 J.60 120.12 51.60 35.20 ?•.JO b0).00 
i!IJ Jfll 10.10 95.30 3094.00 79.40 t.40 90.35 36.30 28.90 n.~o ••q .on . 
Z'I KA~ 7Z.JO 9b.70 HIJ.oo 83.70 ,90 IJ5.2ft M.10 33.IJO Z~·bO 'J•..,.00 
30 LOS 69.00 93.80 J727.00 78.60 1.10 171.50 h2.oo J .. so zv.oo ~B•.00 

JI LOU 68.40 96.00 3126.00 82.JO I .JO 1 ... sa 46.90 21.20 <'I, '<0 "~O • (H1 

JZ HEM 64.SO 95.20 2664.00 73.10 1.eo 117 .6• •9.20 29. !>O n.oo • .,Q. 011 
33 NIA 69.60 96.JO J385.00 78.50 1.00 135.42 Sl.90 34.00 2~ • .a b••.nn 
H Hll 1z.oo %.50 J4SO.OO 816.JO .10 142. 39 S6,80 J•.70 ?•.90 4'-il,lJO 

JS "'" 13.80 96.80 356d.OO 88.80 .10 174.67 b6.!J )4,80 t•.'10 ~··. Oti 
JI> NAS 68.70 9b.70 J075.00 79.70 1.so 12Z.f.2 49.00 Z1.bO 21.10 ~.o.~o 

31 NEW 63.00 9S.OO 2736.00 76ol0 lo90 111. 71 45.80 JJ.70 .?~·•o h?O,OQ . 
38 NE• 67.00 9~.20 3188. 00 78,80 1.so 180.20 51.80 J0.10 76.40 .11 l. on 
J'< ~l· 611.90 96.30 3900.00 8J.50 1.50 1•8.9~ ~s.10 JO.HO ?,.HO •WJ o flll . 
40 NOH 49.70 96.20 2732.00 7So90 1.40 121.02 48.Jo n.so 23 .,90 41..,. llO 

•I on f)9.JO 96.80 JIBT.oo 81.80 .10 119.J6 .. 1.00 32.00 ?•.HO "'"'·on 
42 0"i 68.!>0 97.oo 3117.00 8'5.60 .so 133.53 62.70 Jl.30 ?; • .a ~hl';'*.('10 

•3 PAT 11.10 ~b.JO 4172.00 88.JO J.60 139.42 54.so JJ.00 ?~.JO 4k l. Ol.I . 
44 PHI 67.JO 96.JO 3380.00 81.SO 1.eo IJJ,69 50.60 JJ.50 lS.70 •q 1. on . 
45 PkO 66.!0 96.)0 31~6.00 83.40 1.20 168.IS 60.10 35,TO ?~.80 6";>.nn 
46 PIT 62oZO 95.70 3168.00 816.50 1 • .0 129.16 53,40 30.10 ?J .bO "" l. on . 
47 POR 70.JO 9J.90 3472. 00 84.90 .10 162.61 b2.90 JS.~O 17 .oo ~8h.OO • 
48 PHO 11 .JO 96.10 3149.00 8160 IO 1.20 I 11.J7 45,90 29.00 ?0.90 ~ 1~. 00 . 
49 k!C 10.10 97.80 J294.00 78.50 le90 122.21 • 1.10 26,JO n.10 ";>H.00 
50 ROC 10. 70 9".50 3651.CO 86.50 1.30 225.TS 56.!0 31.bO ?;.oo 46'1. 00 

SI SAC 6Zo90 92.80 n76.oo ez.10 .so 205,)7 6Sol0 36.AO lb.ZO nu. on 
5Z STL 68.JO 95.10 JZ85.00 ~2.10 1.00 142.28 •8.oo 30.90 ?3.•0 1t9b.OO 
53 SAL 67.70 95.•0 288T.OO 87.90 .ao 11),95 66.50 3,,QO ?•.90 l-"'k.Oti 
54 SAN 56.80 95.80 2484.00 80,JO z.oo 107.14 46.80 JI.JO 22.90 ~?2. 00 
SS SAN 60.•0 94,10 3606.00 8lo60 ,90 21 •• z~ 57 .40 J•.90 zs.20 ., ... Ii. 00 
56 SAN SJ.70 llJ.70 JJJ0.00 79,40 .90 l69.Z9 65.JO 39. 70 ZH.60 ~AZ.OU 

ST SAN 68000 94,20 J969.00 80.40 1.00 187.0l 06.!0 36.SO 29.90 Sh4.00 
58 SAN 66.70 9•.20 37SO.OO es.80 1.10 22•.00 ~9.00 37.00 ?•··· "'1 "i. on 
59 St A 69.70 91.80 J759.00 8So60 .eo 179.JS 67.80 JB.80 ?~.90 f.i711r1. 00 
60 SPH 69.00 9S.80 J24).00 8'5.10 i .oo 118.91 SJ.so J•.SO 2~· 70 ·~1.00 . 
61 SYR 61.20 95.50 3216.00 85. 70 1.zo 196.85 57,80 30.20 25.90 •5~.oo 

62 UH I>•· 70 ~b.40 J018.00 79,20 1. 30 114.25 SI .40 JS.JO 21.10 •~s.oo 
63 TOL 68.10 95.&0 3394.00 so;. 30 1.10 l•l.99 Sl.70 29,60 n.~n '-1,,,0.0l'I 
64 tl&S 67.10 97.JO 4089.00 81. 70 1.20 176.02 ~8.SO lb.JO 29.70 •"ilh. 00 
65 YOU 65.70 94.60 3144.00 86. 70 1.10 121.40 sz.10 25.•0 19.00 511, oo 
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TABLE A-5 (Continued) 

Negro to Negro Ka lea 

t of t Pop. Total Pop. Negro to To Tot• I 
Hou1eholda l.ocel Sunday under .5 Median Total Pop. Maha 

Kotorcycla lilth On~ Neva paper t Occup led Local Radio Po9ulatton and 6~+ YamUy Profe11 lona l Une:np lo~n t 

Reahcrat 1on1/ or Hor• Clrc./ Hou ling Statlon1/ Deno I ty in Central lncoma Adj. £mp. Adj. Rate Adj. 
I ,000 pop. Automob!lOI 1,000 pop. With TV t,000 pop. In SMSA City For t:ducatlon For Education For Educ1 t lc:i:i 

ICJb I Cle ic~1 Iqb IC2c IC3! Iqb !~! IIA2 IlA~ 

us 16.00 az.so 243.00 95.50 .OJ 360,00 18,JO .76 .01 2.0~ 

1 AKI> 15.00 88.80 752.00 97.40 .88 752.00 20.00 .83 ,04 3.07 
2 Alli s.oo e2.oo 1248.00 97.ZO I• I 0 326,00 ?l.90 • 78 .oc J. o• 
3 ALL 12.00. es.so 11es.oo 97.00 .91 so1.oo 20.60 .76 , o I J. bC-

• ANA 35.DD 94.SD 1 DB• DD 97. IO .21 11116,00 1• .so .66 .01 l .•~ 
5 A TL 16.00 as.10 1135.0D 96.50 1·36 8D4.00 17.90 • 74 .! 3 2.01 

BAL 7.DD 76.70 667.00 97.00 • 71 917.00 19,00 ,93 , 15 2 .n 
><JI< IS.OD so.so 736,00 95.60 1.89 272. 00 19.40 .1'1 .19 2.01 

b t!OS IO.DD. 76.00 1341. DO 96.70 • 7 z 2791.00 ;>O,&O .63 .o? 1.9~ 

9 f<UF 6.0D a1.oo l33e.oo 97.60 1. 33 849. 00 ?I. 30 •!II ,04 2. h l 
Io CHI 10.DO 15.60 761. 0 0 9&.10 .•s 1677.00 19.00 .75 .09 ?.h 

II CIN 13.00 a 1. 5o 664.0D 97.00 .93 644.0D n .so • 71\ .D6 c.b~ 

le CLE ID.DO B2.9D 722, D 0 97.20 .02 1359.0D 19.50 • 79 .09 2.~ • 
13 CUL l•.OD 65.7D 615.DO 97.&0 1.2D &14,0D 17 .60 .01 .o~ 2. O!i 
14 DAL 19.DO 69.00 &69. 0 D 95.90 .96 345,00 17. 1 0 .69 • 01 2. I• 
I~ lJAY 16.DD 68.80 906.00 97.70 1.Ds 498,00 19.00 .86 .oa 2.3;> 
16 OlN 24. 0 D 88.70 112z.oo 95.00 1.46 335,00 19.60 • 70 .02 1 • ..- .... 
I 7 (If I 11.00 85.20 1000.00 97.30 .sz 2152.00 20.30 ,81 • IO 2.1 ~ 
18 f Ufl 22.0D 91.60 842.00 97.50 .96 509.00 24.60 • 91 .09 C.11 
19 FOR 24.00 90.80 708.00 96.40 1. 04 476.00 18.70 ,73 .os 2. 02 
20 GAR 13.00 64.70 421.00 96.40 .31 67S,OO 16,80 .es .13 I. 7? 

21 (ol<A 26.00 89,40 680.00 96.70 2.22 380.00 20.90 • 77 .02 J •Ju 
2<' G>lE 16.00 • es.10 729.00 95.30 .e2 274,00 lS,70 • 74 .! 3 2, I?. 
23 HAM Io. 00 • es.Jo 2077.00 96.90 1.35 988.00 7.0.30 • 72 'O• 2.? ... 
c• '10111 13.00 A9.20 S44. 0 0 94.40 2.86 1056.00 15.00 • ss .01 1.1 .. 
25 >iOU 11.00 ee,40 561,00 94.70 1.15 316.00 15.90 .7J .1 n 2. 0 .l 
26 )1110 11. 00 86.00 so1.oo 96.60 1.26 361.00 17. 70 .84 • 0 7 J, In 
27 JAC 21.00 83.30 3JS.OO 95.80 2.03 690,00 l 6. IO • 76 ,}<; ?.? ... 
28 Jti< 10.00. S9.JO 325.00 96.40 o.oo 12903.00 19.60 • 76 .05 I.Jn 
2Y l\Alll 21 •OD • es.so 76S.OO 95.90 .BJ 4<;3,00 19.'lO • 77 • 0 7 c.o~ 

30 LOS zs.oo 84,90 631.00 95.00 .36 1728.00 lB.20 .70 .o~ I , 7 '> 

JI LUU 9,00 83.30 977.00 96.40 1.33 QI0.00 20.10 • 75 • 0 7 ?.C1 
32 MtM 12.00 78.70 435.00 9S.30 1.68 56S.OO 17.40 .79 .2• ;>,b) 
33 MIA 14.00 80.40 IS32.00 94.90 1.26 621. 00 20.eo .&4 .09 I, 7 J 
34 Ml L 10.00 112.20 HS.OD 97. 30 .99 96•.00 1'1.70 .78 • 0 3 '· l 1 
35 "IN 20. 00 es.so 1461.DO 96.60 1.1 s !160,00 22.•0 .68 ;DI ?. l l 
31> l<AS 13.00 84.70 527.00 96. IO 2.21 336.00 16.60 • 77 .1~ I. H l 
31 •~£ w 7.0. OD • 7J.60 509.DO 95.90 l .62 532. 0 0 19 .10 .64 • IS 2.2• 
3EI 111Ew 3.00 ss.10 64S.OO 95.20 .28 S415.00 19.80 .75 • ID I .ti~ 
3'1 111£ .. 10.00. 78.40 20•6.DO 97.00 .16 26•8.00 18.70 .1. .09 c.cc 
40 N(JR 16. 00 • 81,40 674.00 95.90 1.61 998.00 15.20 .es .! ~ <.11 

•I OKL 29.00 89.80 863.00 96.40 z.oz 302,00 19,20 .az .o~ ?.•~ 
42' OMA 22.00 84.80 84S.OO 91>.00 1,29 J51.00 19.00 .68 .o• ?. ~"" 
43 PAT I O.OO • 86.10 319.DO 97.90 o.OD 3190.00 71,40 • 71 .03 2,3M 
44 PHI 9.00 76.70 814.00 97.00 .SI 13S6.00 19.80 .78 .09 z.n 
45 PHO 25.00 9 I .20 438.00 9S.70 2.68 106.00 17.40 .f>B ,Q;> ?,Jn 
4b I' I I 12.00 79.50 1421.00 97. 30 .66 788.00 20.20 .76 .o• ,... ... ,., 
47 POfl ?.8.00 86.20 1069.00 94. 7 0 2.oa 27&.00 21.eo .74 .01 ~.o" 
48 PRO 13.00. 84.00 llH.oo 97.70 1.20 I HO ,QO 22.JO ,64 .~2 l.•O 
49 RIC 16. 00 • 110 .10 788.DO 95.50 2.31 4J3.00 18.90 .80 .14 ;>,5,. 
!JO llOC 1.00 85.70 744.00 97.50 l,H 381.00 23.J 0 • 77 .03 3.6) 

51 SAC JS.DO ~9.40 1123.00 95.60 1.37 233.00 )9.10 .70 .03 2.0. 
52 S7L 21.00 • 82.00 1396.DO 95.60 .97 574.00 22.70 .76 • Io 2. 7< 
5J SAL 35.00 90.00 1059,00 96.30 2.68 526.00 22.10 .61 • 0 l 2, O I .,. SAN 13.00 es.so 4J4.00 93.90 1.es 441.00 18.1 o • 71 .os I .so 
!>5 SAi; 36.00 90.50 760.00 95.10 •• 3 •2.00 16.40 • 72 • 0 3 I. e 7 
56 SAN 33.00 89.00 383,00 95-.00 I .I~ 319.00 16.60 .7S .02 1. 7' 
!>7 SAN 25.00 60.70 920. 0 0 93. 00 .so 1254,00 ?.0,00 .12 .os ?., I H 
58 SAN 29.00 93.J 0 460.00 95.60 .93 llJ9.00 )6.00 .81 • O I 1 .. 1 
!>~ SEA 20.00 66.60 1010.00 94.60 1.89 336.00 19.70 .ao .02 l .h!' 
60 SVF> 10.00 • 02.20 7J4.00 96.70 1.50 991.00 21.00 .10 • 02 2.l8 

61 SYH 1.00 84.40 1245.00 97.30 1.57 ?63.00 21.30 , 14 .02 t.JO 
62' TAM IS.DO as.oo 664.00 95.80 .es 111. 0 0 20.00 .86 .Oh 2 • 0 I 
63 TUL 16.00 87.60 528.00 97.40 1.1 s 456.00 19,90 ,SJ .06 "'·'" 6• wAS 16. 00 • A I. SO 13J6.00 96.30 .69 1216.00 17.30 .14 • 14 1.e~ 
65 YOU 13.00 88.30 1129.00 97.40 .93 524.00 20.20 .se .D• ? • 7'i 
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TABLE A-5 (Continued) 

tf•ato ?eulet 
To totd X.h to "8h to Cn.tr•l 'L Occupied 

r. .. 1 .. PeNle Pesu le 1. Worklng Clt1 ~ 1 , •• 11111 l Occupied Houtlns W1 th 

U-n•mp loyMnt Une1119loyeent PTOf•u loaat Outlld• Suburban Boud.og With lncoea llou11n1 1.01 or Kou t Occupted 

~u AdJ. tau AdJ top. Adj, Covnt' of lnCOCM S1gre1attoo Al>ov• Povert7 With P•uon1 Mo\Utng With 

for tducuton Pot tduca t lon 'tor !ducat loo luLdeoce bht. lndax 1.A~ll Plumbiog hr •oom iel.ephoae 

llA4 IIBL 1ni ...l.l.£L_ __ill.L !IC) UI!I --1illl- lllA) lll~4 

u~ 1. )9 • 75 1.49 17,80 • 06 ol1 89,30 94.SO e.oo 87.30 

••• 2. 09 .66 1. u, ll .00 .04 1.;.>o 93,90 97. IO 5. 70 qJ,80 

ALM 1. 30 ,H lo67 26.90 ,04 1,32 93,90 96.60 4 .20 92.80 

ALL 1.os .62 1. 76 lSo I 0 .oz o8Z 94180 95.80 3, 10 94 .10 

ANA 1.s2 066 lo 16 zs.oo ,06 1,37 94,80 99.SO S,90 9),30 

AIL 1. 18 .6·o J,43 36.00 .oa 1.29 90.90 97,SO 1. 30 89. 30 

6 RAL 1.67 .10 I o62 )4,90 .IZ ,96 91.50 97,70 6. 70 61. 80 

1 ttl• 2.h 062 1.02 5,so ,06 •• 3 84,SO 91,JO 9,;.>0 M6,9() 

R rlOS lo67 1. 00 loS6 JI, DO .oa 2.58 93.90 97,JO 5,40 92. so 

9 t.ur 2.32 .Bl I o46 6.60 .oa 1,51 93,20 98.30 s.20 93.00 

lu Cttl 1.99 • lJ \,63 10.ao .10 .as 93.20 97.60 R,QQ w:. •o 

II Cl~ 1.e8 .63 j,62 23.JO .oz 1.s2 91.90 95, 70 9, l D 90,40 

JP CL! 1.82 .so J ,67 I 1.10 ,16 1,38 93,10 98.50 s. 30 92.80 

I l COL 1.ss .86 1.s5 S.60 ,06 ,60 92,40 97,50 5.eo 92,30 

h UAL 1.n , 74 1.73 8030 -.06 .sr 91,40 97,80 8,40 86. '0 
15 OAY 1.15 065 1. 75 )6, 70 ,oe I, 76 94,00 97.ZO 6, OD 91. 90 

16 OEN lo56 .92 1.67 35,80 -.02 1,24 93,20 97.70 s.2D 91.60 

11 UE 1 I ob6 ,83 ) ,87 22.ao .10 1,42 93,50 98.30 7.60 92.29 

•• ruw 1.a1 • a• 1 ••• 15.90 -,06 .22 92, l 0 9&.•0 6,JQ ~6.90 

19 row 1.93 .66 lo91 12.so .oz .84 9i!.OO 98.40 e.1 o as.so 
20 ,, . .., 2.09 ·•6 J ,37 18.oo .06 .~o 93.0Q 97,00 11.eo 89.90 

ii uk• 1.90 ,71 l ·•• 9,90 .oz 1062 93.90 97.90 6.00 93,70 
22 GM( Io 73 .48 1.21 13.80 -.06 ,50 89.70 93,60 7150 85,40 

23 MAH 2.28 ,90 1.61 ID.70 .10 Zo6l 95,10 98,00 S.60 92,90 
Z\. J-!Ot.I l o9) • 74 1.2e .90 -.14 .44 92,80 97o10 19.10 Q2,"~ 

2~ HOU 1.ao ,59 I o81 •• 90 -.04 ,34 90,20 97,30 9.90 ij6,20 

~· IND 1.90 066 1.sr 16.90 -.04 046 9J,5o 96.50 1. 10 8~. 40 
27 JAC 2o l8 064 Io I B 2.60 o.oo .01 85.90 95.50 8.JO •2.90 
2• Jlk 1.11 .63 I o38 33.00 .o• 1.10 90,'IO 95. IO 9.•o 80. 90 
2~ KAN I o90 .1. I o33 28,bO .02 ,94 91.10 97,40 5.90 91, Io 
30 LOS • •• q ,91 1.11 2.90 -.Ol .s2 91,80 98.80 e.20 89. Io 

31 LUU l e6f> oS'I 1.29 12060 .06 .95 91,40 96.60 s.10 .... 10 
Ji Mf ~ 2.13 .10 1.11 •• 20 -,06 ol4 83.20 9".50 12. 30 ijS,90 
33 kl• 1.33 . ,. J ,49 3.50 .as .s2 89. I 0 97.30 13,JO 85,40 

3• MIL l.31 .e2 1.61 l4eb0 .oe ,94 94,30 97 .. 0 6150 q3. 60 
35 MIN I o48 .90 1.13 Z3o I 0 ,o• l o2'1 95.40 97.10 6,40 95.Bo 
36 NAS 1 ••• ,94 1.ll 8.60 -.06 .12 ea.so 94,JO 7,30 86.~0 
3) NEW 1,97 • 79 1143 Z6,60 ,04 .46 83.60 97,00 JJ,IO 86,90 
3• •t. 1.23 .~I 1,53 42.20 .06 ,z9 90,80 97,90 8.60 ijS,8~ 

3q t+t-w 1.61 ·•3 1.1s Jl,40 ,16 1.s~ 93.20 9l ,'IO 6,30 89. 30 
•0 ~OR 1.12 ,., 1.06 zr.zo .o• .21 86.60 91,10 1.10 8•. 00 

41 OKL 1.e1 ,71 lo64 a.so -.oz ,59 90,60 98.10 6.<0 ~9.60 

·~ Ok A z.45 .ez I o24 16.30 -.o• ,43 93,ZO 97.oo 1. 70 •3. 20 
•3 "'' I·• I .se 1.16 38,20 .oe 2.16 95,70 98.60 5100 93.60 
•4 PHI I 066 .11 1.10 28.40 ,08 ,92 9z,10 98,40 s.20 90. 70 

·~ "HO 1.29 .eo I o65 1.so -.oz o40 91.10 97,90 9.60 83.60 
4b Pit 1.11 .16 1.1s 11.so .02 1.e5 9Z.80 96.00 5.90 q, ,4o 
47 PUH 1.•5 l o03 1.•e 24.40 o,oo 1.s3 93,10 97.•0 4,20 91.90 

·~ PHO I, 31 ol6 1 .. a 24.10 o.oo 1.1a 92.20 97,50 6.10 91, 70 
49 MIC i!.06 .62 1.35 ••.DO .o• 068 91.10 95,90 5,90 ~1.20 
so HUC 2.15 .10 1.es 8.30 ,oe I 06! 94,80 97,JO •• so 91.90 

SI SAC 1.ss .~9 1.64 I D,eo -.02 1.22 91,40 99,)0 6.90 91, Io 
~2 ~TL 1.e1 , 78 1.0 )4,20 .oe 1.ss 91,90 96,40 9,80 C>0,00 
~3 SOL 2 .o. .is ) .86 11.lO -.ot> ,51) ~2.50 9&,f>O 9,30 ~n,9o 

S• ,., I oJ) • 70 I ,19 J, DO .oe ·12 84.00 9•.30 )4.90 as.~o 
~, ~AN 1.s1 .11 ) ,48 l6o20 -.oz .10 89,70 98.80 8080 87. ?O 

~· SA~ 1.29 "o80 I o69 1.so -.06 066 9] ,40 98.50 1.zo 91,oO 
~1 ~·~ 1.az ,9Z ),59 24, IO .02 ,93 92.80 97,30 5.90 91.ZO 
5H ~AN 1.•o .68 Zo 18 12.20 .10 046 94.40 99,i!O 6.40 9•. 00 
~~ ~EA 1.21 ,9z 1.a4 Io, 70 -.o• 1.28 94,80 97,80 4, I 0 91, 70 
bO ~·"· 

2.2. ,71 1.22 1~.20 .06 08! 93.30 97.80 6020 q1 .90 

bl SY" 2.•6 1.00 ) ,57 9.80 o.oo 1.9. 92,90 96,90 s.oo 92. ~o 
hl H• 1.12 ,67 1.Z8 1.10 .o• 064 P.9,30 96,90 5.60 ft2. 70 
6J l~L 2.27 ,11 l e44 18.IO .02 068 93,40 97 .00 6.00 n.ao 
6• •AS I ·•6 .16 1. 74 43,50 ,04 lo89 93,90 98,50 6170 9z,10 
6~ YOU 2.JJ • 75 I o4 I l9o00 ,04 1.21 93,50 96.60 6.70 93.00 
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TABLE A-5 (Continued) 

1, Workers 
Who U1e Publlc Public Publlc Kileo of Banke and Ret•ll Selected 

Public ToUl Coot of Svlavnlng Cemplng Tennie Trails/ S&L Trade S!rvice 

Transport Crime Ratel Living Pool 1/ Siteo/ Courto/ 1,000 Aasoc. / Esubl ishmenr.s/ Establishment• 

To Work 100,000 pop. Index 100,000 pop. 100,000 pop. 100,000 pop. pop. 1,000 pop. l ,000 pop. 1,000 pop. 
...!.!fil_ 1IIA6 ..J.!ill_ 1!1811 llIBlb III81 c !ill1L IIIB2 II183 11184 

us 9.90 Z829.50 100.00 "·"· K.A. "·"· "·"· ,09 llobS !>.fl':> 

A•I> z, 10 Z709.20 105.bO• 8.80 o.oo JDl.60 1•8.70 .04 6.5? 4.9• 
( Al~ 1ob0 1651.90 llZ.10 15.zo 5•z.oo 99,90 zz.10 .05 8,65 5. i'O 
3 All 3.zo 1590.10 111.00 1.80 121.JO 1'5.0 165.40 • 0 9 8.9Z 5.bl 
• ANA .40 J940.20 106.50• 14,70 1102.10 111.60 51.•0 ,OJ 1.11 5.J<> 
5 All 9.40 •024 .so 97.IO• 41. 70 o.oo 189.zo <,b,80 .06 6.73 s.31 
b ~Al l J .eo 4051. 70 lOZ.90• Z8.90 182.50 90.70 11.so .os 6099 ••• 7' 
l ~t" 6020 2870,40 102.•o 32.40 200.20 1J6.60 18 .90 .o. 1.•s .. ·"'2 
~ 11US zo.oo J40•.00• 120.ao• S,40 143. 00 63.90 119.60 .01 7. 71 t>.OA 
~ HlJr l0.40 Z676.60 104.80 ID.JO z5z.10 2'5Z.70 4z.zo .oz 8.•o s .•• 

10 c,..1 ZJ.20 Z913.50 109.80 Z5.30 l3Z.90 188. 80 34.IO .00 b.97 5.• t 

11 C IN R.30 Z643.80 96.20 19.40 2'37.50 33.•o 119.80 .15 7.39 5,oi. 
I? CLE 13.Jo Z94Z.80 106.30• 33.•o 2oz,50 130. 80 11 z.•o .03 1.01 5.)1 
13 CCJL 8.to 3Z51.00 105.30 9.80 478.10 Z9,40 <,),JO ,04 bobb '>. 0 I 
l• nAL 6.30 3680.30 95.30• 86,IO 496.IO ISZ.30 70.M .09 t>.<\.~ b.':>J 
I~ f)AY s.•o Z361.IO• 104.30• 17.60 102J.50 172. 90 12'3.50 ,06 6.41 s.1, 
lb OEN 4,40 5014.20 108. 30 3• .zo 666.10 151.40 zos.zo ,09 7.66 6.'>1 
l 7 !ll l 0.20 4818.IO 106.50• R.so zn. 30 llz.10 o;1.1 0 .oz 6.32 ... bf"J 
18 f 0>1 z.10 4334.30 114.60 19.30 72.50 196,70 9.60 .01 8,02 7. 30 
19 FOR z.10 z19z.so 93.30 32.80 z12.5o 108.90 68.ZO .06 11. zo 6,i?q 
20 (;A~ 1.10 4206.00 103.90• 22.10 ZSi?.70 175.JO •7.30 ,06 6. 6 l •.?'> 

ct Gk A 2.20 Z31Z.IO 94,dO 13.00 1044,SO 2'S4.ZO 243.00 ,04 6. 96 4.'-11 
u GllE 3.so 2818.90 IOS.30 s.oo 132,40 43.00 19.90 .05 11.39 5.kb 
i?J HAii 9.90 2'2'53.SO• li?Z.ZO• 16.60 70.80 79.80 63.30 .06 1.12 41 • QFC 
2• HON 7,40 31?6.50 124.bO• I. 00 o.oo 4,90 9,50 .03 6.10 '>.10 
i'5 tll.JU 5,40 3569.60 95.00 7.60 z2z.zo 14 .io z1.10 .08 II.I 7 b.ll 
co 1"0 5,80 2H0,50 99, IO 17 .10 90.10 86.50 93. 70 .06 6.80 5,47 
27 JAC 6.70 43?1.ZO 102.00 15.10 113.40 64,30 S.70 .01 8.l? '), '10 
211 JlW 35.bO 3136. so 124.IO 9.90 o.oo 4,90 3,30 .05 10.0• 5.0• 
29 ~AN 5.50 3419.40 109.90 13.60 177.80 69.40 %.60 • t z 7,79 f>.47 
JO LOS s.60 5431.70 106,30• 14. 4 0 Z71.80 44,90 156.30 .oz 8.l'i 7,5) 

31 LOU ~.70 30•3.10 100,40 20.60 1293.80 183.80 72.60 .o. 7.1<; 5. 3 7 
32 flt M 9.90 4051.•0 911.60. 19.50 39,00 77.90 so.so .oz 6.711 4,'>t 
33 >'IA 9.lo 5151.40 llZ.10• 23.70 195.60 IZ3.80 128.50 .01 8.l• 7.'>• 
34 fill 12.00 zzr;o,30 107.70• 17 .10 194,40 145.30 74. J 0 .10 7.98 4. 77 
3'> 'ltN 9.10 3497.60 119.00• 9.•0 343.40 251.•0 23b.SO .01 6.ne 4.7l 
3b NAS 6060 3Z9Z.60 103.40• 4b.20 1730.10 166,40 175.60 .os 7,73 6.?C 
37 >it w 20.40 3934.00 100.30 1.00 o.oo 11.zo 3.80 .06 7.H 5.~H 
31l NlW •e.oo 5094.ZO 115,60 10.00 IS0.40 33.10 30.00 .oz 8, 77 ~.7'> 
39 N[w 18.50 3703.10 131.50• 17 .zo e.10 130.90 ao.zo .06 8.44 ':> ..... 
40 NOi' q.10 3354.10 95.•0 2.90 o.oo zoe.5o 13.ZO ,03 s.55 •• 11 

41 OKL 1.60 301)6.40 96,90. 99,AO 29.60 140.40 3">2.60 .to 9.11 1 .... ~ 
•2 ll"4A 1.zo 3123,70 97.30 38.90 5J3.30 164.80 88.90 .oa 7. l• i..i?l 
43 f'AT l• .40 2523.70 121.zo• 9.60 1.so 77.30 14,70 ,06 8.'>• 5.bl 
44 PHI 20.60 25117.90 123. 30• l4ol0 47.30 89.90 l \2.30 .Ob 8.18 5.21 

·~ PHO 1. 30 4652.00 111.10• 38.20 665.30 74.40 263.40 .01 7.52 s." 7 
4b ~ 11 14.50 1888,50 104.30• 5,40 113. 30 10.80 41.ZO .06 6.07 5.'>o 
47 PUW 6.00 43'>8.'IO 88.IO lb.80 1388.50 lZ6.90 6'>9.10 .04 T.57 '>•H' 
411 PHO 5.30 3398. 20 • 112.90 9.90 1191. 00 108.70 199.80 .04 8.71 5.7? 
49 "IC 13.00 3S84.60 102.00 11, 60 139.00 142.90 5•.10 .04 6.33 4. 711 
':>O >IOC e.oo 2100.00 Jlb.70• 18.10 997.70 103.10 2Jl.OO .o. 7.i?i' 5.10 

51 SAC z.3o 4415,bO 103.90. 38.70 997.50 88.60 1968.80 .03 7.83 5.9'> 
52 STL 5.10 3587.10 101.00 10.20 IS7,00 4i?,JO 37.70 ,09 7.67 5.7• 
53 SAL z,30 3440,80 99.IO 12.so 795.70 86,00 363,80 .05 6.57 .,,,,., 
54 SA" 5.00 35bl .30 100.90 24.30 110.10 60.zo 67.10 ,05 7,91 ... ~n 
SS SAi« 90 43!l8.30 103.10 35,oo 3bZ8.ZO 72.60 955.40 • 0 3 8.11 5,9.., 
Sb SAN 4. 30 3350.00 100.•0 25.00 11001.50 188,50 IH.80 .oz b. 7R ':>.Zn 
57 SAN lS.•O 5005.90 124.30 17. 70 191.00 128.60 20&.JO .oc R.14 7.0~ 
SA SAN z.30 373&.zo 113.00 ?9. l 0 272. 30 105.ZO 200.00 • Oi? b. •? 5.3Q 
59 St A 1.10 3872. 00 118.30. 7,70 846.00 139.90 b43.SO .o. 1. 2• ~·'-"' 
bO Sl'I< s.oo 3899,80 • 115.90• 11.10 160.•0 llJ.20 701.90 .07 8.1 o 5.9) 

61 ~VU 6.80 1675.90 I IZ.60. 40,90 930.80 117.90 51.90 .04 8o'>O ">· 7~ 
l>i? IA" 3 .10 3982.00 102.10 5,90 536.00 73.00 28,bO .oa 8.42 7.0~ 
b3 lOL 3.80 2910.50 IDZ.70. 37.50 z11.10 138,50 14 .40 ,04 1.25 5.52 
b4 wA's 16.50 3"R0,30 110.•0• 28,70 121.zo 168.50 197.10 .04 4.62 4.53 
65 YOU z.30 2065.80 IO I. •O • IR,70 910.40 69.00 33.60 ,04 7.58 '>.•I 
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TABLE A-5 (Concluded) 

Voll. of 
look1 ln Dence 

Ho1pital 11.tn OraCDa ra1u 
hd1/ Pub Uc D<toth BlTtb ond ond 

100,000 Ubury/ Rou/ .... , Sport• ~1ic CUlt\lnl ruttvll• 
pop. t 1000 pop. 1,000pop. 1,000 pop. !vent• !veat' ln1tltutton1 Held 

..ll!!L ~ _!.!!.£L_ ...!!ill_ .ill£l. ll!Clo• 111C4b tltC4c 

us 414 .90 1568 .. 0 9,50 IT.SO M.A. N.A. R.A. "·'" 
a Kl> 329,bO lO.O,!>O 8,50 ll ,40 'l,OO 61.00 1.00 is.co 
H~ o\4 7 1 bO 316.10 I 0,90 11 .. 80 1.00 St, co 3,00 2.00 
•ll J63.90 253. 70 10,40 14.60 1.00 3..,,00 2.00 1.00 .... 258 .a o 1ss.•o b,OO 18.20 6.oo 28, 00 o.oo •• oo 
All 321.00 •BO· I 0 1 .80 19.90 17.00 ~6.00 I o,oo 9,00 

• ijAL 377.70 9)).90 9,•o 11.10 26.00 11. 00 11. 00 1•.00 
7 hlM 493.30 1070.30 JO.JO 17 .10 s.oo 40. 00 •.co 12.00 
8 hOS •66.60. 95 7. 70 a.1 o • .... 70. 20.00 67,00 4, DO 6.00 
9 ~UF 493.80 IB16.90 10.10 16.80 22.00 66,00 13. 00 1.00 

Io c111 4361 90 S99.60 9, 70 18,30 22.00. Bo\, 00 • 1.00 • 2'1·00. 

11 (IN 370.70 1888.00 10.00 18.30 13.00 J9,00 4, 00 s.oo 
ll Cl( 418.30 15511.50 9,60 17 .20 26.00• 1 t .oo • 11.00• 14 .oo. 
I 3 COL JS2, 0 0 I 07,5. • 0 e.20 19 .. 0 1.00 •• oo 4, 00 1,00 
14 OAL 346 .so 672.90 1.10 19.70 is.co 31.00 4, 00 2.00 
15 UA' 332 .•o u.4.20 7,80 18.30 6.oo 49,00 8.oo 6.00 
16 Of~ 448.00 953.90 1, 40 11.50 15.00 81.00 15,QO 12.00 
17 Uf T JJ9.SO 503• ~O 11.bO 11~.20 12.00. Js,oo • l3.00. o. 00. 
IH FOR 341.90 i'73.00 11. l 0 13.60 5,00 35. 00 1.00 o.oo 
)~ fOq 365.20 815.40 7.90 18.90 s,,oo. flO ,oo • 4,(lQ. 12. 00. 
20 GAO 336. Io 632.40 s.20 l~.30 1z.oo • !.2.00. 1s.00. 9.00• 

21 G~A 309.SO 1021.so s.20 18.20 11.00 7.9.00 2.00 •• oo 
u GH[ 4 l~.10 •5!>· 30 8,_,0 11.10 6.00 b8,00 3.oo 6.00 
23 Hh 3A3.SO • 691.20 tt.so. 16.60. 15.00 &I.GO 6.oo 9.00 
7• MO• lJ0.60 1777,90 •.uo 20.00 •• oo iz.oo t 3.oo ~.oo 
co HOU 431 .20 580. 10 1.00 19.10 1s.oo s1.oo 1.00 4, 00 
2b ll<D 02.10 788· 00 9.10 18.40 11.00 76.00 s.oo 1•100 
n .JA( 365.70 llJJ.10 9,00 19.10 6.0D •d. 00 4, 00 2. 00 
lB .J[M JYJ.30 &~3 .. 0 12.20 17.JO •• co 10.00 o.oo o.oo 
n KAN 470.00 vzz. 3o 9,20 17.60 1s.oo 61.00 I S,oo 15.oo 
JD LOS 3~8 .so 437.90 9, 00 18.10 z2.oo &4.00 1.00 21.00• 

JI LOO 411t.ho 1018.20 9,So 17.90 11.00 74.00 J.oo 13.00 
32 t4t".f4 472.00 1097 .bO 9.10 19.50 •. oo. JJ.00. 2.00. s. 00. 
33 MIA ·~8.90 S7Z.30 10.so 1•.•0 16.00 59.00 9,oo 11.00 
J4 Mil 464 •• o 1452.60 8,90 17.80 17 .oo. 66.00. I o.oo • Q100 • 
JS MIN 5•7.20 612.60 7, 70 19.00 14.00 10.00 9, 00 8, 00 
lb "AS '!>39.60 1>20.so 9.10 16.10 ... oo. ~9.00. 7100 • 191 00. 
37 NE• 507.20 603· I 0 9.70 19,JO 12.00 r..oo 11. 00 s.oo 
38 Nf • •62.SO 622. 70 10.so 16.•0 22.&0. H4,00• 1. 00. Zl • 00 • 
3- ". 4 36 190 ssz.oo 9,80 16,30 14.00. 10.00• 9, 00. e, oo • 
•0 l<ON 281.•Q Sb0.00 7. 70 19.60 n.oo ">T .oo 1s.oo 1.00 

41 UKl 4 011) .80 87).30 s.oo IT .80 io.oo •l.00 9, 00 a. oo 
42 n~. 6Q4.b0 77b.90 8.Jo 19.00 .,,oo ~'I. 00 7, 00 19.00 
•l PAT 336 .so 191. IO 9, 00 14.90 s.oo 1~.00 "'100 2.00 
44 PH) 429.80 526.20 10.10 16,90 11.00 ?.3.oo o.oo 2. 00 
4~ Pl<O 351.20 678.60 7.90 18. Io 14,QO 84.00 6.oo 11. 00 •• ~IT 49• .oo 8~J.90 10.70 )4 .so 17.00 tl4,00 3• .oo 21.00 
•7 POR os.20 970. 80 9. 90 16.10 )2. 00. 54. 00. •• 00. thOO • 
•H PHO 408.00• 64•. 00 Io.so• zo. 80. 6.oo 19.00 1.00 s.oo 
49 H(C 506.30 81Y.20 9.80 11.so 6.00. 48.00• 41 00. 2.00• 
~o woe 290.60 ~~).00 9.oo 1 e.eo 8.oo 30.00 s.oo 6.00 

~I SAC 414 ,Jo 964 .10 1 .60 16.30 •• oo JJ.oo 2. 00 s. 00 
52 S TL •96.• 0 S6o.qo Io. 00 17.60 19.00 S!>.OO 8.00 22. 00 
SJ SAL 33 .. 10 748.60 6.20 z2.10 1.00. Jq.oo• 2.00. 7 I 00. 
54 SAN 332.30 753.20 7,50 21.Jo I s.oo 2•.00 I o.oo 16.00 
s~ ~AN J64,4 0 SOl.30 8,9Q 17.50 o.oo h.oo 1.00 5.oo 
~b ~AN 266. '11> 716·•0 1.so 11.10 22.00• 66.00• 13. 00. l 100. 
57 SAN 444 .30 \OS.10 9.10 11 .. 10 1z.oo 35.00 7.3.00 o.oo 
58 SA~ 312.30 653. IO s.10 1e.so 9.oo 20.00 3.00 2.00 
59 HA Jl8. 70 9JS.60 a.so 11.so 9,00 s2.oo 11.00 •• oo 
60 SPA 437150 • 1082.SO l 0 100. is.so• 1.00 6.oo e.oo 13.00 

61 SYR 2<11 .•o 551.00 9.30 18.70 12.00 s2.oo JS, 00 9.oo 
62 TA~ 3''4.50 3~q. 7 0 13. 70 13. 70 1 z.oo !>4.00 •.oo 8.oo bl TOL 464.80 19J8,JO 9,80 17,80 9,00 50.00 3.oo 1.00 64 •AS 306.90 677.90 1.00 19.50 3.00 27.00 1s.oo 1s.oo 6!> YOU 366.80 1096.70 9,90 16.ZO s.oo JI.CO •.oo 14.00 
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66 Albuquerque, N. Hex. 
67 Ann Arbor, Mich. 
68 Appleton-Oshkosh, Yis. 
69 Augusta, Ca.-s.c. 
70 Austin, Texas 
71 Bakersfield, Calif. 
72 Baton Rouge, L&. 
73 Beaumont-Port Authur-Orange, Texas 
74 Binghamton, N.Y.-Pa. 
75 Bridgeport, Conn. 

76 Canton, Ohio 
77 Charleston, s.C. 
78 Charleston, W. Va. 
79 Charlotte, N .c. 
80 Chattanooga, Tenn.-Ga. 
81 Colorado Springs, Colo. 
82 Columbia, S.C. 
8) Columbus, Ga.-Ala. 
84 Corpus Christi, Texas 
SS DavenpoTt-Rock Island-Moline, Iowa-Ill. 

86 Des Hoines, I ova 
87 Duluth-Superior, Hinn.-Wis. 
88 El Paso, Tex. 
89 Erie, Pa. 
90 Eugene, Oreg. 
91 Evans vi !le, Ind. -Ky. 
92 Fayetteville, N.C. 
93 Flint, Mich. 
94 Fort Wayne, Ind. 
95 Fresno, Calif. 

96 Greenville, S.C. 
97 Hamilton-Middleton, Ohio 
98 Harrisburg. Pa. 
99 Huntington-Ashland, ~. Va.-Ky.-Ohio 

100 Huntsv111e, Ala~ 
101 Jackson, Miss. 
L02 Johnstown, Pa. 
103 Kalamazoo, Mich. 
104 i<nl•xv1 l le, Tenn. 
105 Lancas:cer, Pa. 

LIST B 

SMSA'S WITH POPULATION 200.000--soo.ooo (M) 

ALB 
ANN 
APP 
AUC 
AUS 
BAK 
BAT 
BEA 
BIN 

BRI 

CAN 

CHA 
CHA 

CHA 
CHA 

COL 
COL 
COL 
COR 
DAV 

DES 
DUL 
ELP 
ERI 
EUG 
EVA 
FAY 
FLI 
FOR 
FRE 

GRE 
HAM 
HAR 

lflJN 

!11.'N 
JAC 

JOH 
KAL 
KNO 
LAN 

Population, 1970 
(in 1.000) 

316 
2)4 

277 
253 
296 
329 
285 
316 
303 

389 

372 

304 
230 
409 
305 
2)6 
323 
239 
285 
363 

286 
265 
359 
264 
213 
23) 
212 
497 
280 
413 

300 
226 
411 
254 
228 
259 
263 
202 
400 
320 

106 Lansing, Mich. LAN 

107 Las Vegas. Nev. U\S 
108 Lawrence-Haverhill, Hass.-H.H. ~W 

109 Little Rocl<-North Little Ro<:k, Ark. Lli 
llO t.ora!n-Elyria, Ohio LOR 
111 Love 11 , Mass • LOW 
112 Macon, Ga. MAC 
113 Madison, Wis. MAD 
114 Mob! le, Ala. HOB 
115 Montgomery, Ala. HON 

116 llev Haven, Conn. 
117 New London-Groton-Norwich, Conn. 
118 Nevport Nells-Hampton, va. 
119 Orlando, Fla. 
120 Oxnard-Ventur.-, Calif. 
121 Pensacola, Fla. 
122 Peoria, Ill. 
123 Raleigh, N.C. 
124 Reading, Pa. 
125 Rockford, !11. 

126 Saginaw, Mich. 
127 Salinas-Monterey, Calif. 
128 Santa Barbara, Calif. 
129 Santa Rosa, Calif. 
130 Scranton, Pa. 
1~1 Shreveport, La. 
132 Sou th Bend, Ind. 
133 Spokane, Wash. 
134 Stam ford, Conn. 
135 Stockton, Calif. 

130 Tacoma, Wash. 
137 Trenton, N.J. 
138 Tucson, Ariz. 

139 Tulsa, Okla. 
140 Utica-Rome, N.Y. 
141 Vallejo-Napa, fallf. 
142 Waterbury, Conn. 
143 \.'est Palm Be;1ch, Fla. 

144 \.a chi ta, Kans. 
}t,5 \.Ii lkes-Bari-e-Hazleton, Pa. 

146 llllm!ngton, Dcl.-~.J.-~ld. 

147 WorcestE'r, ~1ass. 

148 York' PA. 

NEii 

NE1' 
NEii 
ORL 
OX?l 
PEN 
PED 
RAL 
REA 
ROC 

SAG 
SAl. 

SAN 

SAN 

SCR 
SHR 
sou 
SP.> 

STA 
STO 

TAC 
TRE 
TUC 

TUl. 

un 
VAL 
1.IAT 
WES 
llIC 
I/IL 

Ill L 
I/OR 
YPR 

Popul•tion, 1970 
(! n I. OCIQl___ 

378 
273 
232 
323 
257 
213 
206 
290 
377 
201 

356 
208 
292 
428 
376 
243 
342 
228 
296 
272 

220 
250 
264 
205 
234 

295 
280 
287 
206 
291.) 

411 
304 
352 
477 
340 
249 
209 
349 
389 
Jl.2 

499 
344 
330 



BASIC STATISTICS OF ECONOMIC COMPONENT (M) 

Kedbn V•lU! I 

Property 7. Owner• 1. Noueehold1 Ovner Occupled Percent of 
Pereona l Income/ Occupled Wlth One Or Slngle F•mlly F•ml ll., Ill th Degree of 

lncom-e Saving1 P<f'r1on1 l Housing Hore Hou1 lng Income Above Economic 

Per Capita Per C1plta Income Unite Automob t lea (In $1,000) Poverty Level Concentr•tlon 

IA !Bl _l_B_2_ __ l_B_)_ 184 18~ IU. l!B 

u~ 3IJ9,UO 102.00 .14 1>2,90 82.!>0 17.10 A9,JO .oo 

bh ALH lti7l.OO 675.00 .14 65.30 89.70 l '>. 70 k7,00 • i?"i 

"' A"N Jlt.7.00 '>!1.00 • l • 57.10 'II. 20 n.Jo tU,,QO .t!O 

"" APP 3004.00 ':>~2.00 .14 7S.oo 119.70 17.00 44,SO • 0) .... AUt1 2!>7J.OO 6•0.00 • 10 64.50 R2.JO 14.00 H4,b0 .20 

"' Aili' 3014.00 1•5.00 .15 54.90 '10,40 l '>.60 kq,20 . )• 
I 1 l'A" lH2J,OO •J'>.00 .10 5'1.50 R'l,20 l4.4ll ~7.40 •• b 
It I'll 2HS4,00 bJ9.00 ,09 1>6.40 8tiol0 17.'IO R6,40 .Ob 
7 .l '". 2ti97,0U 1;> ... 00 • I? f.9.60 118,IO 11.':>0 Hk,40 •I• 
1• "'" JO~b.00 H0.00 .12 f.9,JO 8!>.40 17. 70 9?,70 ,Ob 
1~ •<1wl :H•f'.UO 11•.uo .12 l>J.00 115.20 7H,b0 44,80 • O'> 

lh (A~ )167.00 IJ5J.OO • J 3 73.50 Hfl,00 16.10 94.20 ,UH 
11 (1'1A .... o.oo ~J2,00 ,09 60ol0 H0.10 l'>.20 •'I. 40 .n7 
TH (H/I ?ti?'l,00 l• b. 0 0 .12 M.50 HO.JO 15.•0 ~T.00 .lh 
I'/ ("A )207.00 4)0.00 • 11 61 .bO 84.'IO 17.10 Q0.10 .o? 
M (HA 2u11.oo 506.00 .11 65.90 82,70 12.70 A6.70 .20 ... fllL l'IZH.00 22•.00 .12 5R.80 '12.&0 IA.SO 90,tiO .e• 
•'I COL lt.?R,00 fl<.9,00 ,09 1>7.JO R">.20 17 .an R5, 70 , I u 
!IJ COL 249b,OO 400.oo .11 52.70 AZ. JO I'>. Io A I. JO • lb ... ((I~ 81•1.00 ">7'1.00 .i. 64.40 Re.so 11.sn Id 060 • ?':> .. ~ PAV J?Qti,00 To 7. 00 • lb f.9,t!O 67.80 111.00 9J.JO • n 1 

Ill\ l>t ~ )o\ltb.OO 17J3.00 .11 69.60 Hb.90 16.20 9J,90 .1. 
117 l"·lll ?DS.00 5~z.oo , JJ 73.Jn Al ,4 O l i.'. An 9),70 .32 

"" IL~ l3':>9.00 J?J, 00 .10 Sll.70 114 .20 IJ.60 A2, t.O .1 7 
.<4 ! ~1 2829,00 584,00 • J? 71.60 86.10 l•.6n 9J.20 .07 
'lO t.lJG 30•!>.00 83.00 .13 "". J 0 Ql .10 16.SO 92 .10 •Of> .. , t VA 2832.00 1138.00 .h 1\9,70 84.40 12.60 90.90 .01 

"" fH 7J40.00 J•7.00 .Ob 5S.20 87.40 16,50 A2,90 .oq 
9J HI 32~1.00 128.00 ,10 77. 70 91.00 16.40 «J.10 .o .. 
9• f OM 3355.00 5SS.oo .14 7 J .2 0 88.90 IS.50 94,90 .oz 
9~ H<f 21111.00 flRJ.oo • 12 60,IO 88.20 JS.40 AS.BO ,29 

% {·~\ llOb.00 lb9.00 .11 68.10 85.60 14.o;n ee.20 .21 
97 ... ~ Jlll.00 101\11,00 .13 69,40 BB.TO 11.10 'IJ.00 .oq 

"" ttAW J254.00 822.00 .o. 6~.30 RS.DO J5,JO 93,40 ,20 
9- _-dJJ\o 2SA4,00 650.00 .11 1\8, 0 0 79.00 l•,OO lt5.20 .oo 

!Ou ""~ 2961.00 J09.00 .10 68,00 R9,40 17,40 116.50 .01> 
IO I JAC 254ti,OO 71s,oo .12 bb.40 83.110 IJ.80 AJ,40 .10 
I Oc' .JllH ZS•0.00 340. 00 .10 71. J 0 112.20 10.00 Q0.30 .10 
luJ o\Al )3~2. 00 A~5.00 .I'> , 1.50 <I0.'10 16.70 <i•.20 .O? 
10• ,.."41) 211 ... 00 !>ti9. 00 .17 l\R, 2'0 84,90 12.110 A':>,70 .o-; 
10~ LAN JOQ7,00 22•.00 .13 68,90 84.70 lb.20 Q3,50 .11 

10~ LA~ J371.UO 491>.00 .11 69,110 91.•0 11.110 'IJ.90 • lb 
I u 7 lA~ ~!>•b.uo 933.00 ,09 SA.DO 92.110 c3,JO 'IJ.00 •I I\ 
10~ Lh 33~7.00 Q9,00 .1 $ Sb.60 HI .I 0 19.50 •h.20 .01 
l•H l.11 ?1b•.OO 75ho00 • 12 b•.60 84.bO 14.50 flb.60 .01 
1111 LUW 3170,0U ltHb.00 .11 73.20 91.20 18,JO 44.30 ,07 
Ill LO• 3011.00 3b5. 0 0 .15 6•.20 AZ.SO 19.40 9J.90 ,01 
l l c MAC ?TJJ.00 7Jb.OO .12 SB.•O Rl.90 14,ZO 114,90 .01 
11~ ... (J 345J.OO n•.oo • J J 5bo40 RS,90 ZI, 70 R4o60 .36 
11 • ''01"1 2•01.00 ·~~.oo ·" bA, JO llJ,JO IJ.10 H) ,40 • 0!) 
11~ MO~ ?565.00 25J.OO , 14 61.SO 79,70 16.40 110.110 .10 

11~ .-.t-- 3o5b.OO l?b.00 • lh !>b. 90 81 .... 0 <•.ao Q2.70 • 011 
111 "'. J?~b.OO 320.00 •I 3 l\?o I 0 A9.00 20.20 .. 1. 70 • 01\ 
11~ .,t. 31Uc.OO 1H7o00 .oB 110. 30 HS.SO IH,00 R9,90 .os 
11 • Ll~L 30 111. 00 JOOh,00 .11 1\9. 10 8~.40 15.">0 R8.70 •I I\ 
I lv ())"' 32~2.oo Jl\JoOD .12 !>5. 70 93.60 c3.20 '12.60 .22 
121 Pl" 2~67.00 JJb.00 • 07 70.80 Ab,40 12.•0 R4.SO .Ob 
IU 1-'t (1 J)70,UO l4Ho00 • l J 71 .bo RB.SO JS.90 94,JO ,OJ 
1?3 "AL 3007,00 C,QS,OO , I J ~B.80 B7.JO 18.~0 RA,80 • Ill 
I?• "!< nso.ou JJB.00 .11 12.00 HZ.BO 12.eo 'l~.oo • IO 
l?~ ..,l•C' J•2''1. 00 6QJ,OO .13 111.20 HB.90 18.70 .. 3.60 .14 

lt!b ~AC, Jl?2.00 IOJ3.00 .13 77.80 B9.JO 11>.40 Q2,JO .02 
127 ~AL 3140,00 •70.0Q .15 s2.5o 90,40 23.00 Q0,40 .29 
1211 ., .... 33b9.00 lf>B0.00 .21 SJ.BO 90.40 i'J,40 qz,40 • J ~ 
12'< ~·" Jl77.00 Jll.00 .!& fi4." 0 A9.40 i' 1.1 0 A9,60 ,2A 
I Jr. -;(h i'IJS,OO z12.oo .08 .. J.4 0 7A,90 12.JO 42.20 .01 
1 JI 5~11 2!>52.00 310.00 .12 04.80 RI. 90 I J. 1\0 HI.HO ,OJ 
I J<' sou Jl'l•.OO f>RS.00 • I• 77 o30 B7,b0 12.10 94,JO .OJ 
I 3J ~~o JOlll.00 7~8.00 • I b 69.20 BS.JO I•, 10 91,40 .24 
I 3• 'lA l>Jl>0.00 401. 00 .2z 61.70 A9,!)0 50.20 46,00 .21> 
13~ ~ 111 JOI> I, 00 ans.oo .12 b I. •O RS.BO Jo. 10 AB.BO .2J 

!lb TAC Jl78.UO i•A7o00 • 11 6b.OO R8.40 11.so '12.00 .1~ 
1 H l~f J631.DO ~1 ... 00 .1., bS.30 R2.60 17.•0 4J,60 • 0'< 
!Jn l uC i'9A6,QO 7hJ.OO •I!> 115. •O 90.00 16.70 A9,20 .JS 
I 39 TlJL 3ZJ•.oo bH.OO .15 l>R.30 AS.40 JJ,40 90.20 • Ob 
1•0 Ull 292'8,00 290.00 • I J bh. 30 BJ.110 JI>, Io 9?.60 .o. 
1'1 VAL 3153.DO 21>5.00 .11 60.!>0 Q0,70 19.•0 <ii .20 •I• 
1•2 wA I J4H6.00 737.00 ·'" 61,BO Rtt. 4() 70.70 ~•.SO .oo 
l•J wE5 3893,00 15?7.00 .24 67.60 87,!)0 17.70 R9,SO .01 
144 •IC 3159.00 ,, ... oo .13 &4,70 90.80 IJ.50 <12,00 .o~ 
l•':> -IL i'bh.00 '>?H,00 .08 bb.60 H.eo 11. Io 01 .10 , o I 

1•6 •ll 34 21>. u 0 C'lfl. 00 .lb 1>8.30 87.20 17.!0 92,90 , I J 
I• 1 wOk 3276.00 ~75,00 • I J 59,90 R2,JO 18.RO Q4,60 .o~ 
l4H YOW 3259.00 J04,00 .12 12.60 RT.90 h.'10 '14,JO .o. 
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lJS 

66 ALB 
b 7 AiN'-l 
bB APP 
b<:I AlJG 
10 AUS 
71 ~ .. 
1Z BAT 
7J d(A 

74 H!N 
75 H"l 

76 CAN 
11 (HA 
1H (HA 

l~ (HA 
80 CHI! 
t\ I CUL 
~l COL 
HJ COL 
t\4 COk 
d~ DAV 

86 !>ES 
87 OUL 
81:1 l'LP 
ti'> f HJ 
90 f_UG 
91 lVA 
en fAY 
9J f lJ 
~4 FOW 
9S FRE 

Qh ()Nf 
q7 HAM 
98 H,lW 

q9 HUN 
100 HU~ 
101 ,JAC 
102 ,JOH 
l OJ UL 
10• ithO 
!OS LAN 

l Ob LAN 
107 LA~ 
) OFI LA• 
Io~ LI l 
110 LOH 
111 LO• 
112 ... c 
11 J ... o 
11'9 MOl-4 
115 MON 

116 Nf.W 
11 l N[W 
118 NlW 
119 ORL 
120 O>N 
121 PlN 
122 PEO 
Ill l<AL 
) 24 I-It.A 
!ZS ROC 

126 SAG 
121 SAL 
128 SAN 
I 29 SAN 
I JO SC~ 
Ill SH• 
132 sou 
Ill SPO 
}34 ~TA 
I JS S TO 

IJ6 TAC 
I 37 T•F. 
138 TUC 
IJ9 TUL 
1.0 Ull 
la. l VAl. 
l•Z WAT 
l•J wES I•• ... c 
l•S WIL 

1•6 wlL 
)4 7 wOR 
1•8 YOH 

V• 1 ue Added/ 
Worker tn 

Hllnuflctur lng 
(In $1,000) 

llCl 

IJ.50 

12 .10 
16 .20 
IJ.20 
I• .90 
9.•o 

16.00 
2B.JO 
JS. Io 
fl ,60 
i..so 

l .. Jo 
ll.90 
26.60 
10.so 
11.eo 
12. 00 
9.so 

Io, 7o 
2• .20 
IS.60 

IS.•O 
11.so 
I 0 ,4 0 
JJ,bO 
j j ,40 
Is.so 
B.4o 

1s.20. 
14 .40 
14 .bo 

9.60 
14 .Bo 
12.ao 
rs.so 
12.20 
12.so 
1(1160 
16.90 
IJ,JO 
IJ,JO 

20 .10 
20 .Jo 
I0.90 
11.00 
JS.BO 
12.10 
11.•0 
12.00 
14.90 
9.80 

JJ. J 0 
11.eo 
9.40 

12.so 
14.90 
17.30 
16.•0 
1 o.•o 
10.60 
14.40 

J7,So 
18.60 
12 .80 
12 ,90 

B. 10 
12. 70 
24.60 
16.00 
19.00 
19.bO 

l4oJO 
l J.10 
11. 30 
u. JO 
14,60 
16. 70 
11.ao 
I~. 30 
I Z, 70 
9.Jo 

u.•o 
11.10 
11.60 

V1lue of Salee/ 
Con1tnJC:tlC1n/ EmplO)"ee ln 

WorKn Ret1i l Tr1de 
(In Sl ,000) (In $1,000) 

llCl I IC3 

••JO 

R. 0 I 
11 ·B• 

3, 61. 
6. OS 
7 d 0 
Solo 
J, 97 
1-16 
z. 06 
J.SJ 

s.2. 
11.s2 

J.61 
s.s6 
b.~~ 

s.o. 
4 ·8• 
5.26 
2dS 
2.B9 

1. 02 
7.8) 
1.29 
7.)9. 
) .J• 
,. ·20 
J,J6 
7.62 
J.60 
!>162 

6,0 I 
6025 

10008 
So AO 

•·8~ 
8.92 
6029 

llo6S 
2.23 
I o87 

JJ, 00 

J0.20 
J .. 20 
2~·•0 
JJ .60 
Z9 .10 
J• .~o 
JJ,40 
33,40 
35.60 
JJ.oo 

J2. 00 
JI .SO 
JJ. I 0 
32. 10 
Jl ol 0 
33.bO 
31.10 
J0.80 
Jo.so 
32. 70 

ze.Jo 
J1.eo 
za.10 
31·l0 
34.20 
29. JO 
J2, 70 
J4.40 
29.20 
J6, IO 

J• .10 
32,zo 
JI .ZO 
31.80 
32. 00 
)3.HO 
Jr .Bo 
32. Jo 
31.20 
32060 

J4.20 
3b.60 
29. 00 
n.5o 
JJ,90 
30.40 
JI ,SO 
2e. 4 o 
29.90 
32.~o 

32.so 
3J. 20 
Jo.so 
31.10 
35, 00 
Jz.•o 
)4, 00 
JO ,20 
31.20 
31 oOO 

JZ,Jo 
3•.50 
Jz,•o 
J9. 70 
JS,60 
J2o60 
Jz,oo 
JZ.80 
38.•0 
35,40 

34 .80 
J3.b0 
JO, 00 
J2.60 
37 .zo 
35 .. 0 
3b.40 
JO.lo 
z9,50 
~··40 

JJ, JO 
3Jo50 
3Zo60 

TABLE B-1 (Concluded) 

Salu/ 
!-.loyee 

t.n;.'holeule 

Sal~a/ 
Employee 
in Selected 

Servl-ce• 
(In $1,000) 

no 

Tu de 
(In $1,000) 

IIC4 

I JO .60 

BO ,•O 
tJq.•o 

I OZ ,zo 
76.90 
11. 70 

114,60 
97,00 

101.eo 
79,90 
•9.JO 

es.so 
6'1.70 
76.80 
1~s.20 
11 •.eo 
62.60 
97 .60 
a• .Jo 
88,50 

14 J, 00 

1•5,BO 
131, IO 
9• .qo 
76,40 
91,40 
88, 20 
6J,SO 
bl .so 

Io 1,50 
100,JO 

Io 1.20 
79, 70 
98, 00 

102.JO 
77.40 
95, JO 
75, JO 
7• .qo 
87 ,60 
9J,JO 

118. 70 
I OS ol 0 
8S.60 
94, IO 
b6. 00 
~·.9~ 
72.so 
79,JO 
A I. 70 
B),20 

112.90 
72,JO 
56,80 
74,20 
18,40 
73.40 

150,SD 
IZ7 ,60 

B7 ,20 
90. 00 

98,ZO 
1 J,<;o 
6J,SO 
78, 00 
71 ,&o 
A8,SO 
A9, 70 
98.50 

llS,90 
112. ij0 

109.70 
97 .Jo 
78, IO 

120, 70 
87 .10 
77,60 

IO•, 70 
H.oo 

113.60 
84,50 

l•l.JD 
ee.so 
89.90 

15.80 

I• .so 
14 .JO 
14 .60. 
10,50 
11.zo 
l•.10 
IZ.oo 
1z.zo 
12.30 
12.50 

IJ.30 
11.70 
12.00 
lJ.80 
11ol0 
I J. I 0 
ID.SO 
10.zo 
I I.SO 
12.40 

l J. JO 
IJ,90 
11. 00 
13.60 
I Jo! 0 
13,90 
10,90 
lJ,JO 
l•,60 
lJ,70 

16,90 
13.00 
11,90 
1 o. 70 
16.30 
12.30 
l•.10 
lJ.bO 
11.•0 
14,)0 

13,bO 
15.80 
14,SO 
I I ,JO 
ll.80 
12.•0 
11. JO 
12.•0 
1 o,Bo 
11.90 

11.20 
14,00 
11.•0 
11,60 
I J.50 
12.zo 
ll.40 
16,JO 
14,20 
14.30 

13.60 
14,ZO 
a.oo 
IS.80 
i..80 
11.90 
13,40 
IJ,ZO 
l•.90 
14.SO 

14,90 
1 3 .20 
11. 70 
l•.JO 
14.70 
14,90 
11.u 
10.10 
12.90 
15, 70 

1•.1 0 
l•,JO 
13. 7 0 
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tot•l &.nk 
Depoalt• 

Per C.pH• 
_1_1_0 __ 

Z•92,DO 

11q5,oo 
1756.00 
lB44,00 
1286.00 
2261,00 
1so2.oo 
2sso.oo 
1'59•,00 
2250,00 
JS•2.oo 

167 J. 00 
76S. 00 

21R6,DO 
2605,00 
1R82,00 
l2bR.OO 
1077.00 
I 02'C, oo 
1J8Z,OO 
21zo.oo 

2848,00 
ZOI0.00 
1287,00 
IRZS,00 
1220.00 
1997,00 
S76.00 
192~. 00 
2370,00 
162•.oo 

I OAS. 00 
1112. 00 
1906.00 
1s52.oo 

Boo.oo 
2538.00 
1121.00 
l~Js.oo 
1625,00 
zoo •• oo 

1989, 00 
I ~9B, 00 
291 .. 00 
1867,00 
lb72.00 
1794. 00 
I 23B. 00 
1766.00 
lJlZ,00 
l f!HB. 00 

3•72.00 
l320.00 
I OJI, 00 
175•. 00 
105B.OO 
877. 00 

I •I B. oo 
2122.00 
25•0.00 
19ZJ,OO 

lh00,00 
16l8.00 
11 ... 00 
2147,00 
2S64.00 
2012.00 
2112.00 
ZZSl,00 
•188,00 

ZOOZ4,00 

1s12.oo 
llJ6,00 
1SS7,00 
z•s2.oo 
2554,00 
1459,00 
297',0D 
212s.oo 
20S6,00 
219J,OO 

2596,DO 
33•5. 00 
226S.OO 

P•nent of 
111111 Uea Wl th 

Ceotul Clty lnco. Sclov 
and Suburb•n Pov. IA've I or 

Income Creater Than 
Dlltrtbutton Sl~,000 

I !&I 11&1 

- .1?. 
-.OR 
-. 04 

.o. 

.oo 
-. o~ 
- , OR 

.oo 
- .oz 

• J a 

• O• 
-,06 
- .12 
-.oz 

, OR 
- • o• 

.oo 
- .10 
-, Ob 

-. 04 

.oo 
-.06 
-.o• 

• 02 
-.on 
-. 02 
-. o• 

.oo 

-. 04 

• 04 
-.10 
-. I• 

-· ·· • 00 
.o• 
• 00 
• O• 

.oo 
- • 02 

• 04 
-.14 
.oz 
.o• 
.oo 

- • oz 
- .12 
- .12 

.10 

.oo 
,06 
• oo 

-.oz 
... 04 
... o. 
- .10 

.06 -.o• 

.a. 
- • 06 
-. 06 
•,OB 
-. 02 
-.12 
... 04 
- .oz 

.26 
-.oz 

• 00 
.1 a 
• oq 

-.1? 
.oz 

.. •OH 
• 06 
• D• 

-. 06 
• 00 

• 04 
.oo .o• 

31.JO 

J2,QO 
J9,YD 
2s.1 o 
29.•0 
31.20 
30.IO 
34.~o 
Z T ,bO 
2 T, 30 
3,,60 

Z•.80 
)4. 2'0 
za. 30 
30,90 
27 ,90 
26. •O 
30.50 
JO, 00 
33, 00 
2A.30 

29,bO 
zo. qo 
J 1.60 
22.•o 
2 .. 60 
24 .•o 
?6.40 
3J .. o 
28, bO 
31.SO 

2C....40 
zs.10 
Z6,20 
26,JO l•. 00 
)4. 70 
20.90 
Jl. 40 
7q ... 0 

24 .60 

JJ .10 
JJ.20 
ZR,60 
Zl .60 
11 ... o 
2•.20 
J l ,60 
32 ,60 
JO .60 
3.\. 30 

2• ,80 
30 ,90 
29,SD 
29,SO 
3.\ e40 
ll.70 
28. 00 
Jl.90 
22 ... 0 
29,bO 

JI. 70 
JO, SO 
J),90 
29,90 
20. OD 
22.20 
zs, BO 
26.60 
Sb. JO 
JO, 20 

JO. 00 
JJ .eo 
29.00 
27 ,90 
2z.eao 
JO .10 
12.00 
n.zo 
2s. 70 
29,80 

ll .50 
28.60 
JJ,10 

Unecr-ployment 
Ra tit 

llF 

s.50 
s. 00 
3, 30 
J,90 
J.10 
bt lO 
•• so 
••• o 
3. 70 
J.80 

4.30 
4,JO 
... l 0 
2. 70 
3. 00 
s.~o 
J, 00 
4,70 
4.)0 
•• ,o 

2.80 
7. JO 

'·'" ... ) 0 
8.10 
4 .40 
S,i'O 
>.Jo 
J, l 0 
~.oo 

,.10 
5.20 
" .. I 0 
3,)0 
J .70 
... 10 
J,90 
2. 90 

'· 30 
3. BO 

l. Id\ 
3.90 
J,60 
•.80 
5.90 
s. 00 
). 20 
2. 50 
Z.•O 
•• oo 

4, 9D 
7, 00 
b,40 
7. JO 
s.20 
s.oo 
•• 10 
b. 90 
2,JO 
0.20 

e.•o 
J,50 
•• oo 
4.60 
s. 10 
b.10 
•.Bo 
J.OO 
1.10 
•• oo 

J,80 
J.60 
2.JO 

Chamber of 

Coatnerce 
E.nployec-s/ 

100.000 
Pop. 
1 lC 

• f\o • 
3 •MO 

2.so 
?, .. 0 
">.Bu 

• f"IO • 
4. bO 

J. ~· 
C). JO 
?.b(l 

3. so 
1.th 

J .. 00 
• ':>O • 

b.qo 
4. 71) 

'>. ,,. 
~ ... a 
4. f.O 

.t-c.. 

1. 1 u 
5,30 
':>,Hf1 
l .. ,.., 
3.tin 
S.?o 

• 'il•. 

\.,?Ii 
•.Jn 
? • 90 

1. l'l 
l .8ci 
2. 4(, 

1. bll 

1. )i0 
4 .btt 
?. )0 
... ">(, 
,,,(}() 

z.~n 

le'lll 

) • ]f, 

2'.tiri 

• bO • 

• 'llJ. 

t. on• 
te. I fl 

• C,(). 

l. QI). 

1. Qt) 

1.00• 
1. 7 l1 
• .,0 • 

1.1 v 
?. •o 
J.20 
3, IO 
t .. 7{) 

• 10 • 

".So 
2.00 

, BO• 
l. oo. 
I')• •o 
b.ho 
1.so 
6 .60 
".40 
2.40 

2. 20 
2,M 

.t.n• 
e.oo 

.60• 
2.00 
8.60 

.bO• 
4.60 
2.~o 

1.•o 
1,30 
2.•o 



TABLE B-2 

BASIC STATISTICS OF POLITICAL COMPONENT (M) 

Ava. 
Local Sun. Ava. ..,.th\y total Polle• 

an-•p1pcr 1 oc,upl~d l.oc•l r1dlo rre1. wt• llOothly cnalng1 lntrt1nce Entrance -.int<'fp•l prot~('tfon 

clrc./ hou1lns •Ut lOnl/ cut/voting earning• of other 1alny of Hhry Of niplo-nt/ niploymont/ 

1,000 !>OP· with TV 1,000 pop. •&• pop. of te•cher• ~loyees patrnlaen flremtn 1,000 pop. 1 1 000 P''P· 
__ I_A_l_ __IA1 __ IA) 18 llAI _!ill_ __illL. ~ l!AS llAO 

llS lU.oo us.so .03 !>4.90 b~l. 00 SIS.DO 68•8.00 6569,00 1s.eo 1,• n 

Uhb ~lt>.oo '4i,,oQ ..... \ 
1\ '"° b29. 00 t.~ll'.t>O bOUb,00 '>b• 0. 00 tlo I 0 \ ,·•n 

o~ 1 1•3.00 q~.uo · ·'" 65.~0 759,00 54J,OO b~00,00• f>7'58.00• 7,80 lot>" 
Ob• 844\ .Ou 9~.so ,1, b3.•0 b58.00• 497,00. 7l!>•. 00 1ooz.oo zz.zo 1.10 
069 1133.00 "" .tio i,"'"l ".10 5!>4,00 JZ9,00 6900,00• b7S8,00• 1 .. 90 l.S 1J 
010 J• l. ~u 94,JO 3. 11 67d0 ssa.oo • 36. 00 6•h 1.00 squ,oo l!>.60 1. rn 
071 703.00 q.,q'1 J.J• !>7.60 751.00 5n,oo 6H2&,00 8•06.00 H·10 z.eo 
U7( !>•0. uo Qf>,~U 3.1~ s~.10 102,00 •Z7.00 h000,00 6000.00 lb1<\0 l\,•n 
013 6~6.00 9~.90 l .~6 SJ, 70 588. 00 • ll. 00 6b00.00 6600.00 9,JO 1.10 
07• ltt>&.oo \f6 11>0 1. 3? 64030 115. 00 ••4.00 6~40.00 bbl0.00 27 .so ?.10 
075 5,~.00 '11 .so I.~• bY. 70 • 18J.OO ~50.00 7676.~0 7310,00 U,40 3,lO 

016 77h.UO q) .I 0 .80 64.SO 627.00 ·~s.oo lQ50 .oo lQSo ,oo q.qo 2.10 
017 I 37.3 .OO 'H.MO l.97 44.90 540. 00 Jlij. 00 5H7b.OO ~590.00 l!>olO 2.Pn 
0711 l••&.no ~5.•0 '·• 1 75.80 609. 00 356.00 6•02.00 6407.00 13.10 2.3u 
079 85l.OO 'l~.90 l.i?O •S. 70 638. 00 •30.00 7052.00 6427. 00 11.so 2. 00 
ORO I 021.00 46, Io 2.Y!. 54.50 626. 00 )%.00 6QoO.OO• 5791,00 •I .60 2.20 
ORI bOi?.~11 .... -,.c..o .,., J 57.30 597.00 ••3.00 6bJ2.00 6bl2. 00 I •.oo 1.~o 
082 10~7.oo \,!~··" r.+1 •2·10 S24. 00 301.00 S•h0.00 !.200.00 9.YO l • ..,n 
o-3 HO,Oo O~ ,JO 3.3• Z9.10 b03. 00 338. 00 ~s.~.oo 5536. 00 16.60 1.6~ 

O"• •ZS.Oo 144. 30 
'" 0 

SI.SO 561. 00 3Y7,00 0210.00 6000.00 10.00 I .Jn 
n~~ AlS.oo ~ 1. no 1. J) ~~.10 660.00 •!>3.00 hh72.00 6672.00 h.'4r· l .•b 

o•• Z•Zl.00 "lb. 10 2. •4 77. IO 695.oo 495.00 7507.00 6856. 00 10.60 I .t.n 
087 9zo.oo %.oo 3. 01 71.30 656, 00 •65.00 1869.00 7869.00 13.40 1. 4t'I 
088 z• 1. oo q"·"'" ~. lk 39.00 bSl,00 358.00 6~00.00• 67~8.00• 11.zo 1.~n 
ORY 7.,". tlU '-11 ·"fl 1.13 62 .. 0 63~. 00 •) 9,00 101).00 701),00 a.so J .9o 
090 713.00 t.IJ. 70 •.o~ 10.00 6 72. 00 523, 00 11zz,oo 1122.00 12.30 1.10 
OYl 8ll. 00 c,,1.1io 1. 71 77.90 68 7. 00 •OJ.DO 6900.00• e>7~e.oo• IO• Io ?,Jf1 
ooz 7R9,00 Q!h'llJ I,• I i'So 70 b?J,00 375.00 536'.00 SI00.00 l3oHO c.~o 
09) 583.ou '111 .':>n 1.20 63. l 0 171. 00 >66. 00 618),00 ~619.00 co.30 z.zo 
09• b04 .oo qb.h(l z.so as.Jo 788,oo •bl. 00 b90D. 00. 8l l3. 00 10.00 l.70 
09~ 851>.00 q'>. 00 l,90 5bo 70 765.oo ~82. 00 92u.oo qzz2.oo 9.RO l.IO 

09h I bl l .oo os,qo ,. • 33 36. 70 512. 00 358.00 54)?,00 5•32,00 I• .qo ,.,c,11 
O~l •'>3.oo 1n.211 I oll so.10 669. 00 •bl.00 8424,00 H424. DO 10 .10 I.~~ 
096 2•~7.00 Qh.Su l.•~ 53.10 602. 00 3n.oo blOO. 00 6200. 00 12.J~ J. Jo oqq 7~2.00 q~.~o l .Yh b6.IO 56Y,UO 362.0u SH44.00 5•••.oo 1 .ao J.t.11 
100 J~S, UO V6.~0 l,bJ ;s. 10 •80.00 379.00 SQ99.00 Slb0.00 16. 70 l.'1•1 
IOI 1n.uo q~.oo 1.93 4&. IO S?0,00 335. 00 65•6.00 b408.00 13.20 2.ti.ri 
I 02 1377.00 9b. 70 I.~< So,60 62•. 00 JS~. 00 6900.00• 675~.00• 20.10 I.RO 
103 7?3.00 Y7, 30 t.~1 6•.50 b7Y, 00 '>IB.00 7911.00 7440.00 l•.60 2. 70 
ID• 93b.OO 05,oo 1.1~ so.oo s .. 1.00 3g1.oo •Boo.oo 5010.00 33.•o <.Oo 
10~ ?0•3.oo "~.30 1.s• SI. 00 blA,OD •oo.oo 6413.00 6413.00 ~.90 c.20 

I Ob 611. 00 ~6.':>0 <'.11 6 7 .so 778,00 506. 00 80&4. 00 78•3.00 l!>.bO z.10 
101 so<.ou 'ib. l 0 3.2~ !>l. •o 756.00 '>8.?. 00 8358. 00 8356,00 Y.Sti J,10 
108 112. 00 q7. 30 .86 6•. I 0. b86. 00 •9Z.OO 7345.00 13•5,00 21.10 2.20 
109 1705.00 9;,90 l, 16 ·•·30 S•e.oo 3?t4.00 bo\!>6. 00 sa3•,oo 9 ,40 1.10 
II 0 5D 1.on QI, 70 • 3& 51.bO bl~. 00 •99.00 76)8.00 7618.00 t>.AO .90 
111 4S4, CJO 97 .YO 1. 81 64. l 0. bZl,00 S04 • 00 1010.00 698•,00 20.00 2.10 
11 l 604. 00 95.50 z .. i •6.50 64 7, 00 3•t.oo 53Sl,QO 5J52, oo z1.10 z.10 
113 64?. 00 vs.oo .?.41 11.•o 5Q8, 0 D sn.oo 7471.00 1~.00 zs. 00 2.10 
I l• 501.00 9•.cO Z.b!> 44. bO b03, OD J8l o 00 536 .. 00 S3b4,00 I0.60 C'.l 0 
115 595.00 qs,20 • t41 5?.80 b29. Oo 344 .oo 55zo.oo 5520,DO ... 10 2.50 

11 h 'i14-0. 00 ~b.1(} I.Ii' bB,Jtl • 1uz, oo ~lb, oo 6696,00 7190.00 ?A .I 0 3.•0 
IJ7 1u~.oo '1f),'t0 ·•h bl. '10. bA.4,00 506,00 66\6.00 7058.00 2• .zo ?.80 
II" Sli't ,uo 95,90 • 3• 51.10 606,00 332. 00 5080.00 5Rft0,00 JO.RO 1.~o 
II q lh'S.oo i..5.60 t'.J) 59.40 6•8. 00 389. 00 12ao.oo 650A.oo 21. 30 l.~o 
120 311. 00 q6.b0 .~3 b~o~O 804. OD 5%.00 H340, 00 •3•0.00 6.RO 1.50 
l?I 101s.oo q .. 10 3.c9 54.80 675.00 )">9.00 6214.00 sn6.oo 13 .. 0 z.1 ~ 
122 89ft,OO 9b. 00 1.1~ 62,60 b90.00 • 7 0. 00 8372.00 8372,00 h.10 l.10 
123 l 2~k. uo 95.80 3. 01 51.60 634. OD 369.00 b•12.oo 55b8. 00 9.JO ?,i'O 
I?• IO•H.UO Yb.SO ),bM 51. 70 Sl5. 00 • 11, 00 6350.00 b•Oo.oo 10.40 r.1,. 
IZ~ 56 7. uo %.sn l,bJ b0.50 708.00 •96.00 7560.00 7381,00 6. 00 I .•0 

l2b 604.00 97 .~0 1.81 sq.so 739.00 •66.00 8041.00 7105.00 8.60 J .v.• 
127 37?.00 ~3.80 l.oO •8.80 79<. OD 5u2.0o 785• .oo h7b.OO b.20 t. lu 
128 1>)9,00 93.30 3.• 0 68.90 b78. 00 Sel .oo 8172.00 866•.00 10. 70 t.oo 
1?9 I O~Q, 00 n.10 1 ... ,.. 16.bO 880.00• 6'>0 t 00. 11.0.00 1soo.oo 8.30 1.20 
130 944. 00 9~.JO I.I 3 sa. 40 ~Ao.oo 38 l. 00 6363.00 b363,00 Y. l 0 ~.?u 
I 3 I 64~. 00 v5,?o 3. o~ 51.60 ~b8.00 317.00 50•0.00 SO•O ,00 10.)0 ~.10 
1)2 I 01•. oo 97. 30 l. 7~ 66.80 672.00 .oo.oo 6500. 00 t>SOO • 00 Y.10 2.10 
133 7S2.00 Y5.~0 5.57 b5.80 7 ll. 00 SJ8. 00 6900.00. 1oos.oo Y.70 I, 10 
13• Z92.00 9~.oo ... 69. 10. 8JJ. 00 558. 00 7~25. 00 b7~a.oo• 25.90 z.20 
135 464.0o 94 .oo 2,41 5~.10 RbZ.00 bl0.00 ~ObO ,00 8ft• .. oo ~.10 2.00 

136 663.00 95.•o 2, 18 ~•.oo 70b.OD 56),00 9• 16,00 8760,00 17. 70 1,90 
137 I 0•6.00 97.no ,9h 6). 60 8• I. 00 519, 00 7600.00 1zoo.oo ?'i,t:/0 3, •O 
138 3)3.00 9tt .... o \.b~ 5h.~o 87),00 •81. 00 62•0,00 79-o,oo 8,70 l.•O 
139 541.00 v!>. 10 I ,6 7 71,20 s5e,oo 4 38. 00 61• .. 00 6504,00 1.80 1.50 
l•O 634 .00 91,20 z .os 63.70 7640 OD 411.00 6'00.00 6400.00 l?,HO 2,80 
I• I • 12.00 95,bO o, 00 5q, 10 777,00 SH,00 ""~·. 00 8b9•,00 ~.&o 1.&0 
1•2 5)9,00 97,bn l. 41 6ti.l0• 7 I 5. ~O 491. oo 74R5,00 7320.00 23. 70 l.CJll 
1•3 1294,00 9Sd0 ,es 61.20 11z.00 •12.00 1050.00 1200.00 14.bO J.10 , .. 6•3. uo 95,HO z.az 57.40 60•.00 •59,00 6120.00 6110,00 8,90 1. 70 
1•5 9• 7 .uo 97,hO 1.75 58.40 ~n.oo )8 l. 00 b850. 00 b450.00 7.70 1.ao 

10 1156.00 97, •O l.?O 66.60 731. 00 H?.00 7000. 00 7000,00 31. 2 0 •.JO 
I• 7 61 o,oo ~7.8n 2.0J '"~Io• u1.oo ~26,00 1012.00 1012.00 31.)0 2.60 
l•ll QQl,OQ ql>.~Q \.ii '>I .'IQ t.21.00 170:,,QQ b411Q .oo bQOll,llt. b,1111 2.00 

248 



TABLE B-2 (Concluded) 

'.l of Per C•plt• Avg, monthly 
rue Y to lent P'roperty toe el revenue loce t govt. Avg, pe~nts 

protect ton ln•urt-d Crimt" Cd me govt, from bpend, monthly to hmlltn 
employment f unt>mployment ratr./ rete/ revenue hdeul on pybl le ret lreie w/dtpl'ndcnt 
l,OOOpop. rate a 100,000 pori. 100,000 pop. per c•pite govt, ~lfare benefits chl \dren 

I1A7 ---1ill_ 1rn1 1182 ---1.!!l- ~ llCI ---11.fL !!Cl 

"~ 1.•o 3.•o 3cn, 70 l•Jl.80 3Z9.8b 2. 7D 11.88 I JZ,OO l 'iO, 00 
066 1.50 ".oo r~::i .•a !>ll•.90 ?87 .11 ~.ID • 0 I 12•.oo 120. 00 O•l I. Io •.ho. "'t1 .90 •552 .I 0 78b.58 .10 6,97 1•8.00 2b 1, 0 0 06• i .~o J.?o • ;o ,bO I• 10 .20 !>'• .2] • 11, OD• • 0. 00. 1'0,00 l2o,OO ~6- 7.10 ?. I 0 J':>O • 40 l•ttq.10 <'14.l• b.SO • •• 9 116,0o ~ ... 0 0 010 • ... o • 10 ~"' 0 .bO 2575.60 tbQ,Qb l.410 2.00 12~.oo 1Q'-1,00 on z .;,o L;..10 1 J 10 .10 3H!>2.90 Sli·9l l.•O otO .64 12•.oo 2~/.00 0 12 2 .10 J. 00 11• .~o ··~•.70 2SO,Jz ,60 .Ob 128.00 Ht>eOO Oll I, 1 O 2.Jo • 71, 60 2057.30 J58.4z 1. 60 2.02 139.00 11J,00 0·1 ... z,90 t.qn 69.IO 12~2.90 •J2,9l •·in 27. 32 138.00 212.00 1)1'::1 ) ,\lQ ., ... o L>O l .10 • ?162.Rh 288.9\ •• so 1.% lSD.OO• ?Sll.OO• 

010 ) • 10 2.~o 299.00 187S,IO 218.2• .so 8,8) 14•.oo I'.:>•• 00 UT I '.)u 2. 20 497.10 25R2. 70 1sa.oe 8. •O .83 116.00 11. on 078 ?.• 0 t. o\O 113. 00 loo9,JO 209. I l J. •O 1.94 IJ8.00 11O.00 0 79 1.1to 1.1 O '.:>,... ,qo 2S3S.OO J09,42 J.•o lH.94 127 .oo 122.00 O•O i •• 0 1. 80 • 70. 00 2973.00 J61 .1>2 J. 70 1.•o 125,00 1O•.00 
""I 1.20 L ... n • JZ", bO 312S.~o •1S.7Y 5, lO JI .2• 127. 00 l7Y.OO 
"""' 1.bO ? • 10. 7uJ. tsO ?~4b.AO l6t..•9 2.10 .so 11~.00 11. o~ 
O'i'.J l .la 2.00 271.lO 11>32,90 225.9\ 5,RO 1.2• ll• .oo qtt.no OH4 J,JO 1.•o 4hJ.20 3J49,bO J00.78 3,80 2.s1 121. 00 I IJ. 00 
""~ lolO 2. )0. 2'>1.HO 1787 ,90 276.29 2.30 ""· 18 139. 00 20•,00 

OR~ I .ZO I .Io I •6. 40 2368.20 31 .. 12 2.20 5.M 100.00 2oz.oo Odl 1.so J.«o 79. 70 l~Jb.70 •JS.71 1.50 59.24 ll• .oo 201. 00 ne" 1. )0 1. oo JbO .40 2739,70 UJ,0'> z. JO ,RA 121. 00 1'0. 00 no. 1.1u 2 .20 U3. 70 I 748.~0 228. 31 1.10 7 ,q7 140,oo 22•.oo 090 •• 70 i,. 2n • I bl. 70 3082.60 36~. 67 8.80 .24 I Jb. 00 I 6>. 00 
o• I 1.90 t ... o ,.37. 70 211•.<>0 21>2.22 ... ~() I ~.87 131. 00 IJ .. oo 
0~2 .... o i.4'0 • '.:>~J • t:IO 297 3. 10 217.39 1 .80 lb.08 IOb.OO I 2 J, 00 

""' },bO 6. 00 1:14 3 .--o 2078.IO 310. 8, l. 30 12'. 4 7 149,00 240.00 
09• 1.50 1.60 208. ~· 28&7.60 275.99 1. 30 15,01 1••.00 1>1.00 
o"> 1.>0 b. 70 JJO. 60 ••ao.oo so2.•3 2.10 99,87 12~.oo 237.00 

O'lh 2.20 1.00 •>Z. I 0 lloB.50 177.33 ,50 2 .•8 121.00 7b.OO 
O'I) 1.nu 2. lo 2\IQ.•O • ?06J,7D• JOS. 29 2.00 11.u l•J.oo I• T. 00 09h 1.'50 1.Jo 204 .'rO I 3os. 00 2s1. 02 3,40 10,JJ IJ•,oo 225.00 
09• ~. 00 .l. 10 l:'4Ho ()O 15•~.oo IR9. 41 3. 20 7.J9 121.00 122.00 
100 lotJU )ell)• }h('.t.(J 11n.oo )Q8,H 1.00 .37 109,00 "0 .oo In I l.10 1.•o 227 ••• 20S9,90 238. 70 1. 20 .11 115,00 so.co 
102 2.•o •.Do 63. Jo b4b.SO 20&.~6 2. 00 b. 79 137 .oo 201.00 
l OJ 2.lo J.So '.:>f.7. 90 300b. 70 28S, 04 .10 I 0.61 1•7.00 220.00 
Io• ~,I 0 1.50 20J.•O lb lb, JO JO .. IJ 5.Jo J,JI 126.00 102.00 
10> i!'. Q() I.lo 73.70 069,50 220.9• 3. lo 5.6' I J8,00 222.00 

I Ob i'.Oo 4 .•o J07. 60 J1>60.10 382.69 c.60 1 (). 74 145,oo Z' d. on 
101 2 .oo "· 00. so,. "o •22s. •o 39,, 7A •.6() 4.18 IJ•. 00 11 H. 00 
!OH 3. 00 •• 00 JSO. 4 D • 30SJ.b0• 329,09 ,,40 S•. 7l t•o.oo• 257.00• 
10• 1. 70 1. DO S•b.90 J070.20 2160 IO 6.80 ,51 119,00 'i'b. O() 
II O I .20 2.60 zoe. •o 17S4,JO 2611 70 1.50 11.21 I •5, 00 I 63. 00 
111 ?.~() 1>.So 3~() •• 0. 30S3.b0. J22. 97 z. 70 b2'.4S 14 (). 00. ?':>7.00• 
112 l .h() •• 80 J 18. ~o 3005.70 268. 76 b. so 4.84. 111. 0 0 IO~. 00 
1 ll \ .bO l.40 IJb.bO 211>0, 30 337,93 1.50 27.3b 142,00 2b{l.00 
11 • ?. 00 2.eo JJb.70 2)0).~0 21 lob9 s ... o .o. 120,00 61.00 
!IS 2.so 3.) 0. 313.ZO• 1>29.00• 191.40 J. JO ... 11•,00 '.:>b· 00 .... ?o 'slO •• 00 17b.UO • 2b62.SO• 29H,2l 7 ,AO 4 ,53 I •tt. 00. ll,'I. 0(). 
IP • •• o ••Jo• IH9.~0• 20•R.b0• 306.90 7 .10 J,16 l 41. 00. 2'•1.00• 
11• Jdt.i c.oo 363, I 0 202~.10 21,,10 7, JO 10.20 12~.oo I 78. 00 
I J9 2. J 0 2 .10. 422. TO 3J7S.40 2•0.b9 1. 70 •.9J 121. 00 1.10. 0() 
I ?{1 .~o ~.to. 2•9,90 Jss 1.00 •I 2.9o 2.20 3J,09 I JS.OD too.oo 
121 •• 90 2.io • .. 1.zo 3207,bO 262oHJ 2.90 Io 19 113, DO tt0.0() 
1?2 1.Jo 1. 70 •Ab.SO 21JZ.70 26 .. 18 .eo .. 21 I •2. 00 21o.00 
173 1.00 io'-0 • 4 l l.ttO 2218.50 ~6 7, "b 1. 70 18. 70 121. 00 122.00 
12• 1.10 I .bO I lb.bO bA4.30 2)6.b• 2, 7U 7,J3 I 37 • 00 20•. 00 
12~ J .30 2.90 192.10 1798.00 2S9o2J .zo 4,26 147 .oo 228· 00 

12" .... o J.<o 700,80 3177,oO 297.25 1.20 ti, 4b 14.\. 00 21".oo 
127 1.10 ~.10. 301>,80 J257,50 Jq2,57 J.50 J9.50 IJ2.00 2'40. 00 
ll<I l.40 5. Io• 204,20 3087 .. 0 •02.SJ J.90 35. 76 135, 00 2JI. 00 
129 1. JO ':i. Io• 260.00 397 0. 80 758.58• 15.70• 86.25. 133,00 21c.t.00 
130 2 ,40 '. '10 11 o. •o ... 3 .. o \93, Db 6.40 6.14 I JI, 00 2\&. 00 
I JI I •ti o 2 .10 327. 10 1992.•0 230. l>B 2.30 .oz 118. 00 87. 00 
132 z .Jo J.20 297.40 2565.10 287.21> 2.40 19.61 I 46, 00 IS•.00 
IJJ I ,HO •.Oo 110 ... 0 noo.20 269.21 ?. 70 .n 133,00 209. 00 
13• 1.tto l .60 4.'01.10. 2762.80• 381>. 71> 1.00 l,95 ISO,OO• zs,. 00. 
13> ) .HD tt.9o ~12.60 o\951. 50 5'2.18 ~.zo 80.9• ll7.00 2SJ. 00 

13" 2.10 e .•n 32.\ I 70 2910.00 3f>5,95 J,80 .13 137. DO zzo. 00 
I J 7 z, 70 2.10 570,00 328•,BO J06.69 I .•O zz. 7l l••.DO 2•,.00 
13~ 1.n 4.lo • 351. lo Z'<•o.so 31 J.21 3.50 .lb IJS, 00 111.00 
)J9 1.50 ?.Jo 331.10 ZY60,20 2550 IZ 2.90 .61 134,00 14•· 00 
140 2. 70 4,So 66. 70 989.10 J46. 7• ... 10 J8, 07 I 37, 00 229. 00 
I• I 1.30 s.10. JOO.JO 34~9,HO J84.6 l ~.•o 49,5• 126,00 ?4b. DO 
1•2 z.Jo 7.So 178,80• Zb62,5D• 2•8.1>7 2 .oo J.08 148,00• 26-j.QQ• 
143 1.90 2.10. 65S. l D 3773.•0 •oz.19 i.oo 6,85 I l9,oo ~-..oo ••• 1.so 5. 70 Z• 7. DO 2886.20 321. 72 4 .20 ll .16 I JS, 00 I 7Z.OO 
l4S I ·bO ... lo ~0.10 "'3S.80 151>. 75 ,bO S.JJ IJ•,oo 206. 0 0 

l•b 2.60 2.10 359,5D l788. 70 297.Bl J ,90 b.19 I 41,00 137. 00 
I• 7 z. 70 J.60 209, 10. 3401.90. J•Z.90 J, IO •9.8• 139,00• 219.00• 
I•" 1.Jo loH 1n.•o 1320.00 l00.35 ,60 I O.J7 IJ .. oo 201.00 
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TABLE B-3 

BASIC STATISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (M) 

Mun Levol Mean Level Hem Park •nd Pop. Ho tor 
'or Total for Jnnu"l l of R1crutton Den•tty l/i?hlcJe Hotorcycle Solid t.'asct Ii/acer 

Su1p1nded Sulfur Itwerston Mou•1ng Units '1.~ru/ in Central Rtg1Hr1ttcms/ RcgOtutlon•/ Generated by Pol lutlon 

P1ruculatu bloaide Frequf'TlCy Dlhpldated l ,000 Pop. City l,000 Pop. l ,000 Pop. Manuhctutlng lndu. 
!Al __ L1_2 __ __ l_B_I_ !B2 __ IB_J __ __ 1c_1 _ rcz !CJ IO __ ,_r_ 

66 ALB 92.JJ 56000 37,50 z.Jo 5.10 2965.CC 65•.00 32· 00 66d.•O .1~ 
~1 ANN 13.95 308.00. 32,50 1.60 60.lC 4!;78,oo •9•,00 zs.oo 301. IO I. I~ • 
M APP QI .6J • 124.00. 32,50 1.40 12.so •9.!15, 00 •H,00 l 3. 00 S~O.•O 1.50 
6~ AU(; 62.86• 16000 •2.50 3.•o J.60 3938, 00 sn.oo ~.oo .... ~.tto .&v 
10 AU~ 69. 7• l6o0D u.so 2.20 7.lQ 3•92.DO ~65.00 n.oo 1112.so 1.11 
71 BAK 135.19. 19· 00 ~ 37,50 J,20 64.20 2684,00 6•3.00 •3.00 ~6•.60 

,.,_ 
72 tl&T 61.22 91 oOO 32,50 2.eo 7,30 •108,00 s~•. oo • IH.00 4 l9~. •O ,,.~c., 

13 lffA 59.96 !>2·00 u.so 3.40 •• so 1'89,00 59•. 00 I•. 00 zu.•o ' . .,, 
l4 l!lN 57, 17 67000• 32.!>0 3,20 5.80 58l9,00 •10.00 9.00 ~2~.70 .~. 
75 tlRl 57.24 C)0.00 22.50 3,90 11.00 9723,00 603.00. Io. oo • u3.so t.6~ 

lb CAN 10Zo6Z 173.00 27,50 1.so •.90 S792,00 5h~.oo I l. 00 ~02. 10 5.JJ 
77 CHA 46. 7Z 18·00 37.50 2.90 s.•o 3A92, 00 453.00 12. 00 101~.eo 2. oc.. 
78 CHA 104.65 1zo,oo 4Z,50 2.20 R.bO 2629,00 500.00 )) • 00 213.20 12.2• 
79 CHA 99,97 Z03.00 '7,50 2.30 z.80 3173,00 629.00 l7. 00 • 1?1. l(l it2"1 
80 CHA 105,55 9z,oo 37 .so 2.so 6.60 2?68, 00 ssz. 00 I~. 00 ~32, bO ,HO 
Bl COL 96.56 Z6o00 • )7,50 1.10 l6o40 2221.00 609. 00 zs.oo HOS, 20 .~1 
Bl COL 6Zo86 6Zo00 4.?,50 z,Jo 6040 3399, 00 5 l~. 00 R, 00 914, 00 ?.8 ... 
ll3 CUL 50.08 87 .oo )7,!>0 3. 30 11.40 2218,00 509.00 17. 00 b~H. 20 .~-
h CG~ 103.ll 10.00 ZZ,50 3, 10 53.00 2033,00 ~10.00 13. 00 339 .)O 1.0, 
8!> DAV 121.16 2e.oo • 32,50 1,30 26060 30?2, 00 574. 00 20.00 44J.20 ,8, 

81> ll£S 8So23 28000 32,SD 1.20 12090 JI T•,oo •21.00 J J, 00 •SO, 00 ... 
87 DUL 71,51 66000 n.so 1.30 45,50 l 26•. 00 51b,OO 26.00 71 < .20 l, 0 l 
88 HP 14Zo•Z 119·00 )7,50 I o60 3.70 212•.oo 512.00 16.00 71J.30 l. l u 
ft9 £RI 10•.•3 106000 22.50 3,So 3,70 6838, 00 •'q.oo• iz,oo 531.20 l t •(' 

90 EUC. R5o52 • 99,00. JZ,50 2.30 53050 Z925, 00 bl~.00• )6. 00 tibO • qo 1.0 1 
91 tva 75,25 97,00 32,50 2.20 10.90 3A55, 00 s•s.oo 19.00 •t 1. on 1. ri 
9Z FAY 65.18 52.00 lZ,SO 2.30 1.50 2287,00 01.00 l 7 .00 • I 071. •O • 7 • 
93 HI 130.10 71.00 32,50 I o80 27.40 589•. 00 523.00 26. 00 51 • ·"0 l. l• 
9• ru~ 75.41 56.00 32.SO 1.so 4,90 3450,00 5~6.00 , ,, 00 ,. ..... 00 ;>. )!! 
~5 fH( ll•.911 12.00 •2.50 2080 1133.oo 3971,00 6n.oo cY.00 53Z, 20 .~·· 

% GWE 76.65 55,00 47,SO 2o TO 19.40 ?957,00 5TS.oo 1.00 T':>O .60 2 .'> l 
91 11A>I 81.28 z4 .oo 27,50 1.10 10.so 3313,00 s••. oo 15. 00 bOJ. IO 3 .o' 
98 HAI< 71oH lit .oo. 32,50 3,90 l o40 b955, 00 48l, DO• 12 .oo 'SH41 • f.fO ? ... , 
99 HUH 96.35 IZOoOO • U,50 2.00 20,50 •562,00 509. 00 \ri,00 -•s. ro -.zo 

100 HUN 63006 I OSoOO • 37.50 1.eo 11.so I Z63, 00 bl7.00 ll • 00 hY2. I 0 • 7 J 
101 .JAC 105.33. IZoOO 32,SO 3, 10 17. 70 30b7,00 573.00 lb.DO 670.00 1.h 
102 .JOH 102.76 4o00 32.~0 J,60 109.90 7452,00 481.00• 12. 00 78l. •O ;,•l 
103 KAL 58093 43,00 32,50 1.so 22.80 3492,00 520,00 2•.00 3q3. 20 1 ...... 
104 KHO 99,4z 47,00 ~z.so 2.10 236.80 2267,oo S•b,00 lb. 00 • S&•.•o l.l ... 
105 LAN l07 o58 89000 lZ,50 3,30 2.00 H013,0Q •Al .OO • 12.00 010.ao l ~ ':>O 

I 06 LAN 77093 62000 3Z,50 J ,50 IJ.90 3939, 00 51 a,oo 29.00 Jd• .10 1.1,., 
107 LAS l00o42 19.00 • 47,50 1.90 2680.10 24Je,oo 6•8,DO 36. 00 UtO.t.0 ,•1 
106 LAW 65.06 293.00 zr,5o •• so 19.60 2891,00 •~I .00. Io. 00 • b 11. ~o 1. 0' 
10~ lll 73.88. 18.00 37.So 2o30 1~.•o 2449,00 5R9,00 lJ, 00 f'i"11.~0 I•,; 
110 LOI< 200.26. 113,00 • 22,50 1.so 17.40 3307,00 572.00 15.00 """ .•o . ··" 111 LOii so.JI 414.00 27.50 .... oo 14. 70 6929. 00 •~I, oo • IO. 00 • 81"·60 I.~, 

112 MAC 81.63. 1i..oo )7,50 3, 20 5,20 2498, 00 5•7.00 lb.00 ~bb.20 l. l• 
113 ... o 73,84 31.00 32,50 I o30 boSO 3572. 00 t,Q4 •DO H>oOO ~l 5, •O ·"" 114 MOd 106.27 71.00 32,SO 3,50 2l o60 1630.00 561, DO l4. 00 122.00 "i.•J 
115 MON 96.99 25.00 )l,50 3o l 0 2T, I 0 • 2875.00 sn.oo 1-...0.G 853.% ·'" 
116 Nlll 59, 1z 75,00 22oso ~.20 lo60 He•.oo 553,00• lo', oo • '"'I .'iO l ·"'' 117 "(W 61081• 75,00• u.so 3,90 16,JO 2269.~0 SH.GO• to .oo • 531 .io ),Jk 

llti "l" 53,64 14.00 2Z,50 loZO 340 l 0 zon.oo ·~6.00 17. 00 • 71),00 , 13 
119 Ol!L T5,40 • 73.00. 32,50 z,lO 19.60 3600, 00 70 I, DO l". 00 62'. 10 l.ltb 
120 OXN 118.49. 52· 00 • 37 .so 2. )0 32.20 3640.on S94,00 3!>.00 l I 0 I, RO ,Rn 
121 PlN 106.27. 71.00. 32,50 2.eo 5.90 2479,00 505,00 17. 00 ·~I .9o .1. 7) 
122 PEO 170 71 126000 32.50 1.so 27.10 3395.oo 562.00 11. 00 •5S.60 I .A 1 
123 RAL S4o9l 51."oo 32.50 2o00 26.80 2708.00 741.00 17 .oo • ll•.10 2.2' 
124 PEA 111.29 141 oOO 3z.so 3020 44,60 8853, 00 •Al.OO• l z, 00 137 .10 \ ."ik 
125 ROC 105.IJ• 23000 32,50 1. 70 21.60 •30Q,QQ -;;, .. a .oo • I J• Oo •t-.('.flO I. O• 

126 SAG 130010. 38000 JZ,50 2.20 3,50 5309, 00 517.00 Z•, 00 "o" .l)o 1.ao 
127 SAL 114.98. 1z.oo • 37,50 2o90 154.80 40)9,00 549.00 zs.oo 465190 I .I J 
12ff SA" 118 ,49. 52000. 37,SO 2.20 16. 70 33•4.oo 60 0. 0 0 34. oo t\26. 00 ,5, 
129 SAN 118.49. sz .oo • 37,50 2o80 78,90 2513,00 68• .oo )4, OD H20 ,oO • 14 • 
llO SCll 188. 75 93,00 32,50 l.Jo 3.\0 4030.00 .i.81.00• 12.00 s1s.oo \,bl 
131 SHA 105o3J hJoOO 32,50 3.20 9,50 3?oo.oo 5~•. 00. J 8, DO • H• O, 10 2.•t-
132 sou 75.41 1s2.oo 32.50 1.10 5,10 4301.00 530,00 1s.oo bl"· so 1 ... 0 
133 SPO 07,91 19000 37. 50 2.10 l 01. 30 3357,on .~z.oo l•. oo • 1b. 70 • 7• 
134 SU 57 .. 24. 90.00• 2Z,50 )o40 7, 70 2856,00 bOJ.OO• l 0. 00 • 3R9, 2 0 ?.111 
us sro S9,8) • 36·00. •2.so 2.10 1.00 3600.00 623.00 27. 00 376.00 !,SJ 

136 TAC 93.89 73,00 J2,SO z, 1 o 483.30 3241,00 ~73,00 1~.00 6\'l 1' 0 1. 01 
137 TRE 71.05 H•OO n.so 4, 10 s.oo 13952,00 461,00• l o~oa • 5 I J, •O ,60 
138 lUC 98.oe tzooo 42,50 z,so •1.10 3287 ,QO 656 .oo 24 .oo 188.•0 1.22 
139 7Ul 83.13 464.00 37.50 z,oo 57. l 0 2369.00 6 72 .oo 2~. oo 5 71. so 3.'>0 
HO UT! 1\ ,bl n.oo 3z,so 3,30 21 .60 210•.oo •44 ,QQ 7 .oo •tJ'3.•0 2 ,O? 
HI VAL 59,13. 36.nO• 37,SO z,Jo 136.20 3629. 0 0 604,00 JZ,00 1 IAO .90 1.10 
14Z WAT 80053 33,00 llo50 4o60 29,SO 3914. 00 553. 00. IO, 00 • 561. 40 I.BR 
143 11(5 61.80. 12. 00. 17,50 2.eo s.4o 4182,00 JOit ,OO 2•.00 065, JO i 3.eq 
lH WIC l•l.33 ~2·00 31.~o z,30 11.eo 3197 ,QO 655,00 J•.00 •20 ·•O ,lQ 

HS lllL 1z7,44 141000 4 3z,so 3,50 49,90 7086000 481.00. 1z.oo 90~.60 1.1~ 

146 WIL ll5.19 104000 2z.so 1.10 1.0 6231.00 579,00• 17. 00 • 55 7. 90 ,17 
147 WDR 72043 ZIOoOO 21.so ~ 060 13.30. 4121.00 'Rl.OO• lo. 00 • 577 •• o 2. 22 
H8 YDR hose l•oOO J2,SO J.50 28,SO 9•91, 00 481,00• 12.00 669.90 3,69 
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TABLE B-3 (Concluded) 

Hean Poitsib1e No. of No. of No. of Perk and Kil .. of 
Annual Annua 1 Days "11th Day• Wlth Daya With Recrl'ation Tralla/ 

Inwr.ion Sun!thine Thunder• T-. 90" Tomp. 32" Acre•/1 0 000 100.000 
Frequency Dav!' Stora. or Above or Below Pop. Pop. 

__illL_ _illL ___!ill_ __!ill_ J.!&_ 1181 --1l!L 
66 ALB 37.SO n.oo 43.00 62.00 128.00 '!>.70 1•8.70 
67 ANN 3?.50 54.00 34. 00 • 14.00 • 130.00 • fl0 .10 19Zo30 
68 APP 32,50 'i3.00 • Z9.00 • 12. 00 • IJA,00 • 11.50 111.90 
69 AUG 4Z,50 b•. 00 • 11.00 62.00 56.00 3.bO 197.60 
70 AUS zz.so 61.00 u.oo 98,00 1e.oo 1.10 70.90 
71 RAK 37.50 83.00 • 3,00 JlJ.00 •• oo "4 • ?O 111>•. J 0 
72 BAT 32.50 60. 00 • 80.00 90.00 21.00 7,JO 10.~o 

73 BO 27.50 S'l,00 • 75,00 50.00 25.00 •.eo 50.60 
H BIN )Z,50 51.00 38,00 o.oo I "6. 00 l!>+RO 'i6,IO 
75 BRI 22.50 61 .oo. 24.00 10.00 89.00 11.00 92.50 

7b CAN z1,o;o 52,00 • 40.00 10.00 I 05,00 4,'10 '.l' .~o 
77 CHA 37.50 63.00 se.oo 60.00 16,00 '>.41J 131.60 
78 Ct<l 42.50 •A.OD• s1.oo 22.00 93.00 8,60 243.50 
79 CHA 47,SO 66,00 45.oo 2s.oo f,9,00 7.80 o.oo 
80 CHA 31.50 SR.00 60.00 37.00 12.00 b.60 I H.40 
81 COL 37.SO 10.00 • 56,00 11.00 168,00 lh.40 288.IO 
82 COL 42,so 64.00 67.00 64.00 62.00 f).•o 11.zo 
83 COL )7,SO 59.00 • 62.00 10.00 •2.00 11.40 "it> .HO 
84 CUR 22.50 64.00 33.00 102.00 13.00 ~3.00 1.00 
es DAV 32,SO 58. 00 • 45,oo 21.00 107.00 Z6+60 322. JO 

86 OES 32.'!>0 60.00 54.00 23.oo 101.00 12.90 97.90 
87 OUL 27.50 55.00 38.00 2.00 188.00 45,50 1101.so 
88 HP 37.50 83.00 22.00 1oe.oo 73, 00 3, 70 136,40 
89 ERi 22.so 53. 00 • 41.00 o.oo 111.00 3. 70 53.00 
90 EUG 32.50 47.00. 1.00 16.00 47.00 53.50 3515.20 
91 EVA J2,5o 63.00 46,00 39.00 86,00 10,90 zo1 .. 10 
92 FAY 32.50 61. 00 • ,8,00• 17. 00 • 76.00 • 1.50 4 7.t 0 
93 FLI 32.50 54. 00. 30.00 9.00 119. 00 77.40 175.00 
94 FOR n.so Stl,00 42.00 11.00 115. 00 •.90 A2,IO 
95 FRE 42.50 83.00 e.oo 106.00 11.00 l IJJ.00 4•01.90 

96 GRE 47.50 59.00 46.00 2•.00 61.00 19.40 10.00 
97 HAH 27,50 5 7. 00 • 48. 00. ZI ,oo • 101.00 . 10.~o • 3&. 00 
98 HAP 32.50 58.00 28.00 2•.00 95.00 7 .40 878,JO 
99 HUN •2.50 48.00 • •6,00 30.00 89.00 20,50 118.10 

100 HUN 37.50 ss. 00 • 11.00 35.00 54.00 11.so 276.30 
UI JAC 32,50 60.00 76.00 83.00 40.00 11.10 o.oo 
102 JOH 32.SO 52. 00 • 38,00• 17. 00. I 0 I, 00 • 109,90 l>J•.90 
103 KAL 32.50 51.00 • 36· 00. 14.00. 12•. 00 • 22.eo 49.50 
ID• KNO 42,50 56.00 48,00 10.00 60.00 236,80 3'>0.00 
105 LAN 32.50 5 7. 00 • 28.00• 24. 00. 95.00 • 2.00 78.IO 

106 LAN 32,so 54100 34.00 1•.00 130,00 IJ,90 1=14 .c:,o 
107 LAS 47,50 86,00 15.00 141,00 36.00 2MO,IO 6M,60 
108 LAW 27.50 60,00. 17. 00. 19.00. 76.00 • 19,bO soo.oo 
I 09 LIT 37,so 62.00 11.00 60,00 56.00 15.•0 1011,30 
110 LOii 22,50 52.00 40,00 11.00 94.00 17.40 73,90 
Ill LO~ 27.50 60.00 • 11.00 19.00 76.00 l•.70 267 .60 
112 IUC 37 ,50 62.00 s2,oo 96.00 42.00 s.20 43.60 
113 MAD 32.50 58.00 39,00 13.00 132.00 6,So 48.20 
114 MOB 32.SO 60.00 95.00 98.0Q 21.00 21.60 21.20 
11 S MON 37.SO 59.00 e1.oo 98.oo 37.00 ?7.10. 237.SO• 

116 NEW u.50 6).00 24.00. I o.oo • 89.00 • T .60 73.oo 
117 N[W 22,50 61. 00 2'4,00. 10.00. 89.00 • 16,)0 33,60 
118 NEW 22.so h3.00 Z4,00 • 10. 00 • 89,00 • 3•, IO 191. 70 
I 19 ORL 32,50 64 .oo • 85.00 113.00 2. 00 19,60 144 ,AQ 
IZO OXN 37.50 73.00. 1.00 21 .oo. o. 00 • 32.20 zz~r.20 
IZI PEN 32,SO 60,00 8•.00 e2.oo 15,00 5,90 J64,60 
122 PEO 3Z.50 58.00 56.00 1z.oo 104,00 n.10 ~r.zo 
JZ3 llAL 32.50 61.00 48,00 11.00 76,00 26.80 192.90 
124 REA 32.50 57.00 28. 0 0. 24.00. 95.00 • 44.60 429.00 
JZS ROC 32,so 58. 0 0 • 43.00 13.00 109,00 27.~0 213.20 

126 SAG 32.50 ~·. 00 • 34. 00. 14. 00. I J0,00 • 3,50 63.60 
121 SAL 37,50 b 1. 00 • z.oo. 6.00. z.oo • lS4,AO 1840,00 
IZ8 SAN 37 .so 73, 00. 1. 00. 21.00. o.oo • 16,70 3102.20 
IZ9 SAN 37,50 6 7. 00 • 2.00• 6.00 2.00 78,90 404,80 
130 StR 32,50 53.00 3lo00 6.00 120.00 3.10 ~9.AO 

Ill SHR 32.50 64.00 62.00 sr.oo n.oo 9,50 128.80 
132 sou 3Z.50 5 7. 00 • 42.00 i..oo 94.00 5, 70 53,50 
133 SPO 37,50 51.00 s.oo 29.00 IJl,00 IOI.JO s12.10 
ll• STA Z2.50 bl .oo. Z4,00• I0,00• 89, OD • 1,10 •8.50 
IJ5 STO 42,5C 79.00. s.oo 90,00 9,00 1.00 17 .20 

136 TAt 32,50 48.00 4100• 1.00. 17. 00 • •83.30 121•.IO 
137 TAE 22,50 59,00 33,00 H.OO b3.00 5.DO 3,zo 
138 TUC 4Z,50 86.00 29.00 135, 00 18.00 41.10 1758.50 
139 TUL 37.50 62.00 10,00 sz.oo 64 .oo ST,JO Jl,SO 
140 UT! 32050 5 I, oo • JJ,OO• 15.00• 111.h. 21.60 8080 
141 VAL 37,50 67.00 2.00• 6.00. 2.00 • 136.20 409,60 
142 •AT 27.50 57.00 ~•.oo• 30.00• 11 J.oo • 29.50 224,eo 
143 WES 17 .so 6o\. 00 • 92.00 10.00 o.oo 5,40 120.JO 
144 Wit 37.50 65.00 53.00 61.00 100.00 11.80 38.50 
145 •IL 32.50 53.00 :n.oo 6.oo 120.00 49,90 230.90 

146 •IL 22,50 58,00 n.oo 24.00 1•.00 7.•0 hHe l 0 
141 WOR Zl,50 57.00. 24,00 s.oo iz9.oo ll. 30. 2fo,l .QO • 
]48 YOR 3z,so s1.oo • u.oo• 24.00. 95.00 • 28,50 360,60 
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TABLE B-4 

BASIC STATISTICS OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (M) 

1 or Kah• 
lntant Hfdl1n lb·2l t of pop., 

Hortll ltv School. 't of f'itl:&O\'\I not High 3·)4 
R1te/t ,OOO Death Rue/ Yeer1 2St, Coalpleted School EnTolhd 
Liv~ Births 1,000 pop. Collplued 4 yrs. Hlgh School cudu•tu lJ\ Schooh 

IAI IA2 __.Ill__ or aore 182 .....ill- __ 1_B4 __ 

us 21.20 9.50 12.10 52.JO 15.20 54.JO 

66 A~B 20.TO b.30 12.so 66.20 11.00 55,'IO 
6T ANN 22.10 ~.~o IZ.bO 6T.SO 9.10 61.10 
68 APP I 'I. 00 T.so 12.20 56.20 6.20 59.10 
69 AUG 2S.40 e.60 I I .SC> o.Jo 22. i.o 45.90 
TO AUS 18.70 6.50 12.•C> 60.~0 11.60 S4.SO 
Tl HAK 21.60 e.Jo 12.10 SloTO 17.10 55.10 
72 BAT 19.80 7.Jo 12.JO 59.10 13.00 55,60 
7J 8[. 21.Jo e.zo 11.60 46.JO 11.so 57.00 
H RPI lb.20 9.So 12.20 58.90 I0.40 s5.10 
TS R" I I 8. I U • 8. 70 • 12.IO 51.90 11.50 57.50 

Tb CAN 19,00 9.90 12.10 52.40 12.eo SJ.80 
71 CHA 2S.60 T.so 11.8() 48.40 19.10 48.JO 
78 CHA lZ,OO 10.20 12.10 52.eo 1s.zo SZ.•O 
79 CHA zz.zo 1,80 12.00 50.80 11.20 SI .OD 
80 CHA 24.00 ·9. TO I l .6C> 41.60 21.10 49.80 
81 COL 28.30 ~.TO 12.60 7Z.9o 19.50 45.90 
82 COL ZJ.60 T. JO 12.0C> 50.60 21.00 48,JO 
BJ COL 2J.40 T.90 II ,SC> 46.60 26.20 oz.so 
e• COR 21.00 6.90 11.5e> 4T.IO 19,ZO 53.10 
85 OAV 21.00 9.60 12. IC> SS.bO 9.70 ss.10 

86 DES 19.20 9.10 12.40 68.00 10.10 S2.60 
aT DUL 19.00 11.•o 12.20 56.20 6,10 59,TO 
88 HP IT.•O 6.20 12.00 51.10 IS.70 S2.90 
~9 E"I 19.bO 10.20 12.20 58.40 a.Jo S6,SO 
90 fUG 14,40 6.90 12.JO 61.90 1.10 59.80 
91 EVA 19.40 10.60 12.10 52.00 15.30 53,IO 
92 FAY ZS.JO s.zo 12.20 ss.10 26.30 37.oo 
9J rL I 22,bO 7.so 12.10 52.JO IJ.80 ss.so 
94 FOR zz.oo 11.10 12.20 59.•0 14,SO 54.90 
95 FRE zo.•o 8060 12.10 52,To 12,90 59,SO 

96 G~E zs.20 8,60 I0,90 •l.00 18,70 50,60 
9T HA~ 15.•0 e.10 11. 70 47.80 11.•o 56,60 
98 HAR 21.20 9,9o 12.10 55,40 IJ,OO 54,JO 
99 HUN IT.90 10.•o 11 .. 0 46,lO 19,50 •9.90 

100 HUN 19,20 6.Jo 12,JO SS.JO 11.so SI ,Jo 
IOI JAC 2e.oo a.so 12.20 Sb.IQ 11.10 54,40 
102 JOH 20.00 11.60 10.9() u.10 8,bO 57.10 
103 KAL 22.10 7.30 12.30 60.To 10.80 59,10 
I 04 KNO 21.so a.9o 12.00 so.To 14.50 5J,oo 
IDS LAN 1e.10 a.eo 11.10 4),9Q 20,90 sz,eo 

106 LAN 16,80 1.00 12.40 6J.IO T,SO 60.10 
107 LAS 27.20 6,To 12.40 !>5,20 14,00 •T.TO 
108 LAW 20 .10. 8.10. 12.10 53.70 15.00 54.90 
109 LIT 21.30 9,JQ 12.20 56.50 15.80 •8.60 
110 LOR 22.10 e.20 12.10 s2.u 13.00 ss.10 
111 LO• 20.10. e.10 • 12.10 54.50 IS.40 54060 
l IZ "AC 23,30 9,00 ll o60 47,40 19.70 S0,90 
Ill MAD 14 .20 b.90 12.6() 11.20 s.10 59,00 
114 MOR 22.80 8.60 II .oe> 42,JO 18.40 54,00 
llS MON 31.20 10.TO 12.10 51 .t.C> Zl.80 S2,90 

116 NE• 20.00 • 9.•o • 12.20 56.80 10.so s0.20 
117 NEii 21.eo • 8.20• 12.10 54.10 JI .zo s2.1 o 
118 NE• 23.50 b.So 12.10 52.10 18.90 49.•0 
119 ORL 26.10 8.60 12.20 56.10 18.30 ss.oo 
120 OXN ZJ,BO 6.10 12,40 f>J.80 IJ.80 S6.9o 
121 PEii 24.20 7 ,JO 12.00 51,00 15.90 so.oo 
122 PEO l),90 9,10 12.10 S3.70 11.90 56.10 
12J All 21 .so 7,30 12.20 Sl.60 14.30 54,20 
124 RE A 21.00 11.00 11.10 43.30 14.SO 54,40 
12S ROC 18.50 8.10 12.10 s2.20 18.70 53.20 

126 SAG 2J.20 a.Jo 12.00 50.60 IJ.20 SS.TO 
12T SA.l 20.TO 6090 12 •• 0 62.50 22.10 0,20 
128 51'N 17.50 7,50 l2ob0 ll olO a.~o 58,00 
129 SAN 20.00 10.To IZ.40 63.60 12.10 55.20 
130 SCH 20.00 IJ,SO 11.70 48.00 10.90 S6.50 
131 SKR 2•. l 0 9,TO 12.00 S0.90 10:..80 SJ.DO 
132 sou 20.20 9.40 12.10 54.20 l•.oo ~7.40 
IJ3 SPO 19.60 10.40 12,40 65,JO 6090 s1,oo 
IJ4 STA 1e.1 o • &.10• 12.60 68.10 6.70 62,60 
IJ5 STO IS.SO 9,40 JI ,9() 49,40 14,20 5T .30 

136 UC 21.60 8,60 12.30 60.70 zo.oo 49,20 
137 TR[ zs.eo 9,6Q 12.10 52.80 11.00 5T.20 
IJ8 TUC 11.so 8.40 12,40 6J,IO 10.90 56,TO 
139 TUL 19.80 9,00 12.zo- !>8,ZO 13.ZO 53,10 
140 UTI 1e.10 10.eo 12.00 49.90 12.20 55,eo 
141 VAL 23.40 8,oo 12.30 62,90 9.10 s2.oo 
142 vH zo. 80. 9.40. 12.00 •9.90 lt..00 56,50 
143 11£.S 28.00 11.60 12.20 55. TO zo,30 55,IO 
144 wlC 22.60 e.oo 12140 6J,20 11.10 55,30 
145 VIL 19.IO 12.90 11,so 46,90 12090 54.70 

146 VIL 19.20 a.eo IZ. lo S•,40 u.so 5•.90 
147 VOA 21 .20. I 0, 30 • 12.10 5J.70 U,60 59.40 
1•8 VOR 11.10 9.60 11.20 ... 70 13,50 52,40 
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TABLE B-4 (Concluded) 

Per C.plt• Per C.pit• 'l of Per1on1, 
Dtnthu/ Ho•p!Ul lledo/ Ro1pU1l Phrolclana/ Local CC'v"t Local Gov' t 2)+. Comp l<ted 
100,000 100,000 pop. Occupaacy 100,000 g,cp.nd. on txp~nd. on 4 Jtl• Collc1e 
~ llA~ ...... 1"1!2. 202- lf6~ ll!!lth llAS Educ. !IBl 21 DOre Ilk1 

us 59.SO 414.90 79.ao 153,80 l.',96 HS.69 10.70 

6b ll8 53.20 363.60 n.oo Zl8.so 1. 70 152.43 16,90 
6T ANN 111.so 772.30 78,00 55 7. 00 J,o I 175, Ob l7,40 
68 APP 53.llo 535.110 73.)0 99,00 •• l6. 226,68 • 9,SO 
69 AUG 55.60 464.40 82,JO Zl7o80 loll 105,Zll 10.so 
70 AUS 56.SO 312030 81,•0 l6Z.lo 1.11 132,93 19,SO 
71 BU 38.60 342.10 69.80 107,80 5,93 218.27 8,90 
72 BAT 53,JO H•S,•O n.zo 14z, 10 1.1z hS,98 16,60 
73 BEl 4lol0 434, JO 81.40 105.IO 2.21 IJJ.11 8.80 
74 RJN 53,20 462ol0 87,60 150,00 •·61 Zl2,SZ' 10,so 
75 8111 80,SO • 324, JO• 83,70• 187.70• •.02 138. 73 JO.BO 

76 CA~ 46,10 401.10 82,80 108.SO 1.56 121.81> 7.lD 
71 CHI •2,So •oo.Zoo 77.Jo 1ss.3o l o84 88,SZ' 10.10 
78 CH4 SI ,so 6J9.IO 83.70 1u.10 2.16 I IQ.83 9.90 
79 CHA 42.00 HJ.ID 82,60 121.00 4.67 hl,27 12.eo 
80 CHA 48.90 4JS.SO 78,90 IJ7,0 4,Zl 121,88 Q,)O 
81 COL bJ,OO lo1.10 H,90 110.20 2.20 184,42 16.50 
82 COL 4 7 ·•D 409.•0 80.60 lJ 1. 90 1.89 94,2] 14,40 
83 rot Z3.So JU.OD 101.so 1s.u z.21 105'.90 9.00 
8• COR •2'.50 ul.lO 69,60 125.00 2.10 163,98 9.80 
85 DIV 45.l 0 •88,90 78,IO 86000 084 uz.sz 8,90 

86 DES 65.•0 517. 60 ea .e.o 133.50 l,96 1111 .59 12.80 
87 OUL 69. 70 764,TO 75,90 lll oOO 2,05 111.10 9.20 
88 [LP Jl,40 4)9,70 71.20 98,00 Z,62 Ill. 75 11.•0 
89 £~1 sa.oo 397.50 8•,oo 99,00 1.21 114.67 a.so 
90 [UG 68.90 296.20 n.oo 128 .. 0 Zoll IM,50 14,zo 
91 EVA 41,30 1134, 10 81,70 lHoSO 1060 121.•b a.10 
92 FAY 22.20 183.00 89,80 46.20 2.23 I 00 ,')l 10.00 
93 FL! •6ol0 382.80 89,70 100.10 l.84 )99,60 1.20 
94 FOR H.90 519.50 86.40 116.20 1.21 129.62 10.20 
95 FAE 56020 3QJ,•O 61,lo ll5o80 6,90 187,0I 10.zo 

96 GRE Jll,JO 331.90 65.00 109,80 lo76 a9.o" 10.zo 
97 HAM 33.20 523.90 75,80 92.00 2.02 131,49 8.50 
98 HAR s2.ao 4113.90 86,40 ISS,•O •• s 1S .. 5A 9,•o 
99 HUN 45.30 593.50 n.20 101.TO 2.oa 104.60 7,50 

100 HUN 34,bQ 4lllo20 81,40 n.o lo2l IOJ,13 111.•o 
101 JAC u.bo 493.20 es.oo 229.00 1.ee IOZ,64 14.00 
lOi! JOH 45,TO 5Si!.50 U,lo 94.00 .11 II J,32 s.10 
103 KAL 59.50 368.l 0 7?,90 165.20 1,92 153,13 u.so 
lo• KllO so.To 5l5.80 81,90 1•9.90 1o71 11•,•2 11.30 
IOS LAN •!>.90 3Z 1, 90 h,70 100.10 ,46 157.20 a.zo 

106 LAN s2.10 348.00 17 .zo 107.80 1.e2 193.34 14.90 
IO l LAS 44.60 i!99.70 12.zo 99,90 2.¥4 158.33 10.00 
108 LA~ ~Z.SO• 466.80• ao.oo• 2Ho00 • z.s& 132 .. 1 9.40 
10'1 UT 46.70 SS6.l 0 82.10 2Z4.60 J.63 105.0l J0.70 
110 LOR 4z,oo 358.60 48.60 96.90 Z.bl IJS,06 7.JO 
111 LOW AZ.SO• 466.80• 60. 00 • 274.00. 2.94 129,99 9.)0 
112 MAC 35·•0 374.IO 75,50 111.00 2.ll llS,52 9.30 
113 MAO 1z.oo 6Z'•.ZO 7S.40 36l.l0 2.94 171.4? 23.10 
114 NCJ8 33070 392, 3o 86,•0 102.10 l.92 9l,61> 7,30 
115 NON 40.70 •S7.00 81.30 !OS.SO 2.06 S9.4D JI .50 

116 NEii 67.80. 377. J 0. 81.40. 267.80• 3.22 1•8.31 14.•o 
117 NEW 48.90. <••· 00. 7).40. 135,30. 1.5• 1 ... 96 JI .Jo 
118 NEW 39,40 395.00 B0.20 94.50 l .B• 123,90 11.so 
I IV ORL 53,00 us.so 78.JO 1•9.50 ,115 126.11 11.zo 
120 OXN 52.l 0 3•1.ID 61>.00 l•6.•0 3, lT Ul,H 12.30 
121 PfN J•.60 396.20 82',SO 93,40 l ol4 145,95 9,30 
122 PEO ••·10 606·20 81.80 I le• TO 2.09 134, TS 9,30 
123 RAL 53.80 l9•.00 81,80 JJD,90 Zol>O 121.97 JT .10 
IZ• l<lA 54.30 3AOobO 88,70 127,90 .10 I•\ .16 6.60 
125 ROC 47,00 •oz.so 75,90 119.10 .83 lll.2'1 a.Jo 

126 SAG 46.90 3~4.50 84,90 93.70 z. 3') 148.52 7.40 
127 SAL 68,bO 308.70 102,lO 147,ZO s.56 183,•l 15.00 
IZS SIN 81.70 452.10 67.20 212.60 .25 173,92 17 .110 
129 SIN n.10 328050 16.90 I 7Jo80 s.13 • 118.34• JI .JO 
llO SCA 62.40 55J,60 77 .10 108.50 ·•3 96.81 6.oo 
131 SHR 52,90 6•1.00 r.,40 IHoZO J.90 159 ... 10.60 
132 sou 52.lO l22.80 88,70 108.20 I ,Bo ll7,00 9,30 
ll3 SPO 73,lO •68020 75,ZO 169.70 2.•5 141. 32 11.110 
134 SH AO.SO• 324. 30. 83, 70. 187.70• 3,27 196,13 zs .. o 
135 STO 55.lO 342,90 68,80 lJlo!>O 9,TB 173.78 a.oo 

136 TAC 5•.30 280,80 16,00 108,)0 z,n 176,6• 10.10 
137 TAE 57,ZO o;2s.10 Tb,50 216,IO •.OS 14'.ZO 14.IO 
1)8 TUC 5•.oo 358.90 74,40 20To00 3,JZ 167.66 15,10 
139 TUL 51.80 415.80 n,10 us.so Z,69 132.9'1 JI, 70 
140 Ull 51.•0 399.40 az,oo IZl,90 2,59 192.J!i 8.7o 
14 I VAL 60.60 38~.bo 63,80 lb3.00 4,20 170.44 10.00 
J 42 wlT 6 7 .80. 377,10• 81.40. 267,80• z.z9 IJ3,5• 9.60 
143 w~S l8,60 393 .. 0 n,oo 1ez.10 J,'9 11•.89 11.90 
144 •IC 47,30 521 .so u.10 Ul .oo •.os 149.55 12.00 
HS WIL S6,40 •69,SO ?9,70 IOl,20 .•I 9S,06 s.so 

1~6 wlL ~lt.40 l•0.70 1s.•o I• I .90 1,.u 147, I l ll,110 
147 wOA Sb.JO• 4 74.50. 84, 70. uz.oo. l,6) ll6.6J 10.IO 
146 YOA 47.90 2'53,40 u,eo 94,70 ol8 1n.u 1,00 
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TABLE B-5 

BASIC STATISTICS OF SOCIAL COMPONENT (M) 

l of l of l of Femaloo 
l of l of P~raon1 llllu,26-64 26-64 

Oltldren Marri•d P•r Capita 2s+, Leu Thao Len Thu'l 
Wbor force l of Hean Income Under 18 Coupl•1 Loc•l Gov't Compltted 25 yu S<hool lS yu School Motor Veh1c le 

l-arllclpatlon Labor Force hr F•rnl\y Living With Without o..n !xpend. on 4 yu High But Vocatl?n-1 But Vocatlonal Regl1t~tlons/ 

!lot• (1.) E"l'loyed tiembet Both rarenu Hou1thotd lducatlon School or Hore Tra1ning Tnlnlng t ,ooo pop. 
IAI w IAJ µ4 µs !Bl !82 !BJ• !Blb J(Jd 

us 66.00 95.60 3092.00 82.70 1.10 l4So69 S2.30 28.70 ?1.90 s52.ou 

ab AlB 62 .10 94oSO Z7A7 • 00 ao.eo 1.00 152'.43 66.2'0 31.50 74,70 &'l4. oo 
~1 Al\jN 65.60 9S.oo 39H3.oo R6.80 1.00 175.06 67.50 26.20 25.00 4Q4. OtJ 
~h •l>P 68 • .o 96.70 3006.00 9J.60 060 Z'26.6Ji. ~6,ZO Z6,90 IB.60 4 rz. flu 
~~ •O<? '">S.40 96.IO zss2.oo n.eo i.eo I O!I. 28 46,JO 29.SO 29.90 532.00 
IU AU~ 64.20 96.90 3133.oo 79.00 1.20 132.93 ~0.90 28,70 ?4.60 56S. on 
11 H•• 60.30 93.30 2757.oo 80.30 1.10 218.21 51.70 24.80 lB·'O "" 3. 00 

" kAl bl.SO 95.50 2819,QO 78.20 lo40 145,9R 59,10 J0,80 7bo20 
""". 0(1. 73 BFA 6J.so 95.60 2845.00 83.ZO 1.00 133.11 46.30 30.40 22.30 ~-4.00 

14 ~IN ~8.80 96.30 302?.00 86.90 1.10 222.52 S8.90 27.dO io.10 H0.00 
1~ hkl 71. 70 96.20 3691.oo 86110 ) o40 1J8,73 '>I .90 35. JO n .•o t.O'). 00 • 

76 CAN 66.80 95.70 3162.oo 87,SO 1.00 121 .86 SZ.40 27.SO zz,30 SbS.On 
71 (HA '>3.00 95.90 2317.oo 12.so 1. 70 88.';2 48.•0 33.70 zi.zo •~J.no 
JH (hA M.60 95.90 zao~.oo 82.00 1.10 119,83 .-,z.00 22,JO 26od0 ~oo.oo 
N CHA 72,dO 97.30 3172.oo 80.70 1.20 142.21 50.80 29,50 2•.10 6?-.00 
HO CHA 67.60 97.oo 2791.oo 78,80 1.so 121.0& 47.60 2S.30 21.20 552.00 
RI CIJL 44.JO 9•.So 2899.00 83.30 .10 18•,42 72,90 36.30 ?6.SO "0Q.OO 

"' rLJL 57 ,50 97.oo Z683.oo 76.60 1. 70 94,23 S0,60 26.50 14020 ~lboOO 
bJ COL SO.JO 9S.30 z4Jo.oo 71.80 1.10 105.90 •b.60 26.20 JB.40 so-.oo 
H• cuu 61,20 95.70 Z376.00 81.80 2.00 163,98 .r.10 26.80 20.10 510.00 
H~ (1•9' 70,00 95.50 JZS9,00 88.00 .60 142.52 55,60 32.10 22.20 S74.00 

8~ llfS 73. 70 91.zo 3397.oo 84.SO .so 161.59 68.00 26.90 ZI .&O ~?1.no 
87 PUL 64.,70 92.10 2696.00 86.ZO .ao 111.10 56,20 25,90 )9,70 536.00 
8H t l p '">4.60 94.80 ZZ63.oo 80.90 2.00 122o7S ">Io Io 28,80 20.so s1z.no 
A9 fkl 66.SO 95.90 zaJ1.oo 86.•0 1.00 124.67 58.40 JO.ID (9.SO .,.. 1. no• 
90 f uG b•.20 9! .90 JD•7.oo 86.80 .so 184,50 61.90 29,60 ?Z.HO t'l\'">.00. 
-1 F. v• 68.60 9Sob0 2835.oo 84020 1.10 121.•6 52.00 24,10 16060 511s.oo 
9~ tn 36.50 9 .. 80 2299,00 74.90 1.20 I00.51 55.IO 32,90 21.10 • ll. on 
9J fl l 65.JO 94.70 3199.oo 84,SO 1.10 199.60 52.JO 21.20 ;oo.10 ~?3.0~ 
9• >UH 12.00 96.90 JJ29.oo 86.90 .so 129,62 >;9,40 30,20 z2.10 ~~6.00 
95 fHF 61,90 92.00 2101.00 79ol0 lo30 187.01 o;2,10 23.40 18.20 632.00 

91> C,kf 69.•o 97.40 2110.00 81.30 1.40 89.06 •l.oo U.60 l 7. 10 '>7'>. Ou 
97 HAM 63.SO 96.30 J12lo00 86040 1.20 131049 •7,80 2b,70 20.00 ~ .. '-'.00 
98 HAW 70,10 97.80 3241.oo 85.oo 1.20 15•,58 SS.40 JJ.10 2J.SO ••I.OD• 
99 HU" 57.90 94.90 26!3. DO RZ.30 1.so l 04.60 •6,ID ZJ. 70 14.90 504.00 

!00 ~UN 62.30 95.60 292s.oo 83,60 1.so I03ol3 ~A,30 26.20 )B.50 61 7 o uo 
!O I JAC 6S,BO 96.60 2ss8.oo 73.30 lo90 102064 56.10 21.90 1~.90 !>73.0u 
102 JU~ 59.oo 95.IO 2S63.00 87.60 1. 70 llJ.J2 44.lo 23.30 16.50 4Rl.OO• 
10) KAL 66.•0 95.30 3•92.oo 86.10 1.00 I SJ, 13 60,70 J0,00 ;>2.60 ~?a.on 

!O• ·~o 62,zo 96.IO 2H8oOO 8lo20 1. 70 I l4o•2 50,10 22.so 17060 54'. 00 
10~ LAN 74 • .,0 97.90 3101.00 88.80 1.00 157.20 43.90 22. 70 (h.50 41!1. Oo • 

106 l AN 6 7 .,40 q4.90 3415.oo 86,10 • 70 193,J4 63,IO 28,10 22.20 '>JR.OU 
107 LAS 67.IO 94.,80 3364. 00 81.50 1.30 158.33 6~.20 38.20 ?.Iii .•o """""·00 !OB LA• 76.20 9S,90 3376.00 87.50 I.lo 132.41 53.70 32.Jo 24.30 •ttl. 01.J. 
109 t II 64.90 96 .. 70 z1sJ.oo 78.70 1.10 105.01 56,50 27.•0 22.•0 SA~.oo 
11 O LO" 66.•0 96.30 J1•s.oo 88.60 I o40 135.06 <;2,60 30,IO 22.50 ~12.00 
221 lO• 71.70 q<,.9o 2976.QO 88.70 1.•o 129.99 S4.SO JJ.20 ?.<.90 4AJ.OO• 
112 MAC b•.zo 96.10 210..00 76.IO 1.10 115.52 47.40 26.50 1~.•o 5• 7. Oo 
l 23 ... o 10.20 cn,10 JS•loOO ee.20 040 171042 71.20 29,40 zz.qo ~9~.oo 
l I• HO~ 61.80 94,70 2372.00 77.20 1.10 93.66 42.30 22.90 17.30 si.1.00 
I IS HON 65.oo 96.20 2s3s.oo 12.80 1.90 89.40 51.60 24.30 22.60 572. oo 

! lb hf. 70,bO 96,60 3627.oo 83.20 1.40 148.l 1 56.80 30.40 26.70 ssJ.oo. 
217 ..... 60.00 96.10 3179.oo 82.80 ,90 144.96 54.10 •I.lo 21.•o S7•.00 • 
II" "l• 54,40 96,40 .?958.00 ao.10 1.zo IZJ,90 5z,10 3Y,70 z3,10 •56.00 
I IY ORL 65.ZO 95,ZO Z949oOO 80.00 lo JO 126. I l 56.lo 34.90 2s.10 701. 00 
120 OJN 64.ZO 94.IO Jl96.00 es.so I ,Jo 231.74 63,80 35,Jo 2•.90 59•.Do 
121 P(" 53.00 95.00 2s13.oo 78.70 ).40 145.95 51.00 JJ,•O zz.10 s•s.oo 
12Z Pf IJ 6q,20 96,80 3362. 00 ee.oo .10 13•.7S 53,70 J0,00 22.30 562.00 
!2J l<Al 67,60 q1.50 3074.00 80.90 1.20 121.97 53,60 21.10 26.00 h 2. oo 
12• ~l• 13.90 97.60 J27•.oo 86.80 1.80 l4lolb 43,JO Z6.SO 29000 4Jt I. oo • 
IZS woe 73,00 96,00 3386,00 86.60 .10 lll.29 s2.20 ze,20 I 9o40 5•H• 00 • 

!26 SAC. 65.30 9S.IO ioso.oo 65.70 1.00 148.52 S0,60 27.60 )9.•0 517.00 
121 SAL '>2.80 9J.OO 3on.oo 78.90 1.20 183043 62050 ze.•o 23090 ..,.~. 00 
228 SAN 62.00 93.60 3359,00 82050 1.00 173.92 71.30 3•.60 2s.10 ~oo.oo 
129 SA'1 b 1,90 92.70 3211.00 80,JO .90 I 18.34 • 63,60 30 • .?0 2s.1 o bt.t•. 00 
130 SC~ h8.Jo 94,80 2741.oo d8.IO 2.20 96.81 48.00 JO.SQ l2 .•o 41il. oo. 
131 SC>< 62,70 95000 zst8.oo Ho I 0 lo JO 159.44 50,90 28,90 22.90 SR•.OO• 
!32 sou 69,SO 95.30 3190.00 87.oo ,90 137.00 54,20 JO.SO n.Jo 530.00 
233 ~PO ~2.90 '13,IO 3030.00 83.oo .eo 14 7. 32 65,30 32,20 26ol0 6C.2.00 
134 ~TA 70.IO '17.70 6289,oo 87.70 1.so 196.ll 66,IO J4 .so 28090 60Jo00• 
135 STO 64,ZO 91,80 3063.oo 19.10 1.10 17 3. 78 49,40 ZT .lo Zl.90 623.00 

136 hC 52. 70 91.60 Jl9J.OO SJ.40 .60 176.6• 60,70 37.20 2e.3o 573.00 
137 TRl 69,80 96,50 J67Z.oo 81.70 2.00 144,20 s2.eo 32,50 H.90 4Hl.OO• 
!J8 TUC S8.•0 96,00 2921.00 82.50 lo70 IU.66 63,IO 31,40 ZJ.60 6~6.00 
139 TUL 68,90 95.40 J\87.00 ez.Jo ,BO 131.99 sa.20 JI ,90 23.60 672.00 
1<0 urJ 66.70 ~4,30 2955,00 86070 lo30 192. 3'"> •9,90 29.'">0 24,bO u•.oo 
I• I VAL 55,90 93,30 3165.oo 82,00 .ao 170.44 62,90 41.70 2•.90 604.00 
142 WAT 72.40 95,20 34S3.00 n.20 lo40 I IJ.~• 49,90 J],40 26.IO Ss3.00• 
143 w£5 6-. •• o n.oo 3809,oo 71.00 loJO 174.t9 n,10 30.20 2 .. 50 704.00 I.,. WIC 69,IO 9Z,90 3105.oo 8•030 .10 149055 63.20 32,80 z•.20 655.oo 
145 W ll 66.80 96.00 2685,oo H.ao 2.so 9!1.0& 46.90 30.60 J~.so 4Hl.Oo• 

146 WIL 66,40 9bo20 3391,00 8lo50 I o50 IUolJ 54,U 32,JO 2~o40 S79. 00 • 
10 ~011 71.•o 96.40 3300.00 87.U 1.00 136.43 53.70 33.50 27.90 •81.00• 
148 YOU 72.80 97.70 3240,00 81.50 lolO 121.22 44,JO 29.20 )9,90 48) .oo. 
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TABLE B-5 (Continued) 

llegro to Negro Ket•• 
1 of 1 Pop. Total Pop. lcaro to To Toul 

ffouuhold1 l..oc:1 l Sund1y Undu ~ lltd!an Tot•l Pop. tu ha 
Motorcycle Wltb One Nev1p1per 't Occupied Loul l1dlo Populatloa end 6S+ Faally Prof•Hlon1l Unn1plo,..at 

1te5htratlon1/ or Hor• Cl re .f Houaln3 St1tton•/ t>cnolcy la Central Inc ... Adj. Emp. Adj. Rate Adj. 
l,OOOpop. Automoblh• 1,000 pop. I/Ith TV 1,000 pop. In SllSA City for tduu t ton For [duct tton For Educe' ton 

lClb I Cle IC2o IC2b lSC~Si u;;~· IC)b !IAI llA~ llAl 

u~ 16.00 82.50 2•J.OO 95.50 ,OJ J60,00 18.Jo • 78 .01 2.0" 

60 AU! 32. 00 89.70 376.00 95.oo 4.43 no,oo 15.20 • 74 .01 2.12 
01 ..... 25.00 91.20 363.00 95,00 J.28 3.?9.00 JJ,40 ,95 .o• 1. 77 
hH APP IJ.oo 89.70 8u.oo 98.50 .1Z 197,00 11.00 i .oo • 1.00• 1.00. 
h9 IUG a.oo 82.JO 1133.00 94.60 3.9S 180,00 19.80 .86 .20 2.)r, 
70 •U!' n.oo 90.40 34 I. 00 94. 30 J. YI 292,00 15.60 .12 •or, 1.67 
71 .... •J.00 89.20 703.00 9".90 ).J• 40.00 17,gg .67 ,OA 3.17 
12 llA T 16.00. ee.10 5•0.00 96.50 J.Js 621.00 15.60 • Tl .zo 2.6) 
73 Ml A I• .oo 68.I 0 666.00 95.90 1.se HloOO 11.40 .11 .11 l. !l 
r. h!N 8,oo A5,40 1266.00 96.60 1.JZ U6,00 ?3.10 ,97 .01 z.1~ 

1~ "NI 10.00• HS.20 565.00 97.50 1.s• 2016.00 20.110 .79 .03 I.Kl 

1~ CAN 12.00 ee.oo 778.00 97.JO .80 646.00 21.40 .91 .02' 3.8~ 

11 CHA 12.00 eo.10 137.3,00 94.80 1.97 148,00 11.eo .es .21 2.8<; 
78 CH a J3.oo 80.30 14118,00 95.•0 J,41 253,00 18.'10 • 77 ,04 1,~l.f 

19 CHA 17. 00. 84.90 55z.oo 95.90 z.zo 350,00 16,JO ,H .13 z.n 
60 CH& 15.oo 82.70 1021.00 96.tO z,9s 306 •. 00 19.40 .H .10 z.r:.z 
81 CUL 2e.oo 92.80 602.00 95.50 5,93 109.00 16.110 • 73 .oz 1.8~ 

"' COL s.oo 8!'>.20 1067,00 95.40 2.•1 220.00 13.40 .84 .16 2.s? 
dJ COL 11.00 ez.10 390.00 95.30 3.J4 211.00 15.60 .es .2b z.10 
R4 CUR ll.OO 88.50 •Z5,00 94.30 z.10 187. 00 15.70 .12 ,OJ ) ,)) 

RS PAV 20.00 87.80 835.00 97.00 I oll 211.00 zo.oo .76 .oz z.N 

8b 0£5 Jt.oo 86.90 ?•21.00 96.70 z.u 495.00 19.70 .11 ,03 z.&o 
87 IJUL 26.00 81.•0 820.00 96.00 3.01 36.00 ?.I.OD .e2 .01 I .61 
RA HP lh.00 84.20 267.00 95.60 z. 78 34 0. 00 16.10 .83 .03 ·-~~ H9 fRI 12.00 86.10 1r,2,oo 91,50 1.13 3Z4.DO 20.10 .87 .oz • .o"' 
90 f.lJf, J6.00 91.10 713,00 93.70 4,69 47,00 IS.80 .80 .01 l +"-1 
91 rv• 19.00 ft• .•o 811.00 97.SO 1, 71 219.00 19.80 .76 .03 •.lt> 
~l FAY 17.00• 87.•0 789.00 9S.90 ,,., 3z4,oo 15.10 .es .zz 1.s1 
yj ~ l I 26.00 91.00 5ri3. O O 97.50 I .zo 35z.oo 19.40 .90 .Ob 1. •1 
9• I Ok 16.00 88.90 b04,0 0 96.80 2.so 418,00 19,JO .90 .OJ 2.9~ 

~~ F~l 29.00 8R.20 A56.00 95.oo 2.90 b9,00 18.'IO • 73 ,OJ 3.5 • 

96 M~f- 1.00 85.80 1631.00 95.90 z,33 233.00 17,90 .82 .08 .... h 
~7 ., ... 1s.oo 86.10 4SJ, O O 97,20 t.3Z •eo.oo 19,40 .e1 ,OJ 2.11 
9" ~Ak 1z.oo 85.oo 2487.00 96.50 1,45 2!'>3,00 zz.110 • 76 .03 z.~z 
9'1 '1llN 18.00 7'1,00 762,00 95.90 1.96 180,00 ?0.50 .eo .oz 1.00 

IOU HU" 21.00 ~9.•0 385.00 96.80 2.63 lb9.00 14,IO • 10 ,OA ?.i.; .. 
IO I JAC 16.00. 83.80 7?.Z.00 95.oo 1.93 157.00 10.90 .76 .2• Z.h 
102 JUH 12.00 82.20 1377,00 9b.70 1.52 148.00 ?0.90 .83 .01 1.7"41 
103 

··~ 2•.00 90090 77,J,OO 97,JO z,91 3!;9,00 11.10 .es oOJ ),(>Q 
10• ~"o 16.oo 84.90 936.00 95.80 z,15 2e2.oo 11.10 .76 .o• 2. 4 ti 
10~ LA" 1z.oo e•. 10 204J.OO 89,JO l.S6 338.00 21.40 • 76 .01 •.Ill 

!Ob LA" 29.oo 91,40 bll.00 96,SO 2.11 222.00 18,90 • 84 .OJ 2.2 • 
107 LAS 36.00 92,80 802.00 96.10 J.29 35.00 1s.oo .12 ,OJ loll 
JO~ L •• 10.00• BJ.10 112.00 97.JO ,86 1119,00 ZJ.30 • 77 .01 .l? 
10'1 Lil 1J.oo 84,60 pos.oo 95.90 2 .1 b 211.00 19.00 • 70 .11 z.11 
110 l OR 15.oo 9 I oZO 501.00 97.70 .38 519.00 11.80 "" ,03 2.1. 
111 low 10.00• 82.50 454,00 97.90 1.87 IJ97,00 21.10 ·•9 .01 I.OJ 
llZ MAC 16.00 Al,90 604,00 95,50 2.42 32S.OO 11. 70 .79 .16 z.~z 

113 MAO lb.00 AS,90 642.00 95.00 2'.•I 2'•2.00 IS.JO .66 .01 2.lr 
11• NOB t•.oo 83.10 501.00 94.20 2.65 134.00 17 .40 • 75 .zo 2. ll 
11~ "ON '"· 00 79.70 595,00 95,zo •• 47 102.00 11 .eo .12 .2b l 0 1) 

lib N[W I 0. 00 • 81.90 940,00 96.70 1.12 1•50.00 zo.10 • 73 .o~ I o9h 
111 "rw 10.00• 89.00 1228.00 9b.40 ,48 51>2.oo 20.so .84 .oz 1.2'> 
lltt N[ W 17. 00. ~s.so S84,00 95,90 ,Jo Jl so. 00 14.30 .86 .16 ?. 0 A 
II" OML 19.00 811.•0 1655.00 9S.60 2.)3 352. 00 7.0.40 • 12 .oe ?.o • 
120 O~N 15.00 93.80 311.00 96.60 ,SJ 202.00 1s.so .1. • 01 1.9., 
121 l'I N 11.00 86.•0 1075,00 94,70 3,29 l•J,00 17.60 ,75 .09 l.~ 1 
122 PfO 11.00 8e.so 898,00 96.00 1.16 190,00 19.•0 081 .oz J.t.1 
123 ~AL 11.00• 870 ID 1268.00 95,eo 3,07 21>6.00 14.90 • 72 .11 z.R~ 

IZ• WI A 12.00 az.ao 1048.00 96.50 1.68 )44,00 ?3.IO .76 .oz 5.•;> 
125 MOC IJ.OO es.90 567.00 96.50 1.83 339,00 19.90 .es .oz 2.'>0 

J2b SAG 2•.00 89.JO 664 .oo 97.90 1.e1 210.00 19.e.o .ee ,Ob l .5? 
ll1 SAL 25.00 90.•0 31z,oo 93.80 lo60 1s,oo 11.10 ,74 .02 1.10 
IZtl SAN 3•,o~ 90.•0 bJ9,00 93.30 J,40 91,oc. 2•.10 .67 .01 z.o.., 
129 ~A .. )4. 00 89.•0 l0b9.00 93.70 ),46 128.00 22.20 066 .01 1.3~ 
130 SCP 12.00 71!,90 944,00 98.10 2.13 516.00 21.JO .90 .01 2.4~ 

Ill SCH 18.00• 81.90 648.00 95.20 J.OS 169.00 19.IO • 76 .21 z.1~ 
13? sou 15.00 87.80 Io I•. 0 o n.30 1. 78 308,QQ 19.to .u .o• 1 ... ., 
133 s~o 24. 00 85,JO 752.00 95.50 s.57 IH.00 11.e.o • 77 • 01 i .o • 
13• STA 10.00. 89,SO 292.00 98.00 .oe 1102.00 11,40 ,57 ,OJ 2,13 
135 STO z1.oo es.so 464.00 94. 00 z.•1 206.00 zo.oo , 13 .o. z.12 

136 UC 19,00 88,40 663.00 95.40 2.1e 2•5,00 20.50 .79 .oz 1.•2 
137 lllE Io. oo • 82.60 1046.00 97.00 .98 1333.00 20.eo ,79 .08 2.15 
138 TUC Z• .oo 90.00 333.00 94.60 3.69 36.00 18.l>O .76 .01 1.a2 
139 TUL 29.00 ee.•o 541,00 95.70 1.67 126.00 11.so .61 .04 i!. 20 
l•O I/Tl 1.00 83.80 63•.oo 91,zo 2.05 12e,oo lJo ll 086 ,01 z.n 
141 VAL n.oo 90.70 412,00 95.80 o.oo 155.00 11.eo .78 .o• 1.5'.i 
1•2 WAT 10.00• a•.•o 539.00 91.60 1.43 968.00 ll. I 0 .78 .OJ 2,04 
143 •ES 24.00 87.SO IZ94.00 9S.IO .es 112.00 24.ltO .83 .11 2.15 , .. wlC J• .oo 90.80 643,00 95.80 2.82 159.00 11 ... .n .o. lob) 
145 WIL 12.00 79,80 947.00 97.60 t.75 386.00 Zl,JD o6Z .01 •.SI 

l•b WIL 11. 00 • 87.20 1156.00 97,40 1.z~ •Z9,IO Holl .71 ,06 J,03 
147 •OR Io. oo • e2o30 uo.oo 97.80 2.oJ 717,11 Hoff .75 .01 2.11 
1•8 YOR IZ.00 e7.90 901.00 96.00 1.21 230.00 ZJ,JO .n .02 3.0J 
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us 

66 ALR 
b 7 ll~N 

6ti APP 
~q AUG 
70 AUS 
71 ttAtl. 
12 b'1 
7 J ~E • 
14 r1 IN 
1~ t'HI 

76 CAN 
11 CH.I 

78 CHA 
79 CHA 
80 , ... 
Bl COL 
82 COL 
Rl COL 
B• CHl<l 
~5 DAV 

Bb D(S 
87 DUL 
88 HP 
119 f J.o/ 
'10 I Uu 
q1 EVA 
9? f A'( 
93 f ll 
9• fOH 
9S fl>E 

qt. GQf 
97 t<AM 
98 HAR 
99 t<UN 

100 ><UN 
I 0 I JAC 
102 JOH 
103 ~AL 
10• ~~u 
IC~ LAN 

IOI, LAN 
107 LAS 
I 08 LAW 
I 09 LIT 
110 LOR 
11 l LO• 
112 ... c 
113 ... o 
110 "oa 
115 MON 

l 16 ~E• 
117 N[ W 
I IR N[W 

l l9 ORL 
120 OXN 
121 PEN 
IZZ PED 
l Z3 µAL 
12• µr• 
125 IWC 

126 s•r. 
I 27 SAL 
128>SAN 
129 SAN 
I 30 SCR 
131 SCk 
132 sou 
133 SPO 
l J4 STA 
135 STO 

136 TAC 
137 TµE 
138 TUC 
I 39 TUL 
140 UT I 
141 VAL 
142 wAl 
143 wES 
144 wlC 
145 w IL 

146 wll 
14 7 wDR 
148 VOA 

N•&ro Feu i .. 
To total 
P.-.le• 

Unt-af>lOYbCot 
Rote Adj. 

?ot t.ducet ton 

!IA4 

1.79 

,74 
) ,96 
I· 00 • 
2.05 

J •"" 
1·92 
z.18 
z,oe 
1.06 
1.39 

2.43 
2.01 
J ·•9 
2o lb 
1 ·62 
Zol I 
J.90 
l o90 
.76 

2.s2 

1.94 
.84 

}.65 
) .60 
i.oo • 
2.24 
lo46 
l o94 
lo98 
l o4l 

1.t.9 
2.Js 
2.s1 
1.e1 
2.00 
2-39 
3.as 
2.02 
).83 
3.01 

2.02 
lo 16 
I ,JI 
2.05 
J .34 
l oOO. 
1.90 
.e1 

J .83 
2.08 

2.25 
1.sa 
1.64 
I• 78 
J.37 
lo67 
I o84 
2.sJ 
I• 05 
z, 19 

2.21> 
1.s2 
I oS6 
.75 

1.00. 
z,33 
1 ·bS 
J.39 
I ·•I 
2.22 

t.32 
1.s1 

.86 
1·91 
2.61 
1.36 
l oS6 
Zoll 
1.1s 
z, 31 

Kalt to Kile to 
FeNh femalit 

\Jnemplo)'1Nnt Prohulon.i 
R1t1AdJ. E"'P.AdJ. 

ror tduc1tlon tor [ducatlon 
!!SI JI Bl 

.1s 1.•9 

,12 
1.12 

,55 
,53 
• 70 
• 75 
• 75 
,48 
.11 
.ao 

.11 
,48 
.89 
,46 

·"' l ,65 
.so 
,49 
.65 
.10 

.aq 

.92 

.eo 

.39 

.a6 
,56 
.47 .s. 
.az 
.74 

,46 
.s. 
, 70 
.93 
,62 
.~3 

! .14 
.80 
.1>3 
.38 

J .06 
.~1 
,98 
, 70 
,M 
,93 
,44 

1.1a 
.62 
.ss 
,84 
.64 
,49 
,67 
• 75 
.s1 
.s1 
·"' l ,6T 
,61 

, 11 
,69 
,e4 
,95 

1.47 
.65 
,65 
,88 
,98 
,76 

1.00 
, 76 
, Tl 
,58 
, 76 
,6T 
,59 
,91 
.85 

l ,43 

I .Zs 
1.58 
},66 
1.2s 
2.65 
1.19 
1.20 
1.•o 
1.58 
1.5z 

1.59 
I o60 
1.65 
1.19 
1.5'1 
1. 79 
1.10 
l .56 
1,30 
1. 01 

1.53 
1.56 
l ,b4 
1.s4 
2.10 
1.z3 
1.sz 
1. Tz 
l .•• 
1.63 

l .•2 
l.ZI 
1,66 
1.z1 
1.•o 
1.09 
1,81 
1.29 
1.es 
1. 34 

1.ze 
l .83 
1,59 
1,95 
1.62 
1.20 
1.34 
l ,5S 
J .49 
1. J l 

2.02 
1,36 
1.61 

TABLE B-5 (Continued) 

t Votking 

Ouuid• 
Count)' of 
l .. ldtot:e 

_ill!.-

11.eo 

2.eo 
12.10 
is.so 
14,20 
2.90 
3, 70 
9.60 

10.00 
13.00 
12. 00 

11,30 
11,60 
4.60 
7.90 

n.5o 
1.eo 

18.80 
34,20 

7 .90 
16,60 

2.90 
7,40 
4. 00 
2.80 
4el0 

1z,40 
2.•o 
7.60 
3,00 
4, Jo 

9,40 
22.so 
24,00 
24.ID 

9,ZO 
11.90 
14, IO 
6.50 

1z.ao 
9.80 

Z3.20 
•• 60 

21.40 
6,30 

1e.oo 
14.10 
l J,90 
3.40 

10.00 
I0.60 

5,90 
a.oo 

34, l 0 
14. 70 
18,JO 
9,70 

26.00 
7,90 

14,zo 
9,50 

8,)0 
J,50 
3,50 

is.so 
9, JO 

IS.TO 
1z.zo 
Z,40 

21 ,JO 
5.60 

q,40 
14.00 
J. 00 
8.zo 

10.10 
19.40 
16.90 
•• 20 
s.oo 

11.so 

C.ntrll 
City' 

Suburban 
taco.. 
llht. 

_!ill_ 

•DI> 

-.12 
-.oe -.o. .o. 
o.oo 
-.06 
-.oa 
o.oo 
-. 02' 

.10 

.o. 
-.06 
-.12 
-.02 

.ae 
- • Oo\ 
o. 00 
-.10 
-.01!; -.o, 
o.oo 
-.Ob 
-.o~ 

.oz 
-.o& 
-.02 
-.011 
o.oo 

o.oo 
-.oz 

.04 -··· .oz 

.o~ 
o.oo 
-.02 
-.12 
-.12 

.1 () 
o.oo 

• 01> 
0.0() 
-.oz 
-.04 -.o. 
-·10 

.01> 
••O• 
.o. 

-.06 
-.06 
-·08 
-.oz 
-.12 
-,04 
-.oz 

.21> 
-.02 

o.oo 
.1e 
.09 

-· l z .oz 
-.oe 

006 .o. 
-.06 
o.oo 

.04 
o.oo .o. 
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Searega t lon 
Jodn 
!IC) 

.21 

.oe 

.09 

.86 
,75 
.10 

1.22 
• O• 
,53 

2.16 
1.13 

I, JS 
,4 3 
.72 
.JZ 

l .39 
.oz 
.1 s 
.01 
.28 
.47 

,JO 
.87 
.22 
.82 

1.29 
,z9 
.s• 

1.21 
,57 
.99 

1.08 
.T6 

3,53 
.t.s 

.01 
3.10 
J .76 

.80 

J.29 
.21 

1.os 
.21 
.57 
,57 
.29 
olJ 
.19 
.os 

1.21 
l .03 
.os 

1.02 
1.21 

,93 
I.SI 

.01 
2.36 

,39 

,95 
• 71 
026 
,39 

1.29 
,OJ 

I ol o 
.11 
,64 
.9A .. , 

1.26 
.20 
.29 

I .J 4 
,49 
• 76 
,40 
,35 

1.14 

1. h•t lies 
Wlth ?ncOCDe 

Above Poverty 

Levtl 

llUI 

89.30 

81.00 
94.90 
9•.50 
8•·60 
A9o20 
87.40 
86.40 
ae.40 
92.10 
94.80 

94,20 
79 .. 0 
e7.oo 
90.JC 
86.10 
90.80 
RS.70 
81.30 
61.60 
93.30 

93.90 
9l.70 
BZ.bO 
93.20 
9Z.J0 
90.90 
A2 ,90 
QJ.10 
94.90 
es.so 

88.20 
93.00 
93.•0 
AS.20 
a6,50 
81. 40 
90,JO 
94,20 
85.70 
93,SO 

93.90 
93.00 
94,20 
Rb,60 
'14.30 
93.90 
R4,90 
A4,60 
81,40 
80.80 

92.70 
9),70 
89,90 
A8.70 
92,60 
84,50 
94,30 
88.80 
95.00 
93,60 

92.30 
90,40 
92.40 
89.60 
'12,20 
81.80 
Q4 .10 
91.•0 
96,00 
a8.aO 

92,00 
9),t>Q 

K9,20 
90.20 
92,60 
91. 20 
CH,5,0 
89,80 
92.00 
91, JO 

t Occupied 

ffou•lng 
Wlth 

P!US>blng 
--1!fil_ 

94,50 

97.so 
97,'lO 
96.JO 
93.10 
'17.SO 
98060 
97,50 
96,90 
97,30 
97,40 

97.•0 
88.60 
93.10 
96,10 
95.90 
99,40 
91. 70 
93.JO 
93,10 
96.10 

9o.ao 
111.10 
92.10 
97.50 
98,40 
9s.oo 
92.so 
97.60 
97,90 
98.30 

n.20 
'h·,SO 
95.60 
90.10 
91.10 
112.10 
9J.60 
97.40 
112.so 
94.60 

97.00 
99.20 
9&.80 
95.80 
97.50 
'lho'lO 
93,40 
96.10 
9).00 
e9.so 

~a.Jo 
97.50 
97. 70 
96.50 
99,40 
93.10 
96.70 
93,20 
%.So 
97.30 

96.'~0 

98.80 
99.00 
98.90 
95.90 
91.20 
n,5o 
97,20 
98.50 
91. 40 

98.30 
98,30 
97,50 
97.10 
96,00 
99.20 
98, l D 
95,60 
98. l 0 
95.10 

97.30 
96.90 
93.90 

1. Occupied 

Houaing Wlth 

1.01 or Hor-e 

PeT1on1 

Per Rooe 
lllA) 

e.20 

l O, JO 
5.90 
1. 90 

10 •• 0 
8.90 

10.90 
10.eo 
9.60 
5.10 
6.20 

5.90 
ll .40 
1. 1 0 
1.ao 
a.30 
s.110 
9. 00 

11. 40 
16. 70 
6. 70 

~.oo 
1. 40 

18. )0 
~.110 

5. so 
8. 7n 

l 0 •• o 
8. 10 
s.110 

10.80 

a, 30 
a.so 
•• oo 
1. RO 
a.Jo 

12. 90 
6.50 

·S,40 
1. Jo 
4,30 

6.20 
e. 9o 
s.10 
6. 50 
8.50 
~ .10 

11. Oo 
6.•o 

12.on 
I l. 00 

&.Bo 
10.20 
6, 70 
6.so 
4. 7C) 

J l ,4 0 
ti ,lo 
5. 30 
4,80 
9.30 

~.20 

•.9~ 
10.so 
~.Bo 

s.zo 
6,70 
7,60 
a.so 
6,90 
•• 40 

s, 1 o 
5,60 
4.70 

t Oc-cupfed 

Hou1lng\llth 
Tehphone 

II IA4 

81 olO 

85.M 
9~. Oo 
95,SO 
81. )0 
RS. I 0 
85.70 
90.~0 
BR. 30 
92. 00 
92. 10 

QJ,60 
79.80 
AS. •O 
AS.RO 
A2,"0 
90. 20 
H'. 3U 
RO, 80 
11.i • .. 0 
4 3. • n 

93, 00 
~3. Io 
•0.10 
"O. 30 
YI.OD 
RQ.JlJ 
1;.10 
QQ. 10 
"1.10 
AA,Oo 

kl. )0 
40.80 •?. oo •z. 1n 
f\3, ~u 
kO. >O 
89. 70 
9• .so 
1-(4 .C>O 
90,YO 

93. 70 
81. 80 
~l .20 
R5, 70 
•0.60 
qz, .... o 
.. .l. qo 
'IS.so 
82.30 
~?.YO 

~J.% 
.,.3, 7(1 
>i1. 70 
H),">0 
91 .<o 
H),20 
•z.~o 
,., • Io 
Q),)0 
yO,bO 

92.?o 
Ml.IQ 
91.00 
eQ.-,o 
93, 00 
RJ, bO 

"~· 70 
'll .so 
Q6. 40 
A7, In 

90,00 
Q().,P,I} 

R•. bO 
RR, 70 
"ll, bO 
~I.JO 
94 .60 
H2,60 
YO. 30 
YI .40 

91.60 
94.20 
90.90 



bb ALii 
,_, 7 A"""' 
bK &PP 
b'I lUG 
70 •U'> 
11 11A~ 

Ii! oAT 
7 J ._.t: A 
1• 1-'IN 
7'-o i..)o( I 

7b CAI< 
77 (ri4 

1rl (h,1 
7<> ,,... 
MO (HA 

fl: l CUL 
HC COL 
d3 CUL 
H4 COM 
HI;:. OAV 

Hh (Jl5 
81 l•Ul 
Ht\ t L~ 
tt~ fkJ 
"10 t \JG 
~) l VA 
'le f AV 
'<3 f LI 
'iftii t Uk 
'1':> I kf. 

qf) (,Ht-

91 tiA"'4 

9b .-tAM 
q'i tiUN 

IOU HUN 

IU I JAC 
I 02 Jll" 
IOJ ~Al 
1 O't l'kO 
IO':> LAN 

I 01> LAN 
107 LAS 
IOK lh 
10'1 LIT 
11 o L 0" 
111 L uw 
11<! MA( 

113 MAD 
11• MOR 
11!:. ><01< 

lit, NU• 
111 tllW 
11~ Nf ~ 
11'1 UWL 
IZU O"• 
12 I PlN 
122 PEO 
I 23 MAL 
12• JJf A 
1zs ~oc 

l2b SAG 
127 SAL 
I 28 SAN 
12'> SAN 
130 SCJJ 
131 SCH 
132 sou 
133 SPO 
13' STA 
135 S TO 

I 3b TAC 
137 1 ~f 
1311 TUC 
139 T UL 
HO UT I 
141 YH 
Hi' wAT 
143 •l'S 
)441 wJC 
1•5 wll 

14b wll 
JH wOW 
146 YOI! 

'l \lork~ra 
Who ll.e 
Publt c 

tran9port 
To \lork 

-1.!.Y.L 
8.90 

z.so 
'". 0 I o'IO 
3.so 
3.!>0 
lolO 
3ol0 
2.50 
i.'·60 
7 .so 

2.!>o 
s.10 
s.110 
bo90 
••JO 
1.•o 
3·80 
3ob0 
Z·•O 
2.40 

•• 70 
s.10 
8.~o 

3.50 
1.00 
2.10 
3.oo 
1 •• 0 
J.oo 
1.50 

z.so 
2 •• 0 
•·10 
3,70 
.10 

2 ... 0 
s.110 
?.~o 
3,90 
2.50 

1. 70 
•.90 
J.10 
3,90 
1. 70 
•• 70 
s.so 
6,70 
J.io 
S.80 

9,50 
J,zo 
1.10 
l~ljO 

l. JO 
1.90 
z.10 
J,90 
b.110 
2.20 

1 •• 0 
z.10 

.90 
1.ao 
1.so 
5,30 
3o60 
4. J 0 

16ol0 
z.10 

z.90 
e.oo 
1.60 
2.JO 
.. •bt) 
z.o 
bobO 
J.ao 
2.4 0 
b.5o 

Tot•l 
Crl.ine ltate/ 

100,000 p<p. 
Ii:lA6 

5910.ZO 
.. 190, DO 
l•E>l .00 
IRZ0.10 
3116.20 
•?lJ,00 
SZi.'9.ZO 
2S28.90 
l Ji.'2.10 
c_>q6•.SO• 

21H.IO 
3079,80 
18~2.30 
3109,90 
3'43,00 
J•,;l.JO 
J650.60 
190•.20 
J812.80 
i.'039.60 

2564,50 
199h.•O 
JI00.00 
1972. 30 
JA-.4.30 
2552.•0 
3SC7.SO 
3'2?. 00 
307b,30 
5318.80 

3620. 70 
231>1.10. 
1509.<>0 
17'lb,OO 
1912.20 
2287,70 

709.80 
35H,60 
18110.20 
9•3.20 

3967,90 
4732.40 
).04.00. 
31>19.IO 
1962.70 
340l.OO o 
332l,b0 
2865. 90 
2••2.20 
18•2.20,• 

28•1.30• 
ZZJ6.00• 
2392.20 
3598.10 
3800.80 
3b54.80 
lhl9.!0 
2632.30 
1000.eo 
1990.10 

3878.30 
3564. 30 
32~1.60 
4320.90 
105).80 
2320.10 
2862.50 
2870.80 
2964.SO • 
5470.!0 

3234.70 
3854,90 
3291.60 
3021.30 
I0':>4o80 
3800,IO 
2841.JO• 
uze.5o 
3133.JO 

9RS,90 

3148.20 
lbl 8ob0 • 
14t.Ool0 

Coat C'1£ 

Llvfn~ 

Index 

...!lli.L 
100.00 

61, bO 
lOti.70• 
'l'o.~O 
q-., .bO • 

102.so 
9lo00 

I 04. O o • 
Cl<,,, Io 

113. 00 • 
118. 7 0 • 

100.10. 
100,30 
10..10 
IO 1.• o 
97.00 

100.20 
'9 7 •• 0 • 
"'f':>.~O • 
99. 30 • 

IO". 4 o • 

107,80 
'9"1.90 
<>J. 00 

101.110 
81.30. 
9b.OO 
9q. 00 • 
'>k, ':>O o 
'i 1. 00. 
9'1.50 

9'>,20 
98.70 

104.30• 
101.110 
9~.oo 
96,90 
95.20• 
96. 00 • 
9),20 

IOJ,90• 

IO 1.1 o 
112.10 
109.80• 
98,50 

105,bO• 
112 ... 0. 

'114.?0 
I 00, 70 
8q,10 

I 04 .20 

121.800 
124.'IO• 
97.';0• 

100.50 
105,30• 

9 7. 50 • 
106,10 
96.00 

101.50• 
102.00 

96,SO • 
lOA.40 • 
106,00• 
IOJ.10. 
97,D • 
9• .so 
90,10 

104.10 
131.20• 
96,40 

113,bO• 
128.80. 
106,50 
96.90 

llO,';O• 
103.10. 
111.10 • 
105,20 • 
<>0.20. 
97.90 

111.40 • 
119,30• 
101.90 

TABLE B-5 (Continued) 

Publ le 
Svianing 

Poole/ 
100,000pop. 

lllBh 

H.A. 

28.50 
12.AO 
28.90 
23.70 
3.0o 

S7.80 
14.00 
zz.zo 
16.SO 
10.30 

3,00 
13.20 
17 .•o 
12.20 
26.20 
•• 20 

12.40 
b6.90 
10.so 
2• ,AO 

?l,40 
3,00 
3.00 
3,00 
•·60 

51.50 
9.•o 

Io. 00 
35, 70 
19.30 

13.30 
... 20 
21.eo 
7.80 

13.IO 
15.•0 
15.20 

4.90 
I 7 .so 
18.70 

7,90 
51.20 

8.60 
18.50 
31 .io 
n.110 
z•.20 
Z0.60 
21.20 
36.60• 

S.60 
4eHO 
b.80 

\8,bO 
2J,90 
4.)0 

29.20 
9,10 

10.10 
n.oo 

9.oo 
".oo 

15.1 o 
19.50 
02.70 
5,00 

•• _.110 
52.20 

9,10 
o.Bo 

12.10 
b,So 

53.90 
21.20 
23.SO 
28, IO 
l•.30 
11.40 
41.IO 
11.60 

22.00 
JS,Jo• 
3.00 

Public . 
C.°"!ng 

S 1 tes/ 
100,000 pop. 

111!'1b 

If.A. 

598.10 
13•1-90 
S8•.BO 

2.40 
523.60 

398•.BO 
l9.l0 

753.20 
940.60 
3S9.90 

137.10 
421.10 
195.70 
l8,90 

106.ZO 
"7. 50 

26J.ZO 
2.•o 

1491.ZO 
332S.IO 

Zlb7.80 
ZbOJ,70 
... 0. l 0 

l.40 
8666.60 

115.BO 
47 .10 

110.zo 
IS3.50 

HZ8.50 

646.60 
243.30 

2.40 
59•.40 

Zb.30 
2,40 

2908.70 
108,90 

102.50 
2.•o 

2,40 
4117.90 
J)Jb.20 

18.50 
IUS.60 

2.•o 
7?7.50 

2.40 
791.80. 

)lh.80 
lc30, IO 
6•7.ZO 
100.~o 

34<>• .60 
l57b,IO 
115• ,<JO 
2057.00 

378.30 
1845.50 

2.•o 
•812.00 
47b5. IO 
1658.50 

Z,40 
o\71.10 

ZI .•O 
480.80 

1q,40 
U!4, IO 

2szs.so 
2.40 

1619.30 
Hl.60 

1005,80 
54b,l0 

1755.90 
830.90 
439,50 
298,20 

354.70 
373.50. 

1r.e•.eo 
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Public 
Tenn la 
Couru/ 

100,000 pop, 
t IIDlc 

!I.A. 

7S3.20 
123.90 
Jo; l .60 
11.10 
•.eo 

b0.80 
115·80 
85.•0 
419.SO 

ll I .•O 

16ol0 
55.90 

I 08 .70 
zoo.so 

.,8,•0 
10~.QO 

117.60 
33.50 

1.00 
206.60 

ZJ•.20 
o;Z.80 
)b.70 
... 80 

23·•0 
l.?D. JO 
8'>.60 

15•.90 
22s.oo 
IO 1.60 

~o.oo 

<'li.'. 30 
1•3.50 
82.60 

122.RO 
11"•90 
57.00 

183.10 
267.50 
a1.20 

79.30 
S•,90 
56.00 

IBS,70 
IZ4.~0 
352. IU 
lib, SO 
5s.10 

169.70 
117.60• 

58.90 
Bb,SO 

109,50 
too ... o 
98.•0 
7l.Oo 
84'.70 

IB•.20 
57.40 

224,20 

•5.40 
84.00 
60.60 
•.eo 

94,0D 
233.80 
l•b,40 
i.'89.)0 
165.00 
34.40 

58.30 
111.80 
125.00 
218.00 

21>,u 
152.60 
129.!0 
b5,90 
35.90 
4,80 

32.00 
lib,) 0 • 
66.60 

HI lei of 
Tulh/ 

1,000 
pop. 

..J.!!lli.. 
H.A. 

1 .. 8.70 
)Qi,',)0 
111.90 
197,hO 
70.90 

11"'• •I 0 
10.so 
'>0,60 
'>6,JO 
.. 2.50 

)4. 90 
l JI. bO 
l• ], so 

J,20 
13•. 40 
2~R. I 0 

11. 20 
hZ,80 

7,00 
32?.30 

97.90 
110 I ,80 

I Jb, 40 
<,J,00 

3535.20 
201.10 
47.10 
17~. 0 0 

112, 10 
..... 0 •• 90 

70,00 
• JS. 0 0 
878.30 
llA,10 
Z lf., 30 

3,ZO 
b 34.90 

49,';0 
3~0.00 

78.IO 

Bl,60 
688,60 
soo.oo 
108,30 

73.90 
n1.60 
•3.60 
411,i.'O 
n .20 

237.50. 

73.00 
JJ,bO 

191,70 
1 ... ao 

i.'28 7 .20 
lb•.60 

h 7 .20 
192.90 
•29.00 
213.20 

~J.60 

18•0.00 
3102.20 
40l.80 

59.80 
128.80 
53.50 

SIZ.10 
48,50 
11.20 

121•.JO 
3.20 

17S8.50 
J3,SO 
e.80 

l09.60 
22l.80 
IZ0,30 
38.50 

2J0,90 

1>8.IO 
261.90• 
360,60 

&1nk1 ind 
S.-.L 

Auoc./ 
l,OOOpop. 

11182 

H,A. 

,OJ 
.os 
.1 s 
.o 7 
.Oh 
.os 
.05 
,09 
.06 
.o. 

.07 

.o. 
,OA 
.os 
,0) 
.10 
.os 
,06 
.11 
• IS 

.10 

.16 .o. 

.o~ 

.05 

.11 
• O• 
,OJ .o. 
,O• 

.•7 

.01 
• O<> 
• 11 
,04 
.os 
.12 
,03 
.05 
.oe 

.os 

.03 

.09 
,Ob 
.05 
,Ob 
.01 
.I• 
.os 
.06 

.ot. 
, OH 
.05 
.011 .o. 
,07 
.17 
.06 
.06 
.10 

.05 
,04 
.01 
.01 
.ID 
.os 
.08 
.os 
,os 
.oo 

.o. 

.oe 
,OJ 
.10 
.os 
,05 
.Ob 
• 11 
.12 
,09 

.01 
006 
.oa 

Reta!! 
Tr•d• 

£8 tebl i1~nte:/ 
l,OOOpop. 

1118) 

IJ.,bH 

f).,q1 

~.10 
.... l7 
7.87 
1.b;.. 
'l.,.r.A 
tub1 

"'·. J H., hq 

R.b7 

H.05 
b ·"I 
T •"• 
1 .. ':>~ 
A.'H 
f,,.AO 

'·"t4-
7.,':>b 
4.311 
H. I/< 

~.3., 

'I •• ,,, 

7,. OQ 
d.C..,.. 
H ·Io 
H,<,9 
~.M 

h.•1 
b·611 
9.•? 

h.R7 
1.01 
8.7? 
8.b3 
b.HO 
1.a. 
~.;>11 

hol'> 
7.o1 
~.!;> 

6.4H. 

"·"o 
0.1 ... 
~.88 
f),17 

"'·03 
8022 
7.94 
7o!J6 
A.20 

8·6R 
7,99 
~ ..... 
7 ·HO 
6.8? 
7.J ... 
a.zr, 
9,37 
~-1>6 
7 ,37 

6o5Q 
•• 57 
8·5~ 

l 0 .o .. 
! l .51> 
9,57 
8.2R 
7.57 
9, 14 
d.6 .. 

6.10 
A.68 
7 .29 
9.b& 
9.9? 
7o5? 
8·•'> 
9.S9 
9o5b 

12.01 

Selected 
Str11lc:• 

Eat ab[ f:11\rwn.cs/ 
1,000 poo 

11184 

...... ... ' 
s.2 .t • . ·"" ... ~ ... 
b. I> 7 

··~':> 
h. 33 
s.~,, 

~.71 

5.6 l 
• • t1; 

~.?t 

n.01 
'>.~·1 

':> ..... ~ .... ,,.. 

1.11 
Lo .... 1 
••. :.n 
"l.lil 

'>. "'~ 
b.lit. 

' .... 1 ... , .. , 
°'•'lh 
b.~~ 

,.,.1. ... ""' 
h.Ote 
>:-.ti .. 
4. Ii. 
'1.0 1 
~.77 ... ''· 
~.,,,.. 

~.~ .... 

••• lo 

1 ..... · 
5.~1 

b. l~ ,,.., .. 
'· ,,.,,... 
'.:>. 0 j 

•. rn 
4.tH 
4. )\.,r 

'J,.'14 
Ct. J 1 
l. h .. 

""·"0 
• .,f( I 
... ti 1 

h.24 
~.;..,., 

"·'' ~. 7>< 

3. 'I I 
~.f> I 

th':> j 

bo'>I 
<, J() 
':>.•rt 
6, 0 I 
be lit 
'. 5l 
~.61 

.... (:> 

'l.H., 
~. , .. 
7 .bO 
S • .tt"I 
5.0.1 .. ,,., 
1 •• 3 
1.11 
h,04 



TABLE B-5 (Concluded) 

Vole. of 
loolt.• ln Denet 

Hoapttat · lloln Pr.me Fair• 
lcdo/ Public Death Birth 1nd 1nd 

100,000 Ltbrny/ Rau/ .... , Sport1 f'llllC CUlturll Furtvala 
pop. 1,000 pop. 1,000pop. I ,DOii pop. Evenu r:vent1 ln1tltutlon1 Held 

...lillL ~ -1.illL ...1illL- ..J.llid_ !UC4a \\\Cl.b --1!.illL 
us 486. oo 1568.40 9.~o n.so ft.A. N.A. N.A. N,A, 

f)b ALA l6J,f>O 953,sn 6030 18.90 o. 00 • i.Oo • o. 00. o. 00. 
67 ..... 7H,Jo b~3. 00 s.9o 19.10 12.00 ~ 1.ou •• 00 &.oo 
bd APP 53S,bO 4(1Ci, 00 7,50 18.00 12.00 t1• .oo ], 00 o.oo 
69 AUG 464 .40 90J,fl0 8.60 20 •• 0 2.00 JJ,00 2. 00 2.00 
70 •US 312. Jo 9b t. 20 i..so 18,90 •• oo 't';,00 n .oo ~.oo 
1l ~AK l•Z.JO 1513·80 8.3o 11.90 o. 00. 1.00. 0. 00. 0. 00. 
7? HlT 4.?S,40 8)4 .so 7.30 21.80 •• oo 10.00 ••• 00 I ij, DO 
7J Rf A 43.\,30 2~1.so 8.20 16.70 ), 00 JZ,00 •• oo o.oo 
74 tll" •62.lci 773.30 9.50 1 e.20 s.oo 32.00 A,OO 3,00 
7~ •kl l?•. 30. I l<S.50 8. 70. 15,90. 7 .oo 1s.oo J,OO J, no 

76 CA" 01.10 1009.90 9.90 11.10 3.00 17 .oo 2. 00 h~O 
77 CHA 400,lO 75• .t 0 7.50 ZZ,Jo •• oo JO ,OO ?, 00 1.no 
7d CHA 619.to 12•• .zo 10.20 16.70 J.oo 12.00 l. 00 l.OO 
79 CHA ••Joi 0 12Jh.70 1,eo 19,80 10.00 JS,00 Io, 00 f),00 
80 CHA •ls.so 679,40 9. 70 1a.10 0,00 I z.oo. o. 00 • o. 00. 
81 CUL 307,70 83?..bO 5. 70 18.90 5.00 1•.00 l. 00 o.oo 
A2 COL 409.•0 7 33 .in 7, JO 17,90 5.00 •J.00 •• oo h.llO 
8J COL 347.00 1210.20 7.90 21.zo 5.00 21.00 2.00 o.oo 
H4 CUN 441.JO 903. 00 b.90 21.•0 o.oo 21.00 2.00 lloOO 
A~ DAV 488,90 SS?..50 9.60 18.•o s.oo 18.00 2.00 •• oo 

80 uES 517 .oo 1309,00 9.10 18.ZO 6.oo J5,00 J,oo 1.00 
81 f1UL 764.70 632,50 11.•o 15,40 9,0o 38.00 J.oo boOO 
118 f LP 419. 70 960.60 6.20 2R,90 1.00 39.00 4,00 R.00 
~o f Ml ]97.50 9~0.50 10.20 18.so 10.00 4Z.OO 1.00 15.00 
'10 t Ul> Z96.20 569.80 0.90 16,ZO 5.00 2H.00 •• oo 2.00 
'11 I_. 63•· IO 164\.•0 10.bO 17 .10 s.oo Z•.OO 1.00 ~.oo 
92 FAY 1113. 00 4 04 .20 ~.20 23,40 o. 00. z.oo. 0 .oo • o. 00. 
'13 t LI 382.80 089.40 1,so 20.zo 10.00 50.00 6.oo •• oo ... FUlf 519.~0 •A8Z.20 s.10 20.00 9,00 12.00 z.oo J. 00 
95 r wr 393.•0 1505.30 8,00 18, 30 e.oo 51.00 J.oo ,,oo 

.. 6 Ci..,£ JJI .90 h34 ,AO 8 ,60 I B,40 6. 00 JO ,00 ?,oo 10.00 
'17 HAH S2J,90 59·1.10 e.10 11,50 2.00 • • oo 1.00 •• oo 
.. e HAI> 463.~0 54A.30 9.90 15,bO •• oo l9.00 7, 00 9.00 
9, HU .. 593.50 531. Jo I 0 ,40 16,90 3,00 H.oo 3,00 1.00 

100 HU .. 4ltt.Zo SA2,70 o.Jo 20.60 o. 00 JO.OD ?. 00 1, DO 
I 01 JAC 4'1J.lo kflY.lO ti.So 20,50 J. 00 39.00 J. 00 •• oo 
I 02 JOH S5Z.50 2• 8. 60 11.60 1•.40 6.oo 20.00 ... • oo 5,00 
I 03 KAL 368.IO 992,60 7 .30 17.60 •• oo 46.00 2.00 5.00 
104 ... o 535.110 1on.oo e.9o IS,60 •• oo 11.00 f),QQ •• 00 
10~ LAN 321.90 SS9, 7 O b,eo I 1.!0 4e00 12.00 •.oo 3, 00 

106 LA" l•H.oo 606.60 1. 00 19, 70 s.oo 27. 00 3.oo •• oo 
I 01 LAS 299. 70 z~ 1. 60 6.70 20.10 6.00 21.00 7 .oo fie OD 
I OH LAw 466.80. 8?• .20 u.1 o • 16,IO• J.oo 20.00 J, 00 4,00 
IO~ LIT 556,IO 597,) 0 9. JO 19,ZO 5.oo 55.00 7 .oo 6.0o 
110 LOH 358,bO 808. 70 e. 20 19,20 o. 00 2. 00 o.oo z,oo 
Ill LOW 466.~0. 1278.bO e, 1 o • lfa,70 • o. 00. z. 00. o.oo. 0. 00. 
l 12 MAC 374. I 0 1550.00 9.oo 19,20 o.oo. 2 .oo. 0 .oo. 0 .oo. 
113 MAO 624.20 I 071.20 6,90 18,00 s.oo 77, 00 •• oo 3,00 
11 • •OA 382,JO 600' 80 8,60 18,90 2.00 2'4,00 1.00 ,,oo 
115 MO .. •~r.oo 7'0.50 10.10 19, I 0 o.oo • 2. 00. o.oo. o.oo• 
11~ .. fk 377.Jo • 1266.50 9,40• 16,80. u.oo •o.oo s.oo s.oo 
I I 1 NLW 244.00. 276.00 8,20• 18. 70. o. 00. 2.00• 0 .oo. o. c.o • 
I IH NlW l9S.oo •29.10 e,,So 20,JO 11. 00 ••.oo 10.00 1. 00 
110 OHL .. 8.ao 74J.40 6.60 11.zo o. 00. 2. 00. o. 00 • o. 00 • 
120 OXN 3• 1.10 2Jb.20 ~.I 0 18.80 o. 00 2'H,00 o.oo z. no 
121 P[N 391>.20 52 0. 00 1, Jo 20.50 •• 00 2ts.oo 6.oo J. 00 
12~ ~fO 606,ZO 1085.80 9.10 17.80 •• oo s•.oo 11.00 9, 00 
123 RAL J9•.oo 828' 30 7,30 18 .i 0 1.00 59.00 •• oo 2.00 
I?• RlA 380,bO 114.00 11. 00 13.90 '· 00 2~. 00 1.00 ... oo 
l~S MOC 402,'!>0 886. 00 s.10 19 .so o.oo • 2. 00. o. 00. 0. 00 • 

120 s•r~ 364 .so 1300.70 8. 30 20.60 2.00 •0.00 2. 00 2.00 
127 >AL 308. 70 374.50 6.90 18.80 z.oo 11.00 1. 00 5.00 
128 SAN 452.IO 897. 70 7 .so 17,70 o. 00. 2. 00. o. 00. 0. 00 • 
129 SA .. 328.50 1123,80 10.10 16,00 o.oo. 2. 00. o. 00. 0 .oo • 
I JO SC" 55J.b0 152,00 13.50 13.80 e.oo 52,00 1.00 6.00 
131 SCI< 6•1.00 73d.SO 9, 70 2'0. QQ •• oo :.t2.oo 6.00 •• oo 
132 ~OU 32z .so 9Zd.30 tif,4Q 16,70 9.oo 82.00 d.OO tt. 00 
I Jl 5PO 466.20 1356,50 10.•o 16.00 6,oo 11.00 J,oo ), oo 
I 3• STA 324 130. 1302160 8.70• 1~ ,90. o. 00 32.oo 1. 00 16.00 
135 STO 342,90 2141.SO Y,40 11,JO 6100 10. 00 z.oo s.oo 

136 Ht ZA0,80 1158.SO ij,6Q 18.90 s.oo 45.00 •.oo 1.00 
I 37 TPE 525.1 0 750.20 9,60 10.10 s.oo 20. 00 5,00 z.oo 
138 1UC 35& .~o 1005.80 8.•o 16,90 o. 00. z. 00• o. 00• o.oo. 
IJ~ !UL '15.8~ 1121.so 

"· 00 17,00 9100 ss. 00 •.oo 1s. oo 
ho UTI 399,4-0 323.80 10 ,ijO 11.so o.oo. z. 00. o.oo • o. 00. 
l•I VAL 388,bO • 79,90 8, oo 18. IO o.oo 9, 00 1.00 •• oo 
142 wlT 311.10• 75Z,50 9,40 • 16 .eo • z.oo 1.00 1.00 3,00 
l•l •ES 393.40 143.30 11.60 14. 70 o.oo. z.oo. o.oo • 0, OD• 
1 .. wit 527.50 1.2.20 8 .oo 19,50 •• oo 33. 00 •.oo J.oo 
I•~ WIL 469,SO 380.20 12.90 13,60 s.oo 19, 00 1. 00 10.00 

l•o WIL )40,70 793.00 8 .so 11.00 6.oo JI, 00 6. 00 z.oo 141 wOR 474,SO• 1927. IO I 0 ,Jo • 1s ,eo • s.01 JS,00 s. 00 s.oo 
1•6 VOR 253.40 331 .. 10 9, 60 16 .90 J,GQ 16, 00 1. 00 2.00 
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LIST C 

SMSA 1A WITH POPUIATION LESS THAN 200,000 (S) 

Ji,'4 Abt l•ne, lua1 J.81 

IW Alhany, Ca, A\.li 
t'i1 1'ltriC'na, ra. J.LT 

\'t:' Arn11r1llo, TUil& AHA 
l.,J AnJl"r:crin, lnd. AJfO 
I.,!. A•htvilLf', N.C. ASH 

l'i':I Atlnntlt flty, S.J. A1\. 
1'-ti !-Inv Clt~, Hie._, BAY 

1<.7 Blllln~!I, ~! .. nt. SIL 

\<.:( t'll"xl·!:ulCrC'rt, Hlsa. Brt 

l'iq R\00m.lnfttC'ln•N('ire1al, \\\. BU'! 
Jt>ll B1'ise City, ldatio 801 

Jf>l 8rl11tol, Cr>nn. BRI 

lt'~ BrC'cktM, Hass. BRO 

lb) Brcvns\lllle·llnrlin)!cn•S:m ~entto, Trxu BR-0 

lb~ Brven-C<'l\egr Stat\('on, 1c)t&f'o l\R'! 

It>\ Ct>d.ir Rspld', y.,_,a CEO 

lf>b Champ<llf,n-llrb11na, t 11. CH.A 
167 CCl}urnbla. ?-lo. COL 
lb~ P.tnbury, Conn. DAN 

lbll Df!utur, 111. DF.C 

I 70 Dubuque, I ova DUS 

171 Durham, N.C. DUR 

tn fall Rlver, M..'lsa.-R.l. fAL 

)7) farKo-}lcoorhr1ui, N. Da~.·1'Hnn. fAR 
174 Fltdab1.1rR·l.e0t!!ln!'ter, Hass. flT 
1 /5 fort Saith, Ark .-Ok lo, FOR 

176 C:adsden, Alabama CAO 
111 Gainesville, Fie. C.At 
\7P. G•\veston-Tt'll.aa City, in.as CAL 

l1CI C:rc11t Fnlls, Mont. 
180 f.rt"en Bay, \lh. 
181 Jack1C1n. ~Heh. 

18:! K•nns\H .• '-'I.e.. 
18) La Crout', \J 111 . 

1S4 Larayctte, La. 

lS'S Lefoyctte·IJeet l.afayettc, Ind. 
186 Lake Ch.nlcs, l.e. 
187 Lando, Texa.s 
188 lavton, Okla. 

UN Lt'wlatC1n·A11burn, Hotne 
190 Luington, Ky. 

\IH Llma, Ohlo 
192 Lincoln. Ncbusko 
19) Lubbock, TeKas 
1'94 lynchb11rg, Va. 

19S ManchestH, N.H 
196 Hansfltdd, Ohio 
1'97 HcAl lcn·Pharr-Edlnburg, Texas 
1'96 tlerlden, Conn. 

CRE 
CRE 
JAC 
XEN 
LAC 
I.Ar 
LAr 
'-'>K 
I.AR 

LAii 

t.£11 
l.EX 
LIH 
LIN 
LU8 

LYN 
HAN 
HAN 
l«:A 

HER 

Population 
1 

\ 1HO 

ll• !. 000) 

114 
90 

135 
144 
1 )8 
145 
1 75 
l l) 

Bl 

135 

\QI, 
112 

66 

190 
140 

58 
16l 
16l 

81 
79 

125 
91 

190 
150 
\20 

97 
160 
94 

105 
170 

82 
!SB 
143 
118 

80 
110 
109 
145 

73 
108 

7J 
174 

l 71 
168 
179 
113 
I Of 
I lO 
182 

56 

259 

199 Midland, Texu 
200 Moduto, Ca\U. 
'01 Hon roe, La. 
102 Hunc le, Ind. 

103 MuakeRon-Hudt1goci Heigtit1, Mich. 
104 Naahu11, N.H. 

205 Nor ~d ford, Ken. 
206 Nev Brf catn, Conn. 

207 Norvelk. Conn. 
106 Oduu, Tt'x&a 

?09 Ogden, Utah 
UO Owoen1boro, Ky. 

211 Petusburg·Colonial Het,.hts, Va. 
11'1 Pinc &luH, Ark. 

213 Pitt1fltld, Mau. 
214 Portland, Malne 
21S Provo·Orem, Utah 

216 Pueblo, Colo. 
117 Racine, \./ia. 
218 Reno, Nev. 

219 Ro•noke, Ve. 

220 Rochuter, Mll'ln. 

'121 $t, Joseph, !-lo. 
221 S•lem, Ou&. 
2:.'l S•n Angelo, Toes 
224 S•vannah, Ga, 
22~ Shenii•n·D•nt eon, Te)f.aa 
116 Sioux City. twa·Nebruka 
221 Sioux fal la, S. Oak. 
228 Sprlng£1t"ld, Ill. 

229 Springfield, f'!n. 
230 Springfield, Ohio. 
231 Steubenville·Ue1rtcin, Ohio-\.:. Va. 
232 Tallahauee, Fla. 
233 lent' Haute, tnd. 
234 Titxarkana, Tex11a·Ark. 
23.S Topeka, Kans. 
236 Tu1c•looea, J.labacna 
237 Tyler, Tu11 

238 Vlneland-HL\lvillc-Brtdgcton, N.J. 

239 Waco, T.exaa 
240 W•terloo, lov1 
241 Whullne, W. Va.·Ohto 

262 Wlchlta fat ls, TU•• 
243 Wilmlngton, N.C. 

MID 
MOO 

HON 

KIN 
MUS 

llAS 

t!f.W 

Nf.\/ 
NOR 
om: 

OC.D 
(>1£ 

Pf.T 

PIN 
PIT 
POR 

PRO 

PL't 
RAC 
Rf.N 

ROA 
ROC 
STJ 
SAL 
SAN 
SAV 
SIO: 

SIO 

SlO 

SPR 

SPR 
SPR 
STE 
TAL 
TER 
TE< 
TOP 
T\JS 
T'll 

VIN 

1/tC 
WAT 
\/HE 

ll!C 

WIL 

Pop~htion~ 1970 

(I" 1,000) 

6S 

191 
t t 5 
129 
!H 

61 

151 
!41 
llO 
91 

\26 
19 

119 
81 
80 

141 
l lR 
118 
17! 
12! 

181 
R!, 
87 

187 
71 

188 
8) 

I !6 
95 

161 

l ll 
156 
166 
lOl 
171 
101 

115 
116 

97 

121 

147 
1 ll 
18l 
126 
107 



BASIC STATISTICS OF ECONOMIC COMPONENT (S) 

Median llalue, 
Propei:ty 7. Owner- 7. Households Owner Occupied Percenc of 

Personal Income/ Occupied With One Or Single Family Families Ill.th Degree of 
Income Savings Personal Housing More Housing Income Above Economic 

Per Capita Per Capita Income Units Au comob i! es (ln Sl,000) Poverty Level Concentration 
IA IBl IB2 IB3 ___ l_B4 __ IBS IIA IIB 

us 3139.00 102.00 .14 ti2.90 ll2.SO l 7. l 0 89.30 .oo 

149 ABI 2524.00 733.00 .16 66.60 91. 3 0 9. fjQ 136.70 .25 
150 ALB 24ti7.00 439.00 .10 49.60 Al.30 16.30 Al.40 .06 
151 ALT 2631.00 531.00 .10 73.50 83.l 0 9. l 0 'H .60 .08 
152 AMA 3006.00 667.00 .21 68.10 92.00 12.30 90.90 .24 
153 ANO 3259.00 1228.00 .12 74.10 89.00 13. Ii 0 93.80 .12 
154 ASH 2671.00 441.00 .15 71.BO 82.20 I 4. 0 O Ho.SO .15 
155 ATL 3083.00 891.00 .16 62.20 72.40 14.90 90.10 .03 
156 AAY 3065.00 806.00 .14 81.30 89.80 15.20 93.40 .06 
157 BIL 2855.00 623.00 .15 63.50 90.30 17.20 90.60 .37 
158 AIL 2319.00 324.00 .10 60.80 86.60 14.90 82.70 .17 

159 BLO 3195.00 1394.00 .15 64.80 88.90 17.40 93.80 .31 
160 l:!O I 3144.00 914.00 .is 11.20 9 l. 4 0 16.40 91.40 .Jo 
16 l BRI 3509.00 6.00 .1 s 65.60 90.60 20.80 96.10 .01 
162 BRO 3073.00 379.00 .15 68.50 86.60 18.30 94.80 .09 
163 BRO 1580.00 345.00 .15 67.40 80.50 1.20 61.SO .28 
164 BRY 2669.00 1043.00 .15 56.30 88.50 12.90 83.40 .36 

"" l6S CEO 3208.00 791.00 .15 71.90 88.70 18.00 94.30 .06 
°" 0 166 CHA 3230.00 613.00 .14 53.90 89.SO 19.00 92.80 .46 

167 COL ?963.00 223.00 .13 57.10 87.30 19.20 91.30 .56 
168 DAN 3610.00 140.00 .22 69.70 90.60 28.20 95.40 .09 

169 DEC 3356.00 946.00 .14 71.60 86.00 14.60 93.20 .09 
170 DUB 2696.00 321.00 .15 73.20 85.90 17.70 92.40 .05 
l 71 DUR 2909.00 804.00 • 13 53.90 83.50 16.30 87.70 • l 2 
172 FAL 2859.00 302.00 .12 48.30 11.20 18.40 91.10 .00 
173 FAR 2868.00 1979.00 .15 62.50 88.00 18.30 92.70 .49 
174 FIT 3152.00 532.00 .13 60.70 84.30 17.50 93.70 .03 
175 FDR 22Z2.00 783.00 .14 7C.l0 8 I• 7 0 9.40 80.30 .04 
176 GAD 2419.00 422.00 .10 70 .10 flS.50 11.30 A2.60 .20 
177 GAI 2717.00 704.00 .09 60.80 88.00 14.50 A4.70 .46 
178 GAL 3016.00 719.00 .15 62.50 85.20 13.30 Bll.90 .01 

179 GRE 2864.00 708.00 .13 56.90 89.20 16.40 91.70 .JO 
180 GRE 2866.00 467.00 .14 73.20 90.70 17.10 93.90 .09 
181 JAC 3218.00 486.00 .13 78.90 90.60 14. 70 CJ3.41) .03 
182 KEN 3072.00 456.00 • 11 70.10 as.so 17.00 CJ4.30 .03 
183 LAC 2771.00 1295.00 .16 70.30 85.00 17.00 CJJ.50 • l 0 
184 LAF 2454.00 1093.00 .09 68.80 AB.00 16.80 A0.70 .45 
185 LAf 3106.00 439.00 .14 62.20 88.80 17.60 93.90 .21 
186 LAK 2480,00 7na.oo .11 7 l. l 0 86.90 13.30 A3.50 .01 
187 LAR 1573.00 146.00 .10 59.00 74.70 7.90 61.60 .44 
188 LAW 2569.00 262.00 .os 57.50 91.00 13.40 85.70 .46 

189 LEW 2616.00 262.00 .13 53.90 76.30 l'>.90 91.60 .09 
190 LEX 3154.00 3Q4.00 .12 55.30 A4.40 19.10 Q0.30 .15 
19 l LIM 2953.00 110.00 .13 75.lO 69.40 13.90 92.80 .07 
192 LIN 3180.00 1492.00 .17 61 .90 ll8. l 0 16.20 94.10 .32 
193 LUEJ 2720.00 695.00 .16 60 .60 92.00 13.20 86.60 .26 
194 LYN 2110.00 7n3.00 .10 f>fl. 30 A0.20 14.40 A9.10 • 19 
195 MAN 2990.00 1044.00 .14 56.70 78.50 11.10 CJ3.20 .02 
196 !"AN 3077.00 4?3.00 .12 72. 70 88.20 16.00 92.90 • l <; 
197 MCA 15<.'3.00 255.00 .16 70.50 A 1. 4 0 I\. 40 <;tt.00 .46 
198 Mf.H 3379.00 1541.00 • 16 59.30 fl4, 3U 21.HO '15.20 .os 



TABLE C-1 (Continued) 

Median Value, 
Property '1. Owner- 7. Kouseholda CNner Occupied Percent of 

Personal Income/ Occupied With One Or Single Family Fam!liu With Degree of 
Income Saving• Personal Kousing More Housing Income Above Econo"a\ic 

Per Capita Per Capita Income Units Automobiles (in $1,000) Poverty Level Conc~ntrat1on 

IA I Bl 182 IB3 184 185 IIA 118 

199 MIO 3500.00 9116.00 .20 73.110 93.50 14.00 90.20 • 4 0 
200 "100 2924.00 f>8.00 • 12 63.60 R9.30 I f>o 30 8~.20 • l 'i 
201 MON 2372.00 8<;9.00 .12 66 .10 F!2.50 )3.60 79.20 • O<; 
202 MUN 3052.00 1105.00 • 13 70.60 Ra.so )3.3~ <12.10 .09 
203 ... us 2889.00 378.00 .12 78.70 89.10 12.90 92.20 • 12 
204 ldS 3252.00 1.00 • 14 62.40 84.40 19.20 95.50 .oa 
205 NEW 2672.00 ?'+.00 .12 53.60 75.JO )7.60 R9.90 • 0 I 
206 NEW 3538.00 279.00 .IS 57.60 85 .10 22.90 9$.20 .02 
207 NOR 4992.00 416.00 .22 F.7.80 91.20 41.30 95.60 .20 
208 ODE 2919.00 b42.00 .11 12.10 94.20 10.ao 90.10 .25 

209 OGO ?973. 00 586.00 .13 69.60 90.00 17.0Q 92.60 .'+5 
210 OWE 2672.00 881.00 .13 10.20 F!S.60 J 4. 00 81! .10 .10 
211 l>E T 2602.00 6H6.00 .09 59.60 82.00 14.80 88.30 .10 
212 Pl"I 2M9.00 635.00 .14 63.70 75.90 10.110 77.00 .os 
213 PIT 3333.00 1676.00 .15 64 .30 84.10 10.20 94.60 .09 
214 POR 3oi.1.oo 5sa.oo .is 60 .60 80.00 )7. 00 92.60 .12 ....., 215 PRO 2221.00 26.00 • 11 67.00 93.20 16.20 88.30 .23 

°' 21& f'UE 2546.00 474.00 .13 72.80 8&.':>0 12.10 118.80 .18 
~ 217 RAC 321>0.00 7,,3.00 .14 69.60 87.80 17.90 94.loO .06 

218 HEN 3898.00 2349.00 .ls S7.40 88.10 23.60 94.10 .42 

219 kOA 3052.00 625.00 .14 69.SO 83.SO IS.SO 91.40 .00 
220 ROC 3292.00 644.00 .12 69 ... 0 119. I 0 20.40 94.60 .IS 
221 STJ 2747.00 666.00 .16 67.80 80.30 11. 30 90.SO .02 
222 SAL 2es1.oo S35.00 .15 67.80 88.'>0 is.so 90.10 .27 
223 SAN 2656.00 9J4.00 .17 67 ... 0 90.20 10.20 AS.'>0 .18 
224 SAV 2671.00 s12.oo .23 57.30 78.00 13.SO 83.20 • 03 
225 SHE 2668.00 '>58.00 .14 68.20 8S.70 20.10 87.90 .06 
226 SIO 28S3.00 909.00 .is 69.60 I!'>. 70 13.20 90.80 .16 
227 SIO 2111.00 101.00 .14 66.90 119.00 15. 40 91 .80 .16 
228 SPR 3432.00 773.00 .15 66.SO as.so lS.70 93.30 .21 

229 SPR 2800.00 962.00 .is 68.SO 86.30 1"·20 89.70 .07 
230 SPR 30A't.OO 9J5.oo .11 68.00 88.t>O 16.40 92.70 .11 
231 STE 2887.00 626.00 .12 H.20 83.70 14. 60 92.JO .02 
232 TAL 2887.00 853.00 .10 60.00 AT.SO 16.20 R6.JO • !'>! 
233 TE:R 28ZJ.OO 506.00 .14 75.90 83.40 8.90 90 .so • I I 
234 TEX 2479.00 433.00 • 11 10.00 111.50 10 .... o 114.00 .02 
235 TOP 31~2.oo 3224.00 .17 l'>lt .JO 88.20 14.90 93.10 .31 
236 TUS 2253.00 573.00 .12 60.60 82.20 13.80 ao.10 .oo 
237 TYL 2767.00 1116000 .18 70.60 86.00 ll .60 87 .10 .09 
238 VIN 2902.00 900.00 .10 68.30 85.10 13.70 1,10.eo .02 

239 •AC 2561.00 960.00 .17 65.60 86.10 9.60 R5.20 .03 
2'+0 WAT 3013.00 1092.00 .13 73.40 89.SO 16.20 92.70 .03 
241 wHE 2732.00 834.00 .13 69.70 78.90 12.40 119.80 .Ob 
242 •IC 2785.00 786.00 .18 66.20 !19.70 10.00 A9.10 .28 
243 wlL 2591.00 }()~3.00 • 11 6b.60 82.20 13.50 R3.80 .12 



TABLE C-1 (Continued) 

Percent of 
Sales/ Sales/ Families With Chamber of 

Value Added/ Value of Sales/ Employee Employee Central City Income Be low Commerce 

Worker in Construction/ Employee in in Wholesale in Selected Total Bank and Suburban Pov. Level or Employees/ 

Manufacturing Worker Retail Trade Trade Services Deposits Income Greater Than Uf\employment 100,000 

(ln $1,000) (in $1,000) (in $1,000) (in $1,000) (in $1,000) Per Caples Distribution $15,000 Rate Pop. 

II Cl IIC2 IlC3 IIC4 IICS no II El IIE2 IIF IIG 

us 13.50 4.30 33.00 130.60 15.80 24'12.00 .06 31.30 4."o NA 

149 ABl 15.50 .&4 30.cio 94.30 11.00 1872.00 -.02 2'>. 30 3.60 15.80 
150 ALB 11.70 5.19 30.tlO 90.20 11.60 1241.00 .02 32. 70 4.30 2.20 • 
151 ALT 11. 90 3.24 32.50 82.60 13.20 13'16.00 .02 29.30 J.SO 1.50 • 
152 AMA 11.40 1.52 30.80 96.40 14.60 2441.00 -.02 25.20 J.40 6.9• 
153 .AND 15.90 3.88 3<'.50 72.60 13. 4 0 975.00 -.o<> 27.30 5.30 3.60 
154 AS!-< 9.90 .10 3?..90 69.30 12.40 }495.00 -.09 25.30 J.90 9.TO 
155 .ATL 14.70 3.68 3?.80 as.so }4.80 1872.00 .oa ZT.40 s.10 2.31 
156 RAY 15.40 3.66 35.10 90.00 12.so 1576.00 .oo 27.50 6.70 lo 71 
157 f-1 l L 26.50 2.00 32.80 103.40 11. 5 0 2<"17.00 -.OB 2':>. 40 5.ao 6.90 
158 t:!ll 13.30 ... 01 30.20 69.70 9.bO 1?68.00 -.06 27.60 4.20 3.70 

159 !:Ii.Cl 15.30 7.74 30.20 123.&0 19.00 l<l52.00 -.04 ?T .80 3.50 1. 90 • 
160 801 10.30 3.32 31.00 A4.80 13.40 (?458.00 -.06 27.<lO 3.70 7. 1 0 
161 SRI 11 • 2 0 4.37• 34.30• 98.50• 14.20· 1122.00• -.02 30.10 4. l 0 &.10 
162 BRO 9.50 6.08 30.10 59.70 15.30 1&72.00 .oo 27 .40 3.10 l.lG 

N 163 E!RO 11.40 1064 26.40 78.50 ll .80 ll17.00 -.02 46.10 6.60 1. 40 • 

°' 164 BRY 8.40 o.oo 31.90 91. 60 13. 20. 16'14.00 -.04 33.20 2.60 3. 40 • 
N 165 CED 14.90 3.49 30.10 112'.20 13.10 1906.00 -.Of'> 26.50 4. ()() 8.60 

166 CHA 10.80 3.12 30.50 179.90 13.00 1526.00 -.06 30.80 3.BO 3.10 
167 COL 10.60 3 .1 0. 30.60 86.70 11.40 1491.00 -.04 29.30 2.40 3.70 
168 DAN 13.40• 4 .37. 34.30• 98.50• 14.20• 1122.00• .04 34 .Jo 4.20 5.10 

169 DEC 20.10 ... 22 31.30 142.70 12.20 2104.00 -.04 27.60 4o30 6.40 
170 ClUB 16.40 2'.60 33.10 A2'.40 11. 30 22'92.00 -.00 26.30 2.10 s.so 
l 71 DUf.I 16.30 6.87 2'9.40 8.). 1 0 12.30 1253.00 .02 2CJ.OO 2.ao 4.20 
172 FAL 1.20 2.93 31 .40 81. 70 11.50 2225.00 • 0 fl ?2.00 4.110 &.oo 
173 FAR 12.70 6.05 30.40 159.00 13.80 2346.00 -.06 25.90 4o60 6.70 
}74 FIT 11.50 3,00 30.60 59.60 13.60 2<'82.00 • oo 25.80 4.20 2. 1 () • 
175 FOR 11 • 60 2.2s 34.30 77.80 13.10 1384,00 -.22 ?7.00 4. fl() 4.40 
176 GAD 18.00 1. 88 32.40 71.60 11. 30 1215.0() -.06 21.4() 7,)1) 4.30 
117 GAI 9.50 3. 10. Jo.so 11.10 12.00 1110.00 .oo 32.CJo 3.40 7.60 
178 GAL 49.30 lo06 32.00 78.60 11 • 4 0 lC,74.00 • 04 JO.OD 3.10 1. 20 • 

179 G><E 18.10 1. 90 35.50 161.20 12.20 2147.00 - • l 0 23.70 1-.so 4.90 
180 Gf.IE l 7 .4 0 6.40 29.10 120.30 14.00 2066.00 .oo 24.?J 4.00 0.20 
181 JAC 14.30 3.75 32.20 106.00 13.30 16-,7.00 .oo 30.10 s.60 3.50 
182 l\f "I 12 .90 3, 73 29.lO 7">. 30 14.00 1332.00 • 02 ""'. l 0 4. 30 1. 70 • 
183 LAC 13.80 3.61• 20.so !19.10 14.40 l7b7.00 -.02 21. 4 0 5.70 5.00 
184 L.AF 11 • 5 0 4. 1 0 ?9.70 115. 00 lf>.20 1298.00 -.06 34 .60 4.lo s.50 
185 LAf 15.70 2.62' 30.90 63.80 11.20 2223.00 - • IO 21:>.30 3.40 4.60 
I lib LAK 22.40 1. 66 34.30 78.10 12.10 1319.00 -.06 30 .10 ., • 70 s.50 
187 LAR 7. 60 3.15 27 .40 62.00 7.50 1254.00 ,04 45,70 6.110 6.80 
188 LAI< 9.60 5.56 32 .60 61. 7 0 10.60 Q66.00 .02 24.30 7. DO 3.70 

189 LE" 7.50 2.00 32.80 78 .so 14.00 2tl15.00 • 0 0 ?11,tlO 4. '>O 4. 10 
190 l r. x 21 ,41) 8.91) 28.20 99.21> 12.30 194':>,00 .O>l )0.00 J. l f) 6.90 
191 LIM 15. 70 1.10 32.70 llA.70 14.20 l4A3.00 • oo 24.'lO 4. 1 u 1. 20 • 
19<? Ll"I 12.10 2.59 26.lO 111.so ) 2'. l 0 22-.2.00 -.02 25.40 ?.<.io 11.90 
193 LU~ 11. l 0 4.22 31.30 102.so 13.00 241S.OO -.06 2'1.40 3.t.o l 0. l 0 
l 94 l Y"l I 1. o o s.so 29.llO HH.30 l 0 ·" 0 19?).00 -. J 0 2S.40 .- • ..10 l. bO • 
195 "AN 9.30 l. <lS 32.00 101.1~ }4.50 4712.0'l .oo ?4.00 J.?o ". bO 
19& MA"I 16.JO C,.J2 31 .20 66.00 l <' • 4 IJ 1''1':>.00 -.02 ?':> ·'">0 :J.", I. SO • 
191 MCA 9.uo l. b8 211. 4 0 4 3. ':> ~ 12 • 3 (I 1 u h.un - .1? ~ 1. ~., ":'> • ..., 0 7. 1 u 
19R M~I< 1 J. i;,, 1 • 15 JS. :.o 76.40 13.91" clH ! .OU .oo (,... 7" 4.)u J.bO 



TABLE C-1 (Concluded) 

Percent of 

Sales/ Sele•/ Faml.L i<>s \11th Chamber of 

Value Added/ Salee/ Employee Employee Central City Incooe Be lov Commet'ee 
Value of Employee./ 

Worker 1n Construction/ Employee 1n 1n Wholesale 1n Selected Total Bank and suburban Pov. Level or 

M<inu fee tur ing Worker Retail Trade Trade Services Oepoo1to Income Greater Than Unemp lo:rment 100,000 

(in $1,000) (in $1,000) (1n $1,000) (1n $1,000) (in $1, 000) Per Capita Distribution $15,000 Rate Pop. 
rIG 

II Cl IlC2 IIC3 IIC4 IICS IIO III!! U£2 III' 

199 .,ID l 0.60 1 ... 6 35.20 IZ0.30• 13.00 370. 00 -.04 35.ZO 3.50 1.10 
200 "OD 16.50 7.19. 40.SO '14.80 12.10 11142.00 -.i 0 2s.so 9.40 2.10 

201 "ON 15.20 1.19 34-.'>0 97.70 12.00 1244,00 .oo 32.70 5.40 4.30 

202 "UN 14.20 s.ss 2A.6o so.so 13.00 }"46.00 006 zs.oo !>.OO 3,90 

203 MUS 13.50 S.81 34.20 73.10 14.80 15'10.00 .o4 24.90 6.70 1. 30• 

20• NAS q.ao • J.4J. 35.30 87.90• 16.30• 13118.00• -.02 26.M 2.eo J,OO• 

205 NE w a.so J.10 J0.20 82.10 13050 307'1,00 .10 24.00 5 .10 1. 30• 

206 NEW 1 J.80 J.41! 31.50 96.20 13.JO 3111.00 .oo 30.10 4.00 1. 40 

207 NOil 13 .10 Z.63 39.80 ao.oo 20.30 3545.00 .24 s1.10 2.10 3.30 

208 ODE 21.10 l .46 3,..30 118.40 15.00 1320.00 -.oz ZS,40 4o30 10,90 

2()9 OGO 13.10 8023 3G.20 110.10 11.20 lbl ... 00 .oo 28.llO boOO l .60• 

ZIO OllE 11.50 z.63 • 32.00 97.00 11.zo 1608.00 -.10 zs.•o ... 90 3.•o 

~ 
211 PET zz.oo• ... 39. 31.30 108.70• 11.80• 1014,oo -.o • 40.90 3.00 1 ••• 

O'> 212 Plll lb.20 I .66 31.•0 l Tl. "0 11.30 1'>87.00 -.10 33.20 6·20 4,70 

(J.) 213 PIT 15.50 J.64 J0.90 Mo50 12.90 3506.00 .oo 28.10 4.10 2.50• 

214 POil 12.90 3.lb JD.90 106.10 14.10 3461.oo ,OB 24.60 3o20 12.71 

215 PRO 18.20 6.41 21.10 59.80 11.30 105 ... 00 -.oz 2?.80 6.70 1 ••• 
216 PUE 12.40 S.26 29.90 101.10 12.30 1321.00 -.04 23.20 5.90 5.90 

217 RAC 16.20 5.12 31.! 0 77.60 lS,90 1694,00 .02 21!.10 4 .1>0 Z.30 
218 Rf"' 14.60 a.ae 35.70 Bb.90 15.10 29}6,00 -.04 33.SO 6.20 i.'4.80 

219 R04 11·"0 6.Jo 29.70 75.10 11.60 2026.00 .o. 25.00 2.30 3.90 

220 ROC 12.i.o 4. 70. 30.30 1..s.00 11.00 1833.00 -.oa 29.00 3.40 6.00 

221 STJ 12.80 •• 02 27.90 200.10 12.zo 2559.00 -.oz 21.?0 3,90 9,zo 
222 $Al 12.80 l;>.16 34.80 B1.80 14.70 1552.00 -.Ob 26.00 6.70 1.10• 

223 :,AN 13.70 Jo56 JZ,10 A0.60 l l .1:10 216!>.00 .oo 27.30 3.BO l•.J 0 

224 SAV 15.90 4.45 Jo.so 97.80 11. 30 l1S79.00 .OB 31.30 4.30 S.30 

225 SHE 14.00 J.90 JZ,90 8lo70 13.70 1937.00 -.os 23.70 2. '>0 J,bQ 
226 510 12.10 2 .1 is 30.60 220.10 IJ.50 2520.00 -.06 24,70 't. -.o 6000 

<?27 510 10.zo 5,07 29.80 167.30 24,50 ?406.'10 -.o-i 23 ... 0 ... c 0 boJO 

226 SPR 14. 4 0 z,14 32. 50 117.10 12.t-o ?'<71 .oo .... 0 .... 2tJ.20 3.00 J. ro 

229 SPR 12.10 ... 77 31.00 '18.60 12.so 1121.00 -,Oil .?3.10 '>.I 0 b.So 
230 SPR 12.oa s.22 35. 10 ~8.90 11. 4 0 11'10.00 • 0':> i''>. 4 0 J.90 1. 30• 

231 STE 11.10 Io 98 J 1.so 76.10 14.SO 5142,oo -.o~ 22.so 3.10 lo80 

232 TAL a.qo l 0 .A9 Jo.so 55,10 11.70 lt+'IZ.00 -.02 24.10 3.00 12.60 
233 TEP 13.20 ,49 34.40 71.90 12.50 19BZ.o0 .oo 24.70 .... 20 i!.30 
234 TEX 4.80 l. 9(1 34.50 H5ol0 l I .40 164).00 -.04 26.60 5.SO R.90 
235 TOP 20.30 3.90 2Q.30 117.60 10.10 2187.00 -.04 24.70 2.10 6050 
236 TUS l!.90 s.3!! 30,90 76.00 11.50 962.00 -.OR 32.20 ... oo l. 70• 

237 TYL 12.ao 2066 37,30 74.80 llobO 1963.00 - , 16 2&.10 l.60 1.20 

238 v I" 1 o. ';0 tJ. 0 3 36.tlO 95.90 IS.SO 1'>07.00 -.04 j>'-;,BO 5.70 l. 70 

239 WAC 13. i-:o 3,54 29.40 b9.90 IO.bO c112.oo -.oz ?6.'10 '+.lo !>otlO 
240 wAT 14.80 4.52 31.10 6\.40 11. so 1446.00 -.o• ?5.60 11.00 1.so 
24 l wHE 1?.10 1.19 30. 7 0 11.20 12.20 1737.00 -.Ob 21.110 •.20 2.zo 
z~2 •IC 9.bO 2oB3 34.40 121.BO 11.50 ~ct.7.oo -,04 ~4,lO •· (ln 7.90 

Z4J •IL 10.80 6077 35 .!>O Fl7.70 12.60 1127.00 .oo i'tl ,,,o 3,30 ... 10 



TABLE C-2 

BASIC STATISTICS OF POLITICAL COMPONENT (S) 

Avg, 
Local Sun. Avg. monthly Total 

newspaper t occupied Local radio Pres. vote monthly earnings Entrance Entrance municipal 
cl.re. I housing stations/ cast/voting earnings of other salary of salary of employment/ 

1,000 pop. with TV 1,000 pop. age pop. of teachers employees patrolmen firemen l,000 pop. 
lAl IA2 lA3 Xll UAl IIA2 IIA3 IIA4 IIA5 

us 243.00 '15.50 .03 39.lO 6'12.00 515.00 6!!48.00 6569.00 15.80 

149 ARI 620.00 Q5.t<O 1.75 41+ .90 557.00 375.00 6420.00 6300.00 9.50 
150 Alfi 4Q2.00 '14.40 3.33 34 .so 571.00 341.00 5400.00 5400.00 9.90 
151 ALT 571.00 96.t!O 3.10 ~6.50 593.00 3H5.00 5800.00· 5200.00 8.60 
152 AMA f,00.00 96.70 3.47 54.10 blb.00 367.00 5850.00 5B5o.oo 10.20 
153 ANO 314.00 cn.2n 1 • 44 11.10 101.00 433.00 6550.00 6750.00 11. 00 
154 ASH 124!1.00 9?..90 3.44 51.bO b4 l. 0 0 3!16.00 5590.00 5590.00 1s.20 
155 ATL 1363.00 9b.40 .57 b8.it0 7?1.00 407.00 7900.00 7900.00 46.30 
15b BAY 917.00 98.40 3.41 65.20 573.00 479.00 7805.00 7505.00 11. 00 
157 BIL 907.00 9~.10 6.!!9 b6.00 633.00 434.00 6900.00• 6758.00. 1.10 
15!! RIL 899.00 94.7.0 .74 39..?0 442.00• 302.00• 4432.00 443(.>.00 8.10 

)59 BLO )143.00 95.bO 1.92 62.30 796.00 463.00 6888.00 6888.00 s.10 
160 tlOT R26.00 9b.40 a.u3 12.10 557.00 3119.00 5340.00 5340,00 7.40 
161 RF< T 317.00 '18.70 1 • 51 67.30• 752.00• 530.00• 7300.00 7300,00 25.40 
162 !IHO 637.00 98.20 1,57 b6.00• 629.00 483.00 7200.00 7700.00 23.90 

....., 163 BRO 2f.8.00 A8.70 .71 41.70 488.00 312.00 5520.00 4800,00 11.70 
Cl\ 164 8RY 38!1.00 92.20 6.89 48.50 566.00• 3t!4.00• 5"A4.00 .4968,00 26.20 
~ 165 CEO 74Z.OO 97,QO 4.90 66.70 b73.00 449,00 6894.00 6762.00 9.40 

166 CHA 1238.00 93.AQ 2.45 53.30 6A3.00 456.00 6900.00 6600,00 10.90 
167 COL .. 06.00 C:,4 .so 7.40 56.50 606.00• 423.00• 5929.00 5929,00 8.40 
168 DAN 635.00 97.00 5,06 68.21)• 752.00• 530.00• 6587.00 6568.00 21.60 

169 Of C 578.00 96.10 1.60 65.80 766.00 472.00 7112.00 7255,00 4.10 
170 DUB b8 l. 00 ... 1.20 5.49 71.40 617.00 454.00 6918.00 6916,00 1.10 
171 OUR 546.00 93.20 1.57 53.00 625.00 391.00 6516.00 5628.00 10.90 
172 FAL 440.00 '<tlo 30 1.33 66.20• 612.00 435.00 6525.00 6525.00 24.60 
173 FAR 1111.00 95.60 5.83 64.70 698.00 461.00 7056.00 7056.00 7.50 
174 FIT 476.00 98.00 2.01, 67.60• 671.00 464,00 5889.00 5889,00 J4.00 
175 FOR 572.00 '12,bO ,6;:> 53.50 491.00 342.00 4649.00 "649.00 7.60 
176 GAD 468.00 95.41) 4,25 53.40 471.00 376.00 6900.00• 6758.00. 11.70 
177 GA[ 31>7.00 1!9.10 3.!!0 46.70 678.00• 417.00• 6323.00 6032.00 14,90 
178 GAL 4)6.00 95.40 1.17 52.50 600.00 376.00 6756.00 6756.00 18.JO 

179 GRE 111.00 "6.00 7.31 ':>7.40 6:>1.00 461.00 6300,00 6300.00 7.90 
180 G~E 695.00 9~.<;o 3.11> b':>.lO 705.00 ':>16.00 6690.00 6690.00 26.80 
1111 ,JAC 8A7.00 97.40 1.39 (, 1.20 779.00 448.00 8740.00 7947,00 !I, l 0 
182 KF.N 370.0~ 97 • ..,,0 4-' .~<. b0.\10 71i2.00 54i:'.OO b900.00• b75A,OO • 29.60 
183 LAC 708.00 97.~Q .:i.75 1>6.00 658.00• 497.00• 7000.00 6140.00 21.so 
18 .. lAF' 377.00 9to.?O 2.12 51.70 557.00 344.00 5760.00 5400.00 11.90 
185 LAF' 1007.00 94,70 3.66 bS.10 6A4.00 417.00 712!>.00 7125,00 9.30 
186 LAK 460.00 96.5n 2.15 55.00 !)47,00 343,00 4800.00 4800.00 6.30 
187 LAR 262.00 91 • "" l. lb 31.60 552.00 2..,,3.00 6900.00. b758.00. 9. 10 
188 LAW 357.00 95.30 2,77 37. 70 1,111.00 360.00 i.900.00 4800,00 5.oo 

189 LEW 770.00 •n.oo 5.47 65.90• 51\1.00 395.00 5200.00 5200.00 18.70 
190 LEX 692.UO 45.RO 4.59 42.00 :> 7'1. 00 391.00 6561.00 65bl.OO 11.00 
191 L[M 861.00 97.4(1 2.33 1>4.60 !)78.00 420.00 6552.00 6552.00 1.20 
192 LIN 410.00 QS,40 4. 71>' 59.40 631!.00 ""A• 00 6562,00 5949.00 1 3. 70 
193 LUf> 476.00 C.6, !JO 3.35 5'1.50 542.00 363.00 6b30.00 6630.00 10.80 
194 LYN 596.00 ti4. 7 0 3.2':> ~o.oo 629.00 3bl.OO '>1150.00 5t!50.00 28.50 
195 "'llN b2fl.OO 'lfi,1'0 3.70 !>9.('0• !>1>2.00 44'<.00 7254.00 5980.00 21.40 
l9b MAN a:n.oo Qb,40 ,7b r; 7. 1 () 613.00 459.00 7030.00 7030,00 a.so 
l 97 "'CA 4M>.00 "0.i'O • ':>4 .. ,, • 70 5?11.00 ?77.00 5i:'20.00 4584.00 18.90 
198 ME~ ~7'1,UO ,17, "'U ..... ., '"'7.hO• 7 fll). 00 '>04.00 1>7lb.OO 6711>.00 26.30 



TABLE C-2 {Continued) 

Avg. 

Local Sun, Avg. IOOnthly Total 

newspaper 't occupied Local radio Pres. vote monthly earnings Entrance: Entr•nc:e irun1cipal 

ch;c./ housing stations/ cast/voting earnings of other salary of salary of employment/ 

1,000 pop. vith TV 1,000 pop, age pop. of teachers employee• µatrotmen firemen 1,000 pop. 

IA\ IA2 J.A3 IB U.'1 IlA2 IIA3 IIA<+ IIAS 

199 MID J .. 1.00 <16.40 7.69 62.20 630.00 385.00 6900.oo• 6758. 00. 9.60 

200 MOD 84J.OO 9 ... 10 ... 10 53 ... 0 880.00• 650.00. 8"79.00 7565.00 7.40 

201 MON 830.00 '15.20 1. 73 49.20 755.00 319.00 5700.00 4800.00 17.BO 

202 MUN 5}9.00 «6. 30 co32 67 .60 709.00 4J3.00 1480.00 7480,00 6.60 

203 MUS 1158.00 97,40 2.54 66.JO 726.00 484.00 8250.00 8250.00 9,50 

204 NAS 365.00 '18.60 ,?.98 67.00• 545,00• 405.00• 5760.00 .. 992.00 18 •I 0 

205 NEW 690.00 97.10 2.61 66.20• 622. 00 406.00 7575.oo 7575,00 2 ... 80 

206 NEW 402.00 <17.10 o.oo 67.30° 12~.oo 524.00 6900.00• 6758.oo• ?l,30 

201 NOR 2'14.QO 97.90 },66 t>8 .20• 870.00 5&4. 00 6900.00• 6758.oo• 24.50 

208 ODE 469.00 95.90 5,43 4Bol0 620.00 •10.00 6150.00 5550.00 6.50 

N 209 OGD 629.00 96,80 3.96 72090 ~1!9.00 "69,00 6120.00 6120.00 e.oo 

(J'\ 
Vt 210 OWE 534.00 97.30 1.26 50.00 577.oo• 347,00• 5473.oo 5573,00 26.60 

211 PET 620.00 95.90 2.32 43.40 627.00• 388.00• 5512.00 5512.00 30.50 

212 PIN 383.00 93.00 3.52 50.00 470.00 312.00 5220.00 5256.00 5.20 

213 PIT ]691.00 96.90 5.00 69 .60. 6 .. 9.00 52 ... 00 6916.00 6916.00 20.20 

21" POR 1752.00 <16.40 s.63 66.70• 603.00 442.00 5376,QO 5637.00 34.30 

215 PRO 342.00 <13.50 2.11 69.loO 575.00 40 ... 00 5916.00 5634.00 6,70 

216 PUf 479.00 '16.10 5.00 69.60 601,00 473.00 6528.oo 6246,00 7.30 

<!17 RAC 427.00 97 ,4 0 .5e 64.90 654,00 513.00 000&.oo 1:296,00 9, .. 0 

218 REN 479.00 92.60 e.26 56.6Q 728.00 509.00 7176,00 7176.00 9,80 

219 ROA l lA9,00 91>.70 2.76 44.30 560.00 3611.00 6156.00 6156.00 33.10 

220 ROC 620.00 95.80 3.57 66.70 681.00• 490,00· 7236.00 7236,00 10.60 

221 5TJ 112.00 96.70 4.59 63.60 ~ .. ~.oo 360.00 5"36.QO 5"36.00 7.70 

222 SAL 576.00 94,30 J,06 60.20 654.00 443.00 1020.00 6690,00 9.70 

223 SAN 012.00 r,5,00 7,04 46.SO 6 74. 00 337,00 5952.00 5H8.00 9,30 

224 SAV 601.00 lJ4.40 4.l5 44.60 553.00 366.00 5789.QO 5520,00 9.70 

225 SHE 002.00 ... 5.40 3,61 44.20 566.00° 3H4.00° 500.00 5424.00 }0.80 

226 SIO 664.00 Q7, ':>O 3.44 61>.70 581.00 460.00 6714.0J 1>714,00 JO.JO 

221 510 745,00 96,80 I0.5? 70,40 575.00 446.00 6444.00 6204.00 e.oo 

228 SPR 779,00 <15. Io 2.4B 73.00 63?..00 460.00 6900.00 7500,00 12.00 

229 SPR 625.00 4S.3n 5,22 62.10 ">75.00 422.00 &ooo.oo 5712.00 10.10 

230 SPR 541.00 q 1 ,40 1.92 5R.l 0 59.,,,00 460.00 75.l9. 00 7539.00 a.10 

231 STE 1015.00 CJ7.'>0 1.20 6'1.60 613.00 420.00 623&.oo 6672.00 12.so 

23Z T.AL 476.00 qo.eo 4,&S 110. 50 661,00 369.00 6300.00 6300,00 24.40 

233 TEP 645.00 96. I 0 4.00 69,70 679.00 3!10.00 6270.00 6270,00 1.20 

234 TE x 1022.00 "". 0 0 I. 9!l 48.40 4'11.00 3'11.00 5700.00 !)415.00 7.40 

235 TOP 572.00 96.l<n 4.51 &3,bO 625.00 415.00 6900,QO• b7se.oo• 9.20 

236 rus 3H7,00 42,kO 2. 58 40.00 545.00 330.00 5R07,00 ">807,00 21.40 

237 TYL 6?4,00 '14.90 J,09 52.SO 5 7':1, 0 0 373.00 5340,QO 5340.00 9,00 

238 VIN 33f>.00 H.OO .8? 1- o. so 781.00° 499.00• 7250.00 7250.00 20.20 

239 wAC 546.00 '16.00 4,0K 51. l 0 54 3. 0 0 3&5.00 6120.00 5790.00 IO.JO 

240 1<6 T 7J4.00 47.40 3.00 .,:..&o 65'1.00 479.00 6M04,00 !>804,00 8040 

24 I >rH[ 1298.00 c;1.2n J.27 71 ,1,0 b)).00 3H I .00 6000.00 5700.00 13.40 

242 ... 1 (" 4HJ.oo 9"':. 41) J,17 4 7. 4 0 '>5'1.00 1f,ll, 0 0 I> I oil, 00 '>370.00 1s.20 

243 "IL 7!!'1. ~ 0 'IJ,!lO 4.b7 '>b. ~ 0 I> I I, 0 0 )'Jl:.,00 5628.00 5628,00 11.90 



TABLE C-2 (Continued) 

7; of Per capita Avg. monthly 

Police Fire Violent Property Local revenue local govt. Avg. payments 

protection protection Cr1.1ne Crime go'1t. fr= Expend. 11\0nth\y to fami.U.es 

employment/ employment/ rate/ rate/ revenue: federal "" public retiree w/depeodent 

i.ooo pop. 1,000 pop. 100,000 pop. 100,000 pop. per capita govt. welfare benefits children 

IlA6 IIA7 IIBl IIB2 IIBJ ~ II Cl IIC2 IIC3 

vs 2.so l .40 397.70 2431.80 329.86 2.10 11.88 132.00 190.00 

149 ABJ t.5o 1.50 144.00 1277.30 204061 3.00 1.17 120.00 114.00 
150 llLB I .30 l .61) 377.60• 2041.30• 277.14 2.90 2.22 109.00 106.00 
151 ALT 1.70 ?.10 !! l. 0 0 1012.30 ?O '.l. 0 l .10 6,27 119.00 202.00 
152 Af'A 1.90 l.5o 237.00 2736.00 278.24 3.50 .63 126.00 114.00 
153 AND l. YO 2.00 210.so 1357.40 2"<9. 75 .40 10.80 143.00 139.00 
15'+ AS'1 (.'.20 ?.20 154040 1737.70 262.08 5.10 14.77 120.00 123.oo 
155 ,6TL 6.30 4,90 437,SO 3'135.00 337.60 l • l 0 46.15 133.00 253.00 
156 BAY l.90 2.40 188.70 2069.40 307.02 1.10 10.05 142.00 235.00 
157 fl IL l.30 1.20 150.10• 177&.60• ?90.36 1,90 !":>. 4.\ 131.00 159.00 
158 BIL 1.50 1.20 146.40 13S5.60 412.32. 22. 8 0 • 3H.36• 111.00 58.oo 

159 BLO l ... o l.20 19'1,bO 1600.00 264.30 i.oo 3.18 134.00 184.00 
)60 BOI t. ,.o 1.90 2<'4,'40 2471>.30 225.06 1.50 ... 55 130.00 206.00 
161 SRI I.30 1.40 23R,20• 2015.30• 506.90• 12.30• 37. 29. 149.00• 264.00• 
162 BRO ).90 2.40 295.20• 309f...20• 3;_>5.87 2.50 50.25 137.00• 231.00• 

N 
l6J BRO 2.zo 1.60 J50o90• 2304.70° 239.79 2.00 l.09 113. 00 117. 00 

O" )64 BRY 1.00 l.10 J50.90• 2J04.70• 430.61 • 15.90• 21.10• 115.00 114. 0 0 

O" 165 CED I • !:>O 1.30 .. 4.70 1356.80 282.79 l.70 2.88 140.00 196.00 
166 CHA ) .30 1. 1 o 336.80 2039.60 2fU.56 4.30 s.22 131.00 237.00 
167 COL 1.10 ,90 383.'>0. 2210.00• 447.71• 16.60• 38.51• 128.00 98.00 
168 DAN \.70 \ ... o 201.71)• 27b2,80• ':>1)6.90. 12.30• 37.29• 150.lll)• 259.00. 

169 DEC 1.10 1.10 29J.BO 1518.10 252 ... 5 .20 l.86 134.00 198.00 
170 DUB 1.20 1.so 01. 40 • 1374.00° 180.61 l.30 7.47 137.00 195.00 
17 l DUR 2.ao 1.60 362.60 2242,'IO 254.54 2.so 30.45 125.00 124.oo 
112 f AL 3.10 3.20 2S0.60• 3362.00• 2>\6.':>2 l.20 71.46 128.(IO• 214.00• 
17J FAR I .bo ).60 36.30 1745.30 352.01 3.50 11.15 127.00 201.00 
174 FIT J.60 2.90 209.70• 3408.90. J2J.22 J.60 J7.07 lJ9.00• 219.00• 
175 FOR ),40 lo40 1"'4.SO 925. 30 179.25 4.00 .52 112.00 1?0.00 
176 GAO l.60 I • flO 313.21)• l':>?<l,OO• 191.33 2.60 .32 123.00 61.oo 
177 GAJ 1 .eo l .so b84.80 J707.50 467.56• 13.10• 23.84• us.oo 85.oo 
178 GAL ).50 2.00 432.40 261:!!.30 311.4 0 2.60 l.15 131.00 113.00 

179 GRE I • l 0 1 • l 0 150.10• 1776.60• 311.47 '>.BO •.67 JJB.00 160.00 
180 GRE }.80 l.80 28.60 1233.SO 292.62 .10 12.69 136.00 21s.oo 
181 JAC ).90 I.Ao 481.50 2647.70 2!10.59 l.60 )4.77 143.00 223.00 
182 KEN 2.00 1.10 215,70 3?08.60 Jo9.J7 3.00 33.98 150.00 239.oo 
183 LAC 1.90 2.00 96,40. 1686,70• 544.23• 11.00• 40.00• 134.00 l9J.oo 
184 LAF 1.30 ).30 430.YO 2008.90 266.7J .so .11 106.00 90.00 
185 LAF 2.00 2.00 58.20 1423.80 217.89 .30 8.88 140. 00 136.00 
186 LAK .90 I.JO 26J.7o l '>75 .'•O 273.62 1.70 .2s 127.00 05.oo 
187 LAR l.00 I.Jo J50. '70. 2304.70• 199.21 6.50 2.J2 103.00 120.00 
188 LAW l.JO I , 0 0 426,00 2409.60 l 77 .25 9.60 .12 114.00 137.oo 

189 LEll 2.00 2.10 lOJ,tlO• 1414.JO• 149.80 .so J.14 124.00• 141.00• 
190 LEX 2 .!l 0 2.20 J52.5o 3179.00 l '18. 4 2 4.10 2.73 124.00 122.00 
191 LIM I. 7 O 1.60 249.60 l.700.60 231.20 1.20 8.07 130.00 lt.lt.OO 
192 LIN I , 4 0 l.so 192.00 1944.40 36/l.79 3.80 20.39 lJ4,00 147.00 
193 LUR I • 8 o I • 4 O 3133.00 2'169.50 C(>J.) l I .8(1 l. 94 124.00 120.00 
194 LYN 2.20 1 • 7 0 177.~0 1180.20 197.90 1.30 l"'. 48 123.00 147.00 
195 MAN l • 6 0 2.<+0 64. 90. 137tlo4n° 194.62 4.40 2.96 135.00• 2?6.00• 
196 MAN I • 9 0 1.10 228.00 l<>O?. on 241!. l t> .9u 11 • 3 3 141.00 l.l!!.OO 
197 MC.\ ,\10 1.10 7b.20 l l 71. c,o 11?.Sl l • 7o l .17 107.00 11!!.J1) 
198 MER I ,90 l • hO l7A.l:IO• 2t:-F>?..;,n• 26H.74 5. 711 ?.6H J48.00• i!f.'l.OO • 



TABLE C-2 (Concluded) 

7. of Per capita Avg. monthly 

Fire Violent Property Local revenue local govt. Avg. peyaient• 
Police 

Crime Crill>e govt. from txpend. monthly to famil ics 
protection pTotec.tion 
emplo)'lllent/ emploJ1:1ont/ rate/ rate/ revenue federal on public retiree w/dependent 

govt. vel fare benefit• children 
1,000 pop. 1,000 pop. 100,000 pop. 100,000 pop. per capita 

IIB3 ~ !I Cl __:us_ IICJ 
l!M> HA7 !!Ill IIB2 

199 1410 2.10 1.70 3$0.90• 2304· 70• 279. ':> 7 o.oo 1.6 ... 129.00 116. 00 

zoo MOD I .60 1.20 318.30 3526.80 753.58• 15. 70. 86.25• lZJ. 00 239.00 
201 MON J.90 2.50 335·60 1120.10 250.31 1.10 .03 116.00 115.00 
202 MUN 1.80 l. RO 231.60 213/,.30 212.31 .Jo 13.38 140,00 136.00 
203 MUS l • BO 2.00 501.40 25'13.50 321.67 2.20 13.57 lH.00 230.00 
204 NAS 1.50 2.00 64.90• 1378.40• 486.38• )3.30• 31.13• 134.00• 218.00• 
205 NEW 2.60 2.10 2'50.60• 3362.00• 300.58 5. flO 74.28 12a.oo• 21'+.00° 
206 NEW 2.20 2.00 23e.20• 2015.30• 309.96 9.?~ l .1!2 149.oo• 2i<.4,00• 

207 NOR 2.20 2.10 201.10• 2762-80• 390.60 5.40 4.39 150.00. 259,00. 
208 ODE l • '<0 1.50 350.90• 2301<.70• 323.83 l.40 l. 42 130. 00 112.00 

209 OGO 2.00 l.60 221.80 2290.llO 21:J4.42 6.90 .24 123.00 l8b.OO 
210 OWE 1.eo l. 90 22s.10 • 1541.00 '<25.32• 24. 70. 40. 32. 121.00 123.00 
211 PET 2.00 1.60 212.00 1203060 427.56• 15.80• 15. 68 • 126.00 170 •DO 
212 PIN 1.30 1.30 244.70• 136?.lO• 157.91 9.90 .31 los.oo 98.00 

N 213 PIT 1.90 2.10 64 ... 0• 1841.SO• 289,66 ". 0 0 53.81 139.00• 226.00• 
Cf\ 214 POR 2.10 3,50 144.90• 2311.00• 242.83 2.40 3.97 130,00. 143.00• 
....... 215 PRO I .1 0 • '10 93,50 }349.30 249. 02 .eo • 43 l•0.00 I 116. 00 

2lb PUE l.50 l. c,o 628.10 2985.bO 310.70 2.10 58.!4 130.00 179.00 
217 RAC 2.10 I .80 362.50 20A8.60 3lO.b3 .20 !9.81 149.00 259.00 
218 REN 3.ZO 2.20 342.llO 4323.00 44 7.',16 1.so 3.55 132.00 91.DO 

219 ROA l. tlO 2.00 3'::14 .60 2265.20 243.90 2.90 19.02 124.00 174.00• 
220 '10C 2.00 1.60 555.20• 3264.30• 596.82. 14.50• 46.58• 132. 0 0 221.00 
221 STJ I .f)O }.70 363.40• 2270.60• 190.43 .60 2.2s 130.00 100.00 
222 SAL 2. lo }.70 l7b.10 2263.SO 269.79 3. 70 1.15 l32.00 182.00 
223 SAN 1.10 1.10 350.90• 2304.70• 198.29 4.30 l.58 117.00 111.00 
224 SAV 1.ao 1.60 811.80 3750.10 279.49 4.1n 7. 4 I 120.00 102.00 
225 St<E }.80 2.00 350.90• 2304.70• 430.61• 15,'lO • 21.10• 112.00 102.00 
Z2b 510 l.so 1.60 121.20 2165.20 278.61' 2.00 ll.77 133.00 177.00 
227 SID 1.40 l • 40 lll.30• 1167.50• 253.92 .SQ J.11 132.00 179.00 
228 SPR 1.50 1.40 380.80 21\J.tlO 278.SO 3.40 2.30 135.00 209.00 

229 SPR I ,JO 1.20 15!.30 2791.70 319.!14 .60 1.73 120.00 95.00 
230 SPR 1.so 1.10 174.50 1741.40 229.06 2.00 7.83 135.00 145,00 
231 STE l.bO 2. I 0 299.4Q. 2Vf>J.70• 202.82 2.10 9.37 147.00 134.00 
232 TAL l. 80 I .40 424.70 2143.qo 373. 71 1.20 1.06 125.00 78.00 
233 lER 2.00 2.10 104.40 l7bB.70 Z75. 0 l 2.90 21. 74 132. 00 11<6.00 
234 TEX l.60 z.20 3S0,90" 2304.70• 1111.10 8.30 • l 6 520.00 !Ob.00 
235 TOP I• bt1 l ,61) 370.SO ~ .. 34.0:,Q 337,97 5.10 ?5.85 132.00 172.00 
236 TUS 1.60 I. l>O 32b.l0 1502.50 1116. 44 1.00 o.oo 118.00 1'4.00 
237 TYL 1.30 I. 50 219.80 1823.50 229.3(1 I. 20 .69 114.00 101.00 
238 VIN l.5o ,JO 20~.20 221-4,90 49t<.<.>2• 9 • flO • 24.55• 134.00 235.00 

239 llAC 1.80 I. 7 n 632.70 2599.10 204.14 s.oo I. Sb 113.00 108.00 
2'40 WAT I. 90 I. "o 149,BO 1640.80 295.22 5.90 5.53 l 42. 0 0 198.00 
21> l 'olHE 2.00 2.20 B7.40 '<tll. l 0 204.21 3.10 10.10 135. 0 0 1111.00 
242 •IC I • 4 u I .40 23~.20 1'>22.10 ?45.36 4.00 • fjl, 1z3.oo 111.00 
243 lllL I.BO ?.2n 5'l2. 20 ~"51>.bU ~~'>.30 ?.40 24,09 lib.DO l?0.00 



TABLE C-3 

BASIC STATISTICS OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT (Sl 

Mean Park snd Pop. Mo tot' Park and !'Illes of 
Annual 7. of Rec~e.atiou Density Vehicle Motorcycle Solid Waste Water Recreati<m Trails/ 

Inversion !lousing Uni ts Acres/ in Central Registrations/ Registrations/ Generated by Pollution Acres/l.000 ioo.ooo 
Frequency Dilapidated l,000 Pop. City 1,000 Pop. 1,000 Pop. l'!anu fac tu ring Index Pop, Pop. 

181 1112 1113 I Cl IC2 IC3 ID IE II81 IIBZ 

149 ABI 32.50 3.~o 13.80 1197.00 ()49.00 16.00 552.SQ .ST 13.80 o.oo 
150 ALB 37.50 3.·30 26.30 2470.00 524.00 14.00 672. 70 .98 26.JO ss.sa 
151 ALT 32.50 4.00 a.10 6912·00 4Al.OO• 22.00 6:l9.ao 1.61 8.10 237.00 
lS2 AHA 37.50 2.00 ?111.00 2092.00 707.00 21.00 91>3.00 4 ... o 281.00 "8."1>0 
153 Af'<O 32.50 2.10 5·40 190fl.OO s52.oo 20.00 ... 4.10 2.24° 5.40 o.oo 
154 ASfi 47.50 l.90 76.20 2587.00 573.00 15.00 688.00 1.11 7&.20 13.70 
155 A fL 17.50 5.30 1.60 3860.00 481.00° 10.00• 547.00 1.12 l .60 l?.0.00 
156 BAY 32.50 1.10 ... 30 .. 145.oo 522.00 30.00 641.00 1.66 9.3o a.so 
157 BIL 42·50 1. 8 0 J0.40 "1&9.00 &89.00 39. 00. 306.40 l.78 10.40 o.oo 
158 A IL 32.50 2.80 10.10 2419.00 507.00 14.00• 819.70 1.62 10.TO ?.2.20 

159 i:lLO J2.SO 1.50 25.70 4~56.00 548.00 17.00 553.30 .66 ;>5.7o 182.60 
160 801 42.50 2.00 41.60 3205.00 613.00 s2.oo 897.40 .10 41.60 26.70 
161 BRI 27.50 3.40 T8.60 2086.00 586.00• 10.00° 8hB.10 1.32° 78·60 4114.80 
162 AF!O 22.50 3.50 1.10 4200.00 481.00• 10.00• 1103.BO .78 i .10 226. 30 
163 ARO 21.50 3.60 60"10 2.?64.00 485.00 10.00 5611.20 l • I II 6090 292.80 
lM l:IRY 22.50 3.10 5.60 ISJQ.OO 536.00 16000 1023.BO 1.11 • 5o60 11.20 
165 CED 32.50 1.20 20.00 2182.00 606.00 23.00 414.40 1.38 10.00 36.80 

"'-' 166 CHA 32.50 1.90 20.20 6667.00 464.00 20.00 1>76.60 l .96 10.20 o.oo 
°' 167 COL 37.so 2.10 lo.so 1410.QQ '<l'<l.00 32 .oo. 792.10 .94 10.50 lllolO 
OJ H>8 DAN 21.so 3.40 20.00 1157.00 1>03,00• 10.00. 5)8.60° 1. 32. 20.00 126.SO 

169 DEC n.so 2 .so 25.10 21154.00 575.00 10.00 3)2.l'O 1.74 2s.10 3Z8.oo 
170 DUB 32.So 1.40 6,90 3799,00 !HS.DO 25.00 407.40 1.02 6.90 175.80 
171 DUii 37.SO 2.50 l3ob0 2608.00 545.00 11.00° 509.40 1.57 13.60 142 .10 
172 FAL 22.50 7.30 13.30• 6190.00 481.00• 10.0Q• 1210.'JQ l. l" 13. 30 • 261.90° 
173 FAR 32.50 l .So 22.40 4614.00 610.00 Y4.00 694.00 1. 36 22.40 125.00 
174 f IT 21.so 4.50 37,10 1355. 00 481.00• 10.00. 6C'0.30 1.28 37.10 1072.JO 
175 FOR 37,SO 3.10 199.20 1396.00 633.00 17.00 764.20 1.63 199.ZO 187.50 
\lb G,_C 31.~0 3.oo 21.10• l &&lo. oo 1>67.oo l,..oo 390.90 • 81 27. l 0 • 237.so• 
177 GA! 3z.so 2o60 o>.20 2472.00 !>88.00 29.oo 662.80 .59 6020 57.10 
J 7/l GAL ?Z.50 3.90 111.50 1572.00 ,so.oo 16.00 201.so 26,40 19.50 5.so 

179 GRE 37.SO l.'ilo 13.20 '+Otlll. 00 639.00 39. 00. 536.40 .68 13.20 1512.10 
I 80 GRf J2.50 r .so 5.40 2106.00 •74.00 14,00 •?.0.00 2.74 s.•o 122.10 
181 JAC 32.50 l .60 ~9.20 "251.00 521>.00 c!4o00 508.80 1.32 119.20 559.40 
182 KEN )2.50 1.50 9ot10 5752.00 493.00 13.00 1>99.20 .90. 9.00 177.10 
183 LAC 32.SO l .60 14.20 3365.oo 489.00 12.00 605.lo .112 14.20 62.50 
18• LAF 27.SO 2.1:10 s. 70 3 .... .,,.1)0 t>03.oo• 18.00• 1160.90 3.97 5.70 9.oo 
185 LAF 32.so 1.10 6.20 5170.00 ~01.00 19.00 367.70 1. 91 ~-20 36.60 
186 LAK 27.50 3.30 J.00 33"11.00 603.00• 111.00• 372.10 &.52 3.00 o.Qo 
187 LAR 21.so 4.10 9,&0 3367.00 ~33.00 15.00 1717.00 .87 9.60 o.oo 
!SB LAW 32.So 2.20 9.So 23111.00 •95.00 23.00 9?1.70 S.13 9.50 27.70 

189 LEW 32.50 3.50 ll.30 957;00 4131.00• 10.00• 91!>. 70 l .t>8 ll.30 •1. oo 
190 LEX 32.50 1.60 14,90 4702.00 5&2.00 l•.OO 262.10 1.03 14.90 o.oo 
191 Ll"4 ?7050 l .9o 2.lo 45"13.00 597.00 16.00 499.30 7.23 2.20 s.eo 
192 LIN ]7.50 1. 20 60.00 3033.00 574.oo ~3.00 5>11.50 1.02 f>0.00 o.oo 
193 LU~ 32.50 2.40 10.00 1970.00 '319.00 23.00 ,.,,, •• 00 I. 25 20.00 JJ.So 
194 LYN 32.so 2.10 33.20 21ss.oo 524.00 17.00• &63.50 l. 41! 33.20 56.90 
195 ,..AN 12.so ". 0 0 5.\10 <'734.00 4>11.tJO• 10.00• 

"""· 30 
1.03 5.90 1111.10 

lQ() MA"I ?7. ">0 l. h\l \.t<O 22 ...... oo 
"'"". 00 

~1.00 .. 3 7. <;Q l. 7 0 1. 80 n.oo 
197 'ICA 71. 51) 3.1:1u '>.Jn ,..,..,.,. u 0 493.00 H.Oo IJ.ll.llU • \11 '!>.Jo 186.80 
1911 ,..E"' i'i?. '> 0 3.90 4ti •~II ;,-31, I. uo i:,.;,J.oo• 10.00• 11 o. <;o .59 48.50 464.20 



TABLE C-3 (Concluded) 

Mean Park and Pop. Ho tor Park and :11les of 

Annual 't of Re.creation Density Vehicle Motorcycle Solid Waste Water Rec~ca t ion Trails/ 

Inversion Housing Units Acres/ in Central Registrations/ Registrations/ Generated by Pollution Acres/l,OOO 100,000 

rrequency Dilapidated 1, 000 Pop. City 1,000 Pop. l,000 Pop. Manufac:turi1'18 Index Pop. Fop. 

IBl !B2 IB3 IC! !C2 IC3 ID IE II Bl _!.ill.... 

199 MlO 3z.i;o 2.:io i.~o 2036.00 723.00 23.00 lb•B·bO l •Oil i.5o o.oo 

200 MOO .. 2.i;o 2.10 S&.50 b496.00 66 7 .oo 33.00 419-~0 1.04 56.50 25°60 
201 MON J2.50 J.20 19.00 2539.00 603.00• l R. 00 • 492.60 6. ]4 19.00 34· 70 

202 MUN 32.50 2.10 27.60• 5397.00 536,00 16.00 536.60 2,24• 27.60. 110.ao• 

203 "us 32.so 2.30 20.90 3!!00.00 si:i.oo 2!!.00 491.60 .82 20.90 191.00 

Z04 NAS 3z,50 3.80 1.50 1778.00 "81.oo • JO.DO• 848.20° J .54 1.so 134·30 

205 NEW 22.50 &,00 ,90 5219,00 481.00• 10.00• 899.80 1.23 .90 2'll•OO 
206 NEW 21.50 4,40 12.00 6274.00 58b,OO • 10.00• 482.'lO .83 12.00 82·70 
201 NO fl z2.5o J,!>o JJ,JO 3596.00 603. DD• lO.DO• 451. 60 l. J 4 13.J 0 SJ.JO 

zoa OOE J2,50 i.so 3.00 "260.00 121.00 23.00 347. IO 1 • 11 • 3.00 119·50 

209 OGO 4z,so 1.eo Ztt.70 3293.DO oSb,00 40,00 6?5.80 • 91 24. 70 4)6.50 

210 OlliE 32.50 l.60 1.00 sn1.oo bOB.oo 14.00 573.30 1.20 7.00 25·30 
211 PET 21,50 2.30 8 .1 0 3200.00 430.00 11.00• 717.50• 1,84 8, I 0 410.80 

212 PIN 32.so J.70 26.40 3565.00 415.00 11.00 sso.Qo ,90 26.'>0 o.oo 
213 PIT 32.SO J.20 8.40 1411.00 4t<l.OO• 10.00• 352.60 I.AS 8.40 2425.oo 

21• POR 32,50 3.!0 14.20 3015.00 481.oo• 10.00• 460.70 1.57 14.20 98.SO 
....., 215 PRO 42.50 l,80 11.Jo 2178.00 578.00 31,00 490.60 2. 12 11.30 •485.SO 

O" 216 PUE 37,50 2.Jo 11.90 '+331.0o 620.00 ~<J.00 545.30 ,75 ll.90 186."0 
\0 217 RAC 32 .so l .s 0 6.00 7"64 .oo •rn.oo ll o 00 s1s.10 .qo• 6.oo 105.20 

218 REN 42.50 l ,90 27,BO <'405.00 773.00 ,.5. 00 735. 5 0 2,09 27.80 603 .JO 

219 ROA 31.so 2.30 23.80 3463,00 589.00 11.00• 62 ... 20 l. 22 23.80 11.eo 
220 ROC: J2,5o 1.1 O 21.30 4012.00 Sbtl,00 ~b.00 544.00 • 94 7.1.30 547.60 

221 ST.J 37.50 1.90 252.IJO 2533.00 5~9.oo 32.00• •9T.ao I, 4 7 252.80 o.oo 
222 Siil 31.so 2.50 &2.ao 2776.00 615.00• :n.oo 101.00 l.48 62.BO 1352.90 
223 SAN 32.so J.20 1!17 .80 ll:!Yb.00 6SB.OO 19.00 s21.10 B,66 187.BO 1126.lO 

224 SAV 37,so ". 00 30.80 4<'16.00 SJZ,00 lJ,00 393.BO 1.06 30.ao 5,30 
z25 SHE 32.so 3.60 364.30 1736.00 663.00 25.00 758.80 8.JB 364. 30 132.SO 
22& SlO n.so l .60 ll.20 lb">2.00 600.00 24.00 518.80 1.26 11.20 534.40 

221 SIO )2,50 1.30 I.Jo ?.<100.00 l\]4.00 22.00 64 7. 70 ,61 I. JO o.oo 
ns SPR 32.so 1.-;,o Ii. 4 0 3b4J,OO Sill, 0 O 18.00 466.80 l,2R 8.40 304.30 

ZZ9 SPR JT .so z.30 10.20 1953.0o 51'0,00 32.00• 5311.Jo • 70 l O.i'O 183.00 
230 !,PR 21.so 2 .1 0 .30 4906.00 c,1-,0.00 17,00 679.SO 1,51 .30 6 ... 0 
231 STf n.so l ,4 0 7 .bO 211'9.00 •«•7.00 18.00 375.20 3. b"> 7.60 17.0.40 
232 TAI. JZ,50 9.JO 39.l/J 21ss.ao "" 7. 0(] is.oo ll76.IO ,90 38.JO 436.80 
233 TEP J2.So 1.00 l?.bO 26',l3.00 559.00 l '1. 0 0 704.60 10.56 12.60 428.50 
234 TEX 32.50 3.20 13.!:>0 2JJ><,oo (>J 6. OD 16.00 1306.60 1 • 11. 13.50 o.oo 
235 TOP )7.50 l • .,.o b-90 2632.00 hJ7.00 ?.B.00 J><7.?.0 .b~ 6.90 19.30 
236 TUS 37.50 2.10 14,00 2 .. 00.00 ~ll.00 16.00 b09.llO 1.2s l '1. 00 103 ... 0 
237 TYL 3z,50 3.40 66.RO 2so1.oo b40.00 15.00 67.l.'lO • 'l2 66.80 587.60 
238 VIN 17 .so 4.60 16.<'0 10'11.oa 4Hl.OO• 10.00• 5113.?0 • '>9 16.20 99.10 

z39 WAC 21.so 3.BO 2b .1 0 lt>l4,0Q f, 11. 0 0 17.00 ')h7.•0 l,29 26.10 o.oo 
2'>0 WU 32,">0 l.40 20.10 1b36,00 ')Q2,00 n.oo )7).20 l.40 20.10 285.70 
241 wt<f 32.50 1.90 ". 3 f) Jf>n.on 4fii?.OO I c;. 00 691. AO 3. 76 tl.30 103,AO 
242 w!C 3;>, 5 0 3.?u •".00 n12.oo 045. 0 Cl l".00 '104. 30 >I. 12 4R,OO 293.60 
243 wll 32 .<:.o 3.">o ... 40 cb3k,OQ 54•.00 11. 00. 921 .110 1 •Bl 4,40 1046.70 



TABLE c-4 

BASIC STATISTICS OF HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT (S) 

l of Males 
Infant Median 16·21 7. of pop., 

Mortality Schooh l of Persons, not High 3-34 
Rate/l,000 Death Rate/ Yea re 2$+, Completed School .Enrolled 
Live Births 1,000 pop. Complet:ed 4 yrs. High School Graduate• ln Schoo la 

IAl lA2 I Bl or more IB2 183 IB4 

us 21.20 9.50 12.10 52.30 15.20 54.30 

149 ABI u.so 9.10 12.10 52.so 12.70 51.70 
150 ALB 20.00 1.20 11.80 48.30 19.30 48.30 
151 AP 22.40 12.60 11.90 49.00 10.80 54.10 
152 AHA 15.60 8.10 lZ.30 59.20 11.50 54.00 
153 AND 18 .. 40 a.so 12.00 51 .40 16.50 so.so 
154 ASH 21.10 10.00 11.60 46.70 19.00 48.40 
155 ATL 29.60 14.70 11.20 44.40 \6.40 56.00 
156 BAY 18.30 q.20 11. 70 47.80 10.90 5S.80 
157 RIL 14.30 0.10 12.40 64.30 6.70 57.60 
158 BIL zz ... o 9.10 12.10 54.70 12.90 44.80 

159 BLO 13.50 9.40 lZ.30 60.90 4.00 64.00 
160 BOI 17.90 0.20 12.50 69.50 9.00 55.60 
161 BRI 19.00• a.so• 11.50 •&.ao 12.90 54.60 
162 BRO 15.80. 9.20• 12.20 59.40 13.ZO 54 .20 

N 163 BRO 18.00 1.30 8.5o 34.90 27.00 55.60 

" lM BRY 15.40 6.90 12.20 54.50 4.60 63.00 
0 165 CEO 22.10 a.so 12.40 67.70 0.20 51.30 

166 CHA 18.60 b.10 12.f>O 10.00 5.50 60.40 
167 COL 12.20 1.00 12.70 68.20 4.90 64.90 
168 DAN 18.10• 0. 10 • 12.20 55.30 16.70 5•.90 

169 DEC 31.90 9.30 12.10 53.00 13.70 54.60 
170 DUB 24.40 9.00 12.10 54.f>O 8.60 56.90 
l Tl OUR 19.10 0.00 12.00 so.oo l 0. 1 o 59.00 
172 FAL 17.90° 10.00 • 9.40 31.90 24.70 S3.40 
173 F'AR 19.00 r.10 12.40 63.90 2.70 f.2.10 
174 FIT 21.20• 10.30. 11.90 49.20 15.30 SS.TO 
17S FOR 24.30 10.50 10.00 41. 90 21.'>0 <.7.BO 
176 GAD 28.80 I 0.4 o 10.00 40.80 19.20 so.so 
177 GAI 13.TO 1.20 12.•o 59.ao 10.00 62.60 
178 GAL 20.•o 8.60 11.50 4S.90 14..60 SS.SO 

179 GRE 13.10 ~.10 12.40 65.30 1.10 Sl.110 
180 GRE 19.30 1.30 12.20 sa.4o 9.40 56.40 
181 JAC 24.80 9.40 12.10 s2.20 14.00 $4.70 
182 l<f N 21.00 e.10 11.eo 48.80 13. 10 S6.80 
183 LAC 14.80 a.10 12.30 60.00 ... 10 60.30 
la4 LAF 11.90 6.30 11.70 4t8.30 14.20 ST.60 
185 LAF 14050 6.50 12.50 67.70 s.oo 63.20 
la6 LAK 20.00 1.ao 11.70 i.a.Jo 18.90 ss.so 
187 LAR 18.00 r.20 7.60 32.10 ;?4.TO 53.50 
188 LAW 23.50 s.so 12.30 62.J 0 23.60 31.toO 

189 LE1'1 21.so• 11. 00. 10.80 4?.90 16.90 s2.10 
190 LEX 19.70 7.80 12.30 t.O. I 0 16 .4.0 SI .SO 
191 LIM 21.4 0 io .20 12.10 S3.80 11.40 ss.oo 
192 LIN 12.40 7.80 12.60 7).90 4. '>0 59.20 
193 L UEl ?3.20 6.50 12.20 ss.10 11 .4.0 SS.30 
194 LYN 26.20 9.90 JO.TO 41. 00 ;?6.60 SI .20 
195 MAN 10.ao• 10.30• 11.90 49.4.0 16.60 S3.80 
196 '1AN zz.ao 9.20 12.00 s 1. 20 21.eo Sl.60 
197 MCA 19.10 6.60 7.30 J0.30 ;>B.80 ., 7. bry 
198 ME<! ?0.80• 9. 40. I l. 40 45.70 JR.90 S4.60 



TABLE C-4 (Continued) 

1. of Males 

Infant Median 16-21 1. of pop., 

Mortality Schools h of Persons, not Hlgh 3-34 

Rate/l ,000 Death Rate/ Years 25+, Completed School Enrolled 

Llve Blrths 1,000 pop. Completed 4 yrs. Hlgh School Graduates in Schools 

lAl IA2 IBI or more IB2 IB3 I !14 

199 MIO lS.40 s.10 12.&0 6b.b0 lb.80 !">b.60 
200 MOO 16.60 9.60 22.00 50.40 H.OO 56.JO 
201 MON 20.80 9.M 11.70 47.80 16.90 53.90 
202 HUN 21.20 8.90 12.10 52.00 11.00 57.10 
203 MUS 23.80 8.So 11.60 46.SO 14.80 58.60 
204 NAS 18.80• 10.30• 12.20 57.20 18.30 so.so 
205 NEW 17.90• 10.eo • 9.50 33.70 (.'4.90 S4.40 
206 II/El< 19.00• a.so• 11.so 46.50 13.50 56.40 
207 NOR 18.10• 8. 70. 12.50 65.50 11.40 60.60 
206 OOE 26.60 6.oo 12.10 52.40 la.20 51.20 

209 OGD 13.30 1.20 12.40 64.80 9.90 6 l .20 
210 o~e: 16.20 9.10 ll.80 48.90 lS.20 51.60 
211 PET 28.40 a.20 11.00 42.80 J0,30 40.70 

N 
212 PIN 18.90 10.bO 11 .1 0 4).90 19.80 54.l 0 

-..,J 213 PIT 21.00• l 0. 90 • 12.30 60.60 8.60 56.80 

~ 2H POR 21. 70. 10. 90 • 12.40 65.60 11.so 55.90 
215 PRO 11.20 s.so 12.60 12.10 s.so 66.60 
216 PUf 27.00 9.20 12.00 51.20 a.oo 60.40 
217 PAC 19.40 8.30 12.10 52.10 13.90 57.80 
218 REN 22.60 a.10 12.SO 68.70 11.30 54.60 

219 POA 20.30 9.20 22.10 s2.20 19. I 0 50.40 
220 ROC 13.70 6.80 12.60 10.20 s.ao 52.20 
221 STJ 26.90 14. 0 0 12.00 50,JO 16.50 53.00 
222 SAL 15.60 9.40 12.30 60.60 12.7~ 54,BO 
223 SAN 16.20 9.80 11.BO 48.60 11.50 52.40 
224 SAV 21.90 11. 00 Jl .80 48.20 21.00 ~0.20 

225 SHE 12.80 11.90 11.70 47.30 14.80 50.30 
226 510 21.70 10.10 12.20 58.70 9. 40 56.! 0 
227 SIO ll .BO 8.40 12.30 i.2.so 7.30 ~r.so 

228 SPR 17.40 11.00 12.20 56.60 11. I 0 :06.bO 

229 SPR 23.80 10.:io 12.20 58.40 ll.50 53.30 
230 SPR 16.10 9.50 12.00 so.so 11.00 $4.40 

231 STE 22. 7 0 10.so 11.30 45.50 10,60 54.90 
232 TAL IB.20 6.80 12. 60 6".so 7.90 64.SO 
233 TER 23.30 13.40 12.00 so.oo 11. IO 57.20 
234 TEX 23.70 J0.60 11. 30 44. '-0 18.60 48.20 
235 TOP 14,40 s.110 12.40 M.80 8,80 52,40 
236 TUS 18.00 a.Jo JJ,30 44,80 13.10 56.60 
237 TYL ?5.00 9.Jo 12.00 5o.eo 13.20 54.30 
238 VlN 19.00 J0.40 Io. 70 40,QO 19.60 52.90 

239 l<AC 26.50 11.50 11 • 4 0 45.JO IO.BO 57.20 
240 1<AT 17.20 .7 .90 12.30 1>2.'>0 7.90 57.60 
24 l wHE IR.20 12.50 11.20 45.00 10.20 54.60 
2'>2 w l c 24.30 6.10 12.10 54.40 10.40 46,70 
243 "IL (.'4. 7 0 JO.JO JJ,40 45.50 (.'2. 70 48.00 



TABLE C-4 (Continued) 

Per Capita Per Capita 4 of Persons, 
Hospital Beds/ Hospital Local Gov't Local Gov't 25+, Completed 
100,000 pop. Occupancy Expend. on Expend. on 4 yrs. Co Hege 

IIA2 Rates IIA3 Health IIAS Educ. II Bl or more IlBZ 

us 486.00 79. 80 z.96 145.69 10.70 

149 ABI 5&3.60 7 ...... 0 .l& 109.31 10.90 
150 ALB 433.30 76.20 3.49 l.?8.53 9.50 
151 ALT 691.20 01.00 .42 117.88 5.20 
152 AHA 555.90 76.70 1.97 128.22 12.30 
153 AND 442.60 77.60 .47 139.82 6.70 
154 ASH 804.70 92.10 5.24 102.25 10.00 
155 ATL 350.00 90.90 3.25 113. 74 &.20 
156 BAY 573,70 79.70 3.33 l .. 8.01\ 6. 20 
157 RIL 495.10 75.60 1.64 l 70. 53 13. l 0 
158 BIL 1324.30 87.20 3.88. 147.50• 9,50 

159 BLO 582.bO 77.80 l. 72 127.08 15.20 
160 BOI 49).10 81.l 0 .26 110.76 13.60 
161 BRI 466.70• e•.20• 5.60. 175.53. 6.80 
162 BAO 238.80• 11.so• 2.10 147.22 e.20 

N 163 BRO 252.10 75.60 1.24 125.22 7.40 
....... 164 BRY 200.00 81.10 2.90• 177.24• 22.80 
N 165 CEO 583.60 74.70 1.68 163.42 ll o90 

166 CHA 486.60 79.60 .12 177.59 24.30 
167 COL 970.70 73.50 4.69. 171.72• 27.20 
168 DAN 323.40• 83.70• 5.60• 175.53• 11.40 

169 DEC 678.10 77. '>O 1.96 142.56 8.9o 
170 DUB 613.30 75.90 2. 71 70.10 10.10 
171 DU fl 1116.10 81.&0 2.50 103.07 20.00 
172 FAL 383.90• 82.20• 3 .18 91t.04 5,30 
173 FAR 842.20 75.40 2.30 199.92 13. 60 
)74 FIT 515.40° 84. 70. 2.54 129.82 1.zo 
175 FOR 532.70 77.90 l. 04 93.58 5.~o 

176 GAO 39z.50 86.80 l.64 85.33 5.20 
177 GA! 961.40 79.30 7.26• 163.41• 23.10 
178 GAL 1102.40 76.00 2.04 157.70 10.40 

179 GRE 766.70 72,30 2.49 141.39 12.90 
180 GRE 572,90 11.20 1.89 128.94 9,60 
181 JAC 372.10 79.30 .25 170. 95 7.60 
182 KEN 465.20 73.40 1.78 l 51 • 79 6.80 
183 LAC 961.50 73 .20 4.16• 226.68• 11.20 
184 LAF' 601.90 76.50 1.53 138.33 13.50 
185 LAF' SH.BO 85. 7 0 .30 145.13 20.60 
186 LAK 523.00 10.00 2.10 138.32 9.10 
187 LAR 320.50 82.80 ).37 110.31 b.90 
188 LAW 513.bO R4.90 .b6 111.65 ll.30 

189 LEW 557.30 75.8 0 .so 01.02 6,40 
190 LEX 671.20 R4.30 2.21 103.25 1 7 .20 
191 LIM 505.00 71. 4 0 1.86 111 • 44 6.30 
192 LIN 640.20 75.80 1.82 lJR.99 17.50 
)93 LUFI 398.00 78.8 0 4.03 112.23 14.00 
194 LYN 3'19.20 R2.60 2.09 105.04 'i.30 
195 MAN 5fi5.40• 77.60. 1.64 1?4.66 A.20 
196 MAN 517,70 R3.50 l. 9 0 125.5!> 6.40 
197 MCA 210.60 75.70 .'~2 126. 71 7.)1 
!98 "1E~ 477.50• HJ ,to()• Z.llZ q4,l5 b.10 



TABLE C-4 (Concluded) 

Per Capita Per Capita ~ of Peuons, 
Hospital Beds/ Hospital Local Gov' t Local Gov't 25+, Completed 

100,000 pop. Occupan<:y Expend. on Expend. on 4 yrs. College 
IIA2 Rates IIA3 Heal th IIA5 Educ. II Bl or more IIB2 

199 MID 361.20 57.00 .... z 159.31! 21.20 
200 MOD 53 .... 90 6 .... 20 8.13• 118.34• 6.2~ 

201 MON 555.60 70.60 1. 7" 135." l 10.bO 
202 M\JN 431.10 65.90 .10 117.32 9.80 
203 M\JS ... 20.10 A4.90 t.73 201 .... 1 6.80 

20" NAS 393.50• 81.30• 6.22• 179.53. 11. 20 
205 NEW 383.90• 02.20• 1. 97 101.68 5.So 
206 t.EW 466.70" 84.20• 2.05 142.93 7,30 

207 NOR 323.40. 83.70• 2.ee 230.06 23.20 
208 OOE 393.20 78.60 1. 10 165.95 8.40 

209 UGO 533.30 92.90 2.•6 164.70 11.50 
210 OWE 789.70 00.00 5.63• 160.15• a.10 
211 PET 621.30 73.60 5.86. 163 .... 8• 8.30 

!'.) 212 Pl I< •25.80 82.10 .94 92.98 7.60 
.....i 213 PIT 538.BO• 78.00° 2.05 143.60 11.90 
w 21" POR 50 .... 60• ao.60 • 1.89 120.72 22.10 

215 PRO 358.30 11.20 l ."o 176.07 16.10 
216 PUE 621.70 81.ZO 2.56 1•2.36 8.lo 
217 RAC 358 .... 0 72-"0 l.49 161.80 a.so 
218 REN 750.00 81.00 3.96 161.20 13.60 

219 ROA 633.70 98.10 2.32 111.36 10.20 
220 ROC 2102.10 79.60 3. 73. 235. 54. 18.00 
221 STJ 761.60 83.70 3.59 108.10 6.40 
222 SAL 240.00 11.ao 3.18 174. 81 12.50 
223 SAN 476.00 74.80 3.04 163.0S lOolO 
224 SAV 593.70 BS. l 0 5.3 ... 101.82 8.80 
225 SHE 690.40 90.60 2.90• 211.2"• a.10 
226 510 730.80 74.60 4.03 121.96 9.40 
227 510 927.40 90.40 3.16 138.50 10.•o 
226 S~R 7A2.10 79.90 .21 100.82 10.40 

229 SPR 792.50 93.40 2.05 123.07 9.BO 
230 SPR 416.40 82.20 1.91 120.52 1.20 
231 STE 315.30 99.60 1.67 103.33 5.10 
232 TAL 370.60 79.50 5.67 158.44 24.10 
233 TER 464,40 64.20 .60 1?6. h 7.80 
234 TEX 364.50 87.40 .45 l•0.28 6.70 
235 TOP 5<'2.60 A4,70 3.92 153.72 13.30 
236 TUS 31>7.20 84.80 .67 93.0l 10.90 
237 TYL 499.oo 83.20 l. 36 138.97 10.10 
238 VIN 384.90 75.90 4,9)• 166.14• 5. 7 (, 

239 lrAC 36~.90 B?. 00 2.06 105.84 10.30 
240 .,AT 734.SO 73.30 2.21 128.04 10.10 
<'4 l .,Hf 675.30 84.00 1.02 93.30 s.00 
242 w 1 C 60(>.30 f\4.70 1. 72 96.99 10.60 
243 wlL 499.00 BO.BO 3.31 119.b2 fl. 4 0 



BASIC STATISTICS OF SOCIAL COMPONENT (S) 

% of 7. of 7. of Females 

7. of 7. of Persons Males, 16-64 16 - 64 

Children Married 'Per Capita 25+, Lesa Than Leas Than 

Lsbor Force 1. of Mean lncoaie Under 18 Couples Local Gov' t Completed 15 yrs School 15 yrs School Motor Vehf.cle 

Partf.cipation Labor Force Per Family Living With Wf.tbout Own Expend. on 4 yrs High But Vocational But Vocatf.onal Registration/ 

Rate (7.) Employed Member Both Parents Household Education School or More Training Training 1,000 pop. 

lAl IA2 lA3 lA4 lA5 !Bl IB2 IB3a IB~b IC la 

us 66.00 95.60 3092.00 82.70 1.30 hS.69 52.30 28. 70 21.90 5s1.oo 

149 AS! 63.20 96040 2583.00 80.20 .90 109.31 52.50 290 J 0 22.40 649.00 
150 ALB 60.40 95.70 2411.00 11.00 lo40 128.53 48.30 28.40 21.60 524.00 
151 ALT 64.60 96.50 2629.00 as.so lo90 111 .aa 49.DO 31.00 21.10 481.00• 
152 AHA 69.30 96.60 2984.00 83.70 .90 128.22 59.20 25.40 20.80 101.00 
153 AND 67.50 94070 3256.00 87.30 .so 139.82 51.40 30.00 19.70 552.00 
154 ASH 69.00 96o l0 2620.00 79.80 }o70 102.25 4.6. 70 2a.90 22.20 573.00 
155 ATL 70.40 94030 3032.00 76.90 lo50 113.74 44.40 31.10 23080 481.0\l• 
156 BAY 65.70 93.30 3010.00 89.00 1.00 148.08 47.80 28.80 2l o40 522.00 
157 BIL 67.30 94.20 2809.00 86.20 .90 170.53 64.30 25.so 17.60 689.00 
158 BIL 48.80 95.80 2234.00 79.30 1.30 147.50• 5.\.70 32.JO 19. 4 0 507.00 

159 8LO 69.ZO 96.50 3346.00 88.30 .10 127.08 60.90 26.JO 18.90 548.00 
160 BOI 11.20 96.30 3115.00 86.00 .10 ll0.76 69.50 28.60 22.40 613.00 
161 Bf<l 74.40 95.90 3'>58.00 90.90 1.20 175.53• •6.BO 3•.20 27.10 586.00• 
162 BRO 71.30 96030 3074.00 87.20 1.30 147.22 59.40 36020 25.20 481.00• 

"' 
163 BRO 58 .10 93.40 1528.00 78.50 3.40 125.22 34.90 17.70 14.70 485.00 

...., 164 BRY 59.50 97.40 2818.00 79.60 1.20 111.2 ... 54.50 23.50 22.90 536.00 
+:-- 165 CEO 72.60 96.00 3162.00 88.80 .60 163.42 67.70 25.so 18.00 606.00 

166 CHA 50.20 96.20 3393.00 86.50 .so 177.59 70.00 35.10 22.90 464.00 
167 COL 59.00 97.60 3264.00 86.20 .so 171.72• 68.20 22.so JB.80 410.0D 
168 OAN 73.30 95.80 3566.00 89.tO 1.10 175.53• SS.30 31.10 2'5. 9 0 603.00• 

169 OEC 12.20 95.70 3357.00 0 .... 10 .00 142.56 53.00 3lo40 19.30 575.00 
170 DUB 69.40 •H.30 2111.00 91.60 .10 70.10 54.60 16.60 13.20 515.00 
171 OUR 65.30 97020 3000.00 76.10 1.30 103.07 50.00 25.30 24.30 545.00 
172 FAL 74.20 95.20 2850.00 86.60 1.30 94.0" 31.90 20.20 19.40 481.00• 
173 FAR 6!>.80 95.40 2938.00 91.70 .10 199.92 63.90 22.60 21.80 610.00 
174 FIT 71.90 95.80 3142.00 87.60 .90 129.82 49.20 31.so 21.20 481.00• 
175 FOR 63.70 95.20 2204.00 a2.20 1.40 93.58 41.90 22.10 15.70 633.00 
176 GAD 61 .40 92.70 2i.02.oo 79.50 1.40 85.33 40.80 23.80 16.50 667.00 
177 GAI 60.30 96.60 2915.00 75.90 1.30 l 63." l" 59.80 21.00 23.30 588.oo 
178 GAL 66.70 96.30 2943.00 81. 30 1.00 157.70 45.90 31.00 22.90 550.00 

119 GRE 59.60 93.50 2803.00 !IS.90 .40 141.39 65.30 3". 70 21.50 639.00 
180 GRE 68.20 96.00 2829.00 91.00 .10 l2S.94 58.40 29.10 23.20 474.00 
181 .JAC 65.50 94 .... 0 3286.00 87.•0 2.20 170.95 52.20 27.30 19.00 526.00 
182 KEN 70.10 95.70 3037.00 88.30 .so 151.79 48.80 32.50 23.50 493.00 
183 LAC 68.10 94.30 2840.00 87 .40 .10 226.68. 60.00 27.30 23.50 489.00 
184 lAt 60.90 95.90 2468.00 82.40 l .10 138.33 48.30 19.70 15.oo 603.00• 
185 LAF 63.90 96.60 3273.00 88.70 .50 145.13 67.70 22.60 18.80 501.00 
186 LAK l'>0.70 94.30 2441.00 81.bO 1. l 0 138.32 46.30 25.60 18.20 603.00• 
187 LAR S2.60 93.20 1498.00 bo.i.o 3.50 110.31 32.10 21.40 12.20 533.00 
188 LAii 37.10 93.00 2423.00 75.80 .90 111.65 62.10 .31. JO 20.20 495.00 

189 LEll 75.60 95.50 2606.00 84.00 1.30 hl.02 42.90 21 .so 16.90 481.oo• 
190 LEX 1>6.40 96.90 3201.00 78.60 l.20 IOJ.25 "'0. l 0 25.20 20.10 562.00 
191 LIM 69.10 95.90 2946.00 88.2'0 .so lll.44 53.60 24.60 l 7. 90 597.00 
192 LIN 73.60 97.10 3286.00 87.10 .10 138.99 71.90 24.50 20.so 574.00 
193 LUB 63.10 96.40 2753.00 112.20 .90 112.23 55.10 23.10 20.10 619.00 
194 LYN 61:!. 00 97.70 2794.00 78.50 2.60 11)5.04 41.00 24.60 lo.90 5?4.00 
195 "AN 73.00 96.80 2995.00 l!S.90 1.20 124.66 49.40 }9.'50 I '>.90 ~RI.DO• 
196 MAN 68.80 96.10 3076.00 b6.40 .110 125. 5; <;1.20 21>. OU 19.HO 5c:,5.oo 
197 MCA 57.30 94.}0 1479.00 81.60 3.80 128.71 10.30 l 4. oil l I • 7 O 49).00 
198 "El> 12.10 <iS.70 3e9o.oo 116. l 0 l • <' 0 ""'" • l '.:, 4::.. 7 0 JJ.,>O ;>4. 7 0 553.00• 



TABLE C-5 (Continued) 

X of 7. Of 7. of f'emaleo 

X of X of Persons Males, 16-64 16 - 64 

Children Married Per Capita 25+, Lesa Than Lesa Than 

Labor Force X of Mean Income Under 18 Couples Local Gov' t Completed 15 yrs School 15 yu School Motor Vebicte 

Participation Labor Force Per Family Living With Without Own Expend. on 4 yrs High But Vocational But Voca Uonal Regittratioa/ 

Rate ('£) Employed Member Both Parents Household Education School or Hore Training Training l,000 pop. 

IAl IA2 IAJ IA4 IA5 lJll 182 lBJa 183b lCla 

199 MIO 69.20 96.50 3407.00 85.60 loOO 159.36 66.60 26. l ·l 24020 723.00 
zoo MOO 63.ZO 90.60 28S6.00 Sl.10 1.10 118.34• 50.40 24 .10 17.70 667.00 
201 MON 62.70 94.60 2360.00 72.70 1.70 135.41 47.SO 25.30 ie.00 603.00• 
202 MUN 65.00 95.00 3150.00 1!5.00 .10 117.32 <;2.00 26.00 10.00 536.00 
203 MUS 67.40 93.30 2856.00 84.00 .90 201.41 46.50 28.00 22.10 513.00 
204 NAS 73.70 97.20 3176. 00 89.00 .eo 179.53• 57.20 31.00 20.60 481.00• 
205 NEii 12.20 94.90 2623.00 83.00 1. 60 101.68 33.70 28.80 21. IO 481.00• 
206 NEW 73.30 96.00 3495.00 87.80 1.20 142.93 46.50 32.50 23.10 586.00• 
207 NOR 73.60 97.30 4923.00 75.90 1.40 230.06 65.50 33.40 29.80 603.00. 
208 ODE 67.90 95.70 2861.00 83.80 1.00 165.95 52.40 22.40 22.50 121.00 

209 OGO 70.80 94.00 2956.00 86.80 .60 164.70 64.80 33.10 23·60 656.00 
210 01<E 66.90 95.10 2632.00 65.10 .90 160.15• 46.90 23.70 17.30 606.00 
Zll PET 54.30 97.00 2660.00 75.20 2.20 163.4S• 42.80 26.00 14. 90 430.00 
212 PIN 60.40 93.SO 2199.00 72.90 1.10 92.9S 43.90 20.60 16.10 475.00 

N 213 PIT 71.l 0 95.90 32SO.OO 67.SO .00 143.60 60.60 32.50 25050 "81.00• 
--.J 214 POR 12.00 96.60 3005.00 S3.80 1.20 l20 07Z 65.60 21.40 lS.40 481.00• lJ1 

215 PRO '59.00 93.30 2305.00 S9.20 .so 176.07 72. 70 24.50 18.90 578.00 
216 PUE 53.80 94 .10 2523.00 83.10 1.10 l42.l6 51.20 23.30 19.30 620.00 
217 RAC Tu.so 95.40 3240.00 87.40 .10 161.80 s2.10 31.80 23·60 47S.OO 
218 REN 74.00 93.80 3602.00 81.10 090 161.20 68.70 33.90 28.20 773.00 

219 ROA 69.40 97.70 3041.00 81. 7 0 1.60 111. 38 52.20 2 ... 90 le.oo 589.00 
220 ROC 75.00 96.60 3226.00 91. 40 .30 235.5 ... 10.20 26.70 23.70 56S.OO 
221 STJ 54.80 96.10 2738.00 SJ.BO .00 108.10 SO.JO 31.00 23.20 539.00 
222 SAL 64.80 93.JO 2S97.00 S3.20 .eo 174.61 60.60 2S.60 21.60 615.00• 
223 SAN 64.30 96.20 2641.00 a1.20 1.10 163.05 4S.60 29.10 19.30 65S.OO 
22 .. SAV 61.60 95.70 2612.00 12.10 1.so 101.82 4S.20 27.l 0 zz.zo 512.00 
225 SHE 66.70 97.40 2674.00 62.bO 1.so 177.24• 47.30 29.30 20.90 6&3.00 
226 510 69.70 95.60 2826.00 87.00 .so 121.96 58.70 23.90 18.80 600.00 
227 510 12.20 95.BO 2776.00 88.10 .so 138.50 62.50 25.30 21·50 61 ... 00 
228 SPR 1,..50 97.00 3361.00 86.30 .so 100.82 56.60 31.00 22.10 581.00 

229 SPR 56.80 95.90 2S38.00 83.bO .70 123.07 58.40 26.30 17.20 580.00 
230 SPR 66.30 96. l 0 3077.00 85.30 1.00 120.52 50.80 28.70 19.SO 568.00 
231 STE 60.00 96.30 2666.00 67.30 1.50 103.33 45.50 24.00 16.60 497.00 
232 Toll 66.20 97.00 3065.00 76.20 1.00 158.44 64.50 26.60 22.10 447.00 
233 TER 65.70 95.80 2692.00 85.00 1.00 126.74 50.00 25.60 16.10 559.00 
23 .. TEX 67.20 94.50 2467.00 78.10 1.60 140.28 44,40 21.30 11.eo 616.00 
235 TOP 67.40 97.30 3128.()0 64.BO 090 153.72 &4.60 36.90 24.60 637.00 
236 rus 56.20 96.00 2429.00 73.30 1.so 93.0l 44.80 21.10 l S. l 0 512.00 
237 TYL 70.20 96.40 2793.00 80.60 1.00 138. 97 50.60 23.10 20.00 640.00 
238 VIN 70 ·" 0 94.30 2910.00 78.70 lo60 lb6.l4. 40,00 27.SO 20.10 481.00• 

239 1<AC 67.00 95.90 2610.00 71.bO 1.20 105,84 45.10 26.50 20.40 611.00 
240 llAT 69.20 94.00 3045.00 86.20 .90 128.04 62.40 23.JO 16.70 s<iz.oo 
241 1<HE 63.30 95.80 2747.00 87 ol 0 1.30 93.30 45,00 26.1,0 17.70 482.00 
242 w!C 55.10 96.00 2811.00 81. 90 1 .1 0 '16.99 '14.40 29.80 22.30 645.00 
243 w 1 L 65.bO 'l6.70 2sso.oo TS.YO 1.90 119. &2 45.50 23.~0 I':>. 30 594.00 



TABLE C-5 (Continued) 

Negro to Negro Males 
7. of 7. Pop. Total Pop. Negro to To Total 

Households Local Sunday under S Median Total Pop. Males 

Motorcycle With One Ne'lfspaper 7. Occupied Local Radio Population and 65+ Family Professional Unemployment 
Registrations/ or More Circ./ Housing Stations/ Density in Central Income Adj. Emp. Adj. Rate Adj. 

l,Ootl pop. Automobiles 1,000 pop. With TV 1,000 pop. In SMSA City For Education For Education For Education 
IC lb IClc IC2a IC2b IC2c IC3a IC3b IIAl IIA2 IIA3 

us 16.00 a2.50 243.00 95.50 .03 300.00 18.30 • 18 .01 2.08 

149 ABI 16.00 91.30 620.00 9S.80 i.15 61.00 11.00 .7S .03 3.61 
150 ALB 14 .oo 81.30 492.00 94.40 3.33 277.00 11.10 .86 .33 2.92 
151 ALT 12.00 83.10 sn.oo 96.80 3.70 Z!>5.00 22.60 .90 .01 3. lS 
1S2 AHA 27.00 92.00 600.00 96.70 3.47 ao.oo 17.20 .11 .03 1.39 
IS3 ANO 20.00 89.00 314.00 97.20 lo44 306.00 18.90 .89 .02 2.67 
154 ASH is.co !!2.20 1248.00 92.90 3.44 z21.oo 21.40 .13 .01 z.32 
lSS ATL 1 o. oo• 72.40 1363.00 96.40 .57 308.00 31.20 .79 .12 2.00 
156 BAY 30.00 89.80 917.00 98.40 3 ... 1 2o3.oo 19.70 .75 .01 lo 67 
157 RIL 39.00" 90.JO 907.00 95.10 6.89 33.00 16.10 1.00• • 01 1 • 0 0 • 
158 BIL 14.00· 86.60 899.00 94.20 .74 230.00 14.60 .79 .12 2. 7Z 

159 BLO 17 .oo 88.90 1143.00 95.60 1.92 89.00 20.40 .66 .01 .37 
160 BOI 52.00 91.40 826.00 96.40 a.03 108.00 18.50 1 • 0 O• .at l.oo• 
161 FH!I 10.00• 90.60 317.00 98.70 1.51 1349.00 11.00 1.oz .01 2.56 N 162 BRO 10.00• 86.60 637.00 98.20 1.57 1170.00 21.40 .a1 .01 2.aa ....... 

C'\ 163 BRO 10.00 so.so 268.00 88.70 .11 157.00 18.80 1.00• 1.00• i.oo• 
164 BRY 16.00 88.50 388.00 92.20 6.89 99. 00 19.20 .1s .04 2.90 
16S CEO 23.00 88.70 742.00 97.00 4o90 22a.oo 18.90 .1a .01 2.12 
166 CHA 20.00 89.50 1238.00 93.80 2.45 lo3.oo 13.30 .13 .03 2.13 
167 COL 32.00• 87.30 406.00 94050 7.40 118.00 13.20 .79 .03 3.114 
l6B DAN lo.co• 90.60 635.00 97.00 5.06 77S.oo 18.80 .78 .oz 1.2S 

169 DEC 18.00 86.00 578.00 96.10 lo60 216.00 20.so .as .03 2.11 
170 DUB 25.oo 85.90 681.00 97.20 5.1o9 llo8.00 20.60 1.00• l • 00. l • 00 • 
171 OUR 17.0Q• 83.50 546.00 93.20 1.57 274.00 17.00 .86 o 16 2.00 
172 f"AL 10.00• 11.20 440.00 98.30 2.33 1051.00 22.20 1.00• 1. 00. l.OO• 
173 f olR 91o.OO 88.00 1111.00 95.60 5.83 loJ.00 11.1oo 1.00• 1. 00. 3.S4 
174 F'IT 10.00• 84.30 476.00 98.00 2.06 581.00 20.60 .93 .01 1.62 
175 l'"OR 11.00 81.70 s12.oo 92.60 .62 47.00 19.80 .68 .04 l. 82 
176 GAO 14.QO as.so 468.00 95.40 4.25 170.00 18.30 .79 .10 1.97 
177 GA I 29.00 88.oo 367.00 89.lO 3.80 114.00 13.20 • 78 .01 2.21o 
178 GAL 16.00 9s.20 436.00 9S.40 1.17 426.00 19.10 .68 .10 1.86 

179 GRE 39. 00. 89.20 777.00 96.00 7.31 31.00 17 .60 .56 • 01 1. 0 0 • 
180 GRE 14.00 90.70 695.00 98.50 3.16 302.00 19.00 l.OO• 1.00• 1.00• 
181 JAC 24.00 90.60 887.00 9T.40 1.39 205. 0{) 22.30 .80 .03 2.6S 
182 KEN 13.00 88.50 370.00 97.90 2.54 434.00 19.10 .87 .01 l.61 
183 LAC 12.00 as. oo 708.00 97.SO 3.75 178.00 19.SO 2.00• l.oo• 2.00• 
184 LAI" 18.00• 88.00 377.00 96.20 2.12 388.00 15.30 .97 .16 3.92 
185 LAF 19.00 88.80 1007.00 94.70 3.66 219.00 19.40 .as .01 l. 37 
186 LAK 18.oo• &6.90 460.00 96.SO ~.75 132.00 16.20 .86 .14 2.61 
187 LAR 15.00 7'+.70 262.00 91.60 1.36 22. 00 19.40 l.OO• 1. 00 • l.oo• 
188 LAW 23.00 r,J l. 00 357.00 95.30 2.17 100.00 lS.60 • 7S .06 l. 80 

189 LEll 10.00. 76.30 770.00 97.00 S.47 h04.00 21.50 1.oo• l.oo• 1. 0 0 • 
190 LEX 14.00 1!4. 4 0 692.00 95.80 4.59 623.00 17. 00 .68 • O'> 1.10 
191 LIM 16.00 89.40 &01.00 97.40 2.33 131.00 21.20 .91 .02 3.05 
192 LIN 23.00 118.10 410.00 95.40 4.76 199.00 17.70 • 72 .01 2.41 
193 LUB 23.00 92. 00 476.00 96.00 3.3S 201.00 )5.30 .74 .os 2.15 
194 LYN 17. 00. ao.20 596.00 94. 70 J.25 l<>l.00 19.30 .RS • l 0 3. 1 c;, 
195 HAr. 10.00• 78.50 628.00 96.llO 3.70 1112.00 21.00 1.00• .01 1.00• 
196 MAN 21.00 &A.20 a:n.oo 96.40 .76 21>2.00 19.30 .91 .03 3.lZ 
\CH MCA a.oo 8).40 466.00 90.20 .54 1111.00 19.00 1.00• I. 0 0 • l.OO• I 9!! MU> 10.00• ~4. l.O 379.00 ,,, ~.,.. e,.. 1c. .... '!_I .fl" ..... 



TABLE C-5 (Continued) 

Negro to Negro Males 

1. of 1. Pop. Total Pop. Negro to To Total 

Households Local Sunday under 5 Median Total Pop. Males 

Motorcycle With One Newspaper l. Occupied Local RBdio Population and 65+ l'amlly Professlonal Unemployment 

Registrations/ or More Circ./ Housing Stations/ Density in Central Income Adj. Ernp. Adj. Rate Adj. 

l,000 pop. Automobiles 1,000 pop. With Tll 1,000 pop. In SHSA City For Education For Education For Education 

IClb !Cle IC2a IC2b IC2c IC3a IC3b IIAl l!A2 IIAJ 

199 '!ID 23.00 93.so 341.00 '.16.40 7.69 10.00 13.60 ,61 .OJ 4.41 

200 MOO 33.00 89.30 843.00 94.70 4.10 129.00 18.70 .~9 • 0 I 5.45 

201 MON 18.00 82.50 830.00 95.20 1.73 181.00 19.50 .11 .20 l. 62 

202 l'UN 16.oo• as.so 519.00 96.30 2.32 326.00 17.80 ,88 .02 2. 9<. 
203 MUS 28.00 tl9. l 0 1158.00 97 ... 0 2.54 314.00 21.50 ,95 .os l. 96 
204 NAS 10.00· 84.40 365.00 98.60 2.9t! 1093.00 19.10 l. 0 0. • 0 l I. 0 O • 
205 NEW 10.00• 75.30 690.00 97. 1 0 2.61 1076.00 22.40 .68 .O? 1. 66 
206 N(W lo.oo• 85.10 402.00 97. I 0 o.oo 1674.00 [8.80 .82 • 0 l 2.01 
207 NOH lo.oo• 91.20 29<..00 97.90 1.66 17'>8.00 17.60 .69 .03 l.79 
208 DUE 23.00 94 .20 469.00 95.90 5.43 101.00 14.00 .69 .06 I." 0 

209 OGD 40.00 90.00 629.00 96.80 3.96 ;>J7.00 20.00 .77 • 0 l 2.93 
210 DwE 14. 00 85.60 534.00 97.30 1. 26 172.00 19.20 .74 • 0 l 2.90 
211 PET 17.oo• 02.00 620.00 95.90 2.32 159.00 19.20 .96 • 2 .. 2.38 

N 212 PIN 11.00 75.90 383.00 93. 0 0 3.52 98.00 19.80 .73 .35 2.52 
..... 21J PIT 10.00• f!4.l0 1691.00 96.90 5.00 570,00 ;>O. 00 • 71 • 0 l .75 
....... 214 POR 10.00• ao.oo 1752.00 96.4 0 5.63 591.00 22.80 1.00• .01 10.94 

215 PRO 31.00 93.20 342.00 93.50 2.17 68.00 }4.70 l. 00. l. 00. •• 00. 
216 PUE 29.00 ab.SO "79.00 96.10 5.08 49.00 18.QO .94 .01 2.20 
217 RAC 11.00 87.80 427.00 97 .4 0 .58 507.00 19.80 .84 .02 2.75 
218 REN 4S.oo 88.70 479.00 92-60 8.26 19.00 16.70 .67 .02 1.20 

219 ROA 17.00• 83.50 1189.00 96.70 2.76 ">71,00 21.10 .so .06 1.92 
<'20 ROC 26.00 89.IO !>20.00 <JS.BO 3.57 1?8.00 19.20 1.00• • 01 1. 00 • 
221 STJ 32. 0 0. 80.30 112.00 96.70 4,59 215.00 23.50 .9b .02 1. 73 
222 SAL 31.00 88040 576.00 94.30 1.06 98.00 19.90 .82 .01 3.07 
223 SAN 19.00 90.20 672.00 95.00 7.04 47,00 1 !'. 70 .ao .04 3.26 
22• SAV 13.00 10.00 601.00 94.4 0 4.25 422.00 !8.60 .78 .23 2.68 
225 SHE 25.00 as.10 602.00 95.4 0 3.61 89.00 19.80 .87 .04 2.Sb 
226 SIO 24. 00 84.70 6b4. 00 97.50 3.44 103.00 20.ao .11 .01 2.32 
227 SIO 22.00 89.00 745.00 96.8 0 10.52 117.00 18.40 i.oo• • 0 I 3.42 
228 SPR 18.00 as.so 779. 0 0 95.JO 2.48 184.00 21. 00 .73 .02 2.20 

229 SPR 32.00• l;lb.30 !>25.00 95.30 5.22 22!>.00 19.60 .79 • 0 l l ... a 
230 SPR 11.00 ee.60 541.00 97.4 0 1.92 391. 0 0 20.90 .89 .07 2.17 
231 STE 18.00 83.70 1015.00 97.50 1. 20 2d5.00 20.00 .80 .02 2.54 
232 TAL 15.00 87.50 476.00 90.80 4,85 154.00 J 3. Io .12 • 16 2.6J 
233 HR 19.00 83.40 645.00 96.10 4.00 117.00 21.00 .ao • 0 l 2.21 
234 TO. lb.00 01.50 1022.00 95.00 1.98 b7.00 22.60 .79 • If> 2.95 
235 TOP 28.QO 88.20 572.00 96.80 4.51 2"'3.00 19.70 .74 .04 2.97 
236 TUS 16.00 112.20 387.00 92.80 2.50 lP.00 16.10 .73 .15 2.s2 
237 TYL 15.00 !!6.00 !>24.00 94.90 3.09 104.00 18.80 • 74 • l 7 1.95 
238 VIN 10.00• 85 .10 336.00 97.00 .82 ?43.00 19. 1 0 ,RJ .05 2.26 

239 WAC 11.00 &6.JO 546.00 96.00 4.0R I 41!. 0 0 20.00 .68 • 12 2.26 
240 wAT 27.00 89.50 734,00 97.40 J.oo ;>)4,00 19.60 .112 .02 2.92 
241 ltH[ 15.00 78.90 IZ98.00 97.ZO J.Z7 194,00 ?.l.90 .7J • 0 I 2. 4 3 
242 wIC 18.00 11'1 .70 4!!J. 00 96.40 3.17 "". 00 1h.90 J.39 • I~ 2.6<! 
243 "ll 11.00• R2.20 7tl9.00 93.80 4.67 103.00 \ 8. '>O • 71 • l '> 2.01 



TABLE c-s (Continued) 

Negro Fe111ales 
To Total Male to Male to Cent1'al 'Z. Occupied 
Females Female Female 7. Working City & 'Z. Families :'. Occupied Rousing 'With 

Unemp loyuient: Unemployment Professional Outside Suburban Rousing With Income Rousing 1.0l or More 'Z. Occupied 

Rate Adj. Rate Adj. Emp. Adj. County of Inc01De Segregation Above Poverty With Persona Housing With 

For Education For Education For Education Residence Dist. Index Level Plumbing Per Room Telephone 

IlA4 Illll IIll2 llCl IIC2 IIC3 IIIAl llIA2 IIIA3 IIIA4 

us l.79 .75 1.49 17.80 .06 .21 89.30 94.50 8.20 87.30 

149 ABI 2.'>6 .52 1.16 5.50 -.02 .01 86.70 97.8!> 7.90 85.90 
lSO ALB 2.oe .42 .92 4.00 .02 .01 el .40 91.80 13.70 81.10 
lSl ALT .39 1.09 lo 14 5.20 .02 .72 91.60 94.80 4o60 92.70 
152 AMA 1.45 .64 lo38 31.30 -.02 .13 90.90 99.10 1.10 87.90 
153 ANO 2.e9 ,46 1.41 12.00 -.02 .94 93.80 97.30 6.SO 91.20 
154 ASH 1.17 .64 1.21 4. 00 -.09 1.11 86.50 92.00 1.10 83.60 
155 ATL 1.32 .69 l .34 14.60 .oe 1.s5 90.10 97.60 5,30 88.90 
156 BAY 4 ,43 .es },47 21.10 o.oo lo38 93.40 96.50 7.90 93.10 
157 BIL 1.00• .73 1.23 2.20 -.08 ,39 90.60 9&.70 6070 89.70 
15B BIL 1.57 .• 52 1.26 5.40 -.06 .01 112.70 9S.30 11.00 76.9C. 

159 BLO l.9S 1.00 1.33 6.90 -.04 .10 93.80 96,40 4.80 92.10 
160 BOI 6.92 .78 1.78 4.40 -.06 .so 91.40 9B.5.0 5.10 90.70 
161 BRI 1.00• .64 1.54 13.80 -.02 .20 96.10 98.40 7,90 95.60 
162 BRO 2.47 .ea 1.s5 37.80 o.oo .42 94.80 97.50 1.00 93.60 
163 BRO ,93 .81 .81 4.00 -.02 .63 61,50 78.70 28.70 64.90 
164 BRY 2.23 .56 2.20 4.50 -.04 .02 83.40 92.20 e.ao Bl.DO 
165 CED 1.19 .46 l. 71 3.50 -.06 ,46 94.30 96.40 6,30 94,70 

...., 166 CHA 1.eo .64 1.11 3.10 -.06 2.13 92.80 96.90 5.30 94.10 

...... 167 COL 4 .14 1.03 1.so 9,00 -.04 .40 91.30 94.80 5.70 88.70 
CX> 168 DAN }.31 1.03 1.79 9.eo .04 .ss 9S,40 98.50 6.30 9S.70 

169 DEC 2.00 ,52 1.30 4.70 -.04 .37 93.20 95.00 6.90 92.10 
170 DUB 1.00. .63 1.07 3.10 -.08 ,45 92.40 9S.80 11.70 95.60 
171 DUR 1.95 .as 1.34 16.40 .02 .40 87.70 93.90 7.40 ea.so 
172 FAL 1.00• 1.66 1.14 19.10 .as ,55 91.10 96.20 6.70 91.70 
173 FAR l oOO • 1.oa 1. 34 18.90 -.06 .so 92.70 94.10 7.40 94.70 
174 FIT 1.00• ,67 l.47 11.20 o.oo .23 93.70 96.70 1.10 93.00 
175 FOR 1.21 .12 .53 21.10 -.22 .81 80.30 89.10 9.90 74.70 
176 GAO 2.16 .so .95 10.00 -.06 ·" 1 82.60 90.20 7.40 84.40 
177 GAI 1.69 .64 1.49 s.oo o.oo .os 84.70 92.20 7.90 83.50 
178 GAL 1.96 .69 1.49 15.30 .04 .34 88.90 97.00 9.60 84.80 

179 GRE 1.76 .66 1.20 2.20 -.10 ,59 91.70 95.60 8.10 89.30 
180 GRE l.OO• .S7 1.31 4.90 o.oo o6B 93,90 96.40 9.90 96.00 
181 JAC 1.sa .82 1.63 9.30 o.oo 1.38 93.40 96,30 6.70 92.20 
1B2 KEN 1.73 .61 1.39 26.20 .02 .so 94,30 97.70 a.ao 93.00 
183 LAC 1.00• .B2 1.21 4.90 -.02 ,54 93.50 96.40 c;.90 93.90 
184 LAF 2.02 .60 1.54 6.30 .06 .13 80.70 93.10 15.10 87.40 
185 LAF l.81 .64 l.77 6.)0 -.10 .18 93.90 97.60 6.SO 90.50 
186 LAI< 2.42 .82 1.16 6.20 -.06 .44 BJ.SO 95.30 12.40 86.00 
187 LAR l.00 .81 .11 2.70 .04 .os 61.60 83.30 31.40 71.70 
lBB LAW 1.62 .45 .94 2.00 .02 .os 85.70 98.30 8.70 a5.1oo 

189 LEW 1.00. .91 i.01 9.60 o.oo o.oo 91.60 95.30 6.80 115.90 
190 LEX 2. l 4 .62 1.43 5.30 .oa .38 90,30 96.90 1.20 114.40 
191 LIM 2.0a .60 1.29 1a.10 o.oo 1.82 92.80 95.70 1.00 90.40 
192 LIN 2.10 .76 1.43 4.00 -.02 • 12 94.10 97.90 4.20 94.20 
193 LU8 l .53 062 1.26 3.10 -.06 .02 86.60 98.90 11.40 114.90 
194 LYN 2.33 .75 l .43 33.30 -.10 .09 69.10 88.50 1.ao 84.50 
195 MAN loOO• .96 1.30 10;50 o.oo .21 93.20 97 .oo 6080 e0.10 
196 MAN 2.96 .66 1. 48 6.20 -.02 1.10 92.90 96.10 6040 90.60 
197 MCA 1.00• .65 .84 3.80 -.12 .?7 58.00 74.90 33.00 63.90 
198 M~R S.24 .a2 l. 46 19.10 o.oo o.oo 95.20 97.90 6.90 93.50 



TABLE C-5 (Continued) 

Negro Females 

To Total Male to Male to Central 7, Occupied 

Females Fe:nale Female 7. Working City & 7. Families 1. Occupied Housing ·with 

Unecrployment Unemployment Professional Outside Suburban Housing With Income Housing 1. 01 or Hore 7. Occupied 

Rate Adj. Rate Adj. Emp. Adj. County of Income Segregation Above Poverty With Persons Hou•ing With 

For Education For Education For Education Residence Dist. Index Level Plumbing Per Room Telephone 

IIA4 II Bl UBZ II Cl _gg__ IIC3 Il1Al IIIAZ IIIA3 IIIA4 

199 HID 1.96 .46 2.43 s.so -.04 .oe 90.20 99.30 e.eo 90.00 

200 HOD 2.19 .62 l.ls a.so -.10 .56 BS.~o 99.00 9.10 B7 ... 0 

201 MON l.Bl .7B 1.13 4.20 o.oo .46 79.20 B9.70 11.90 84.80 

202 MUN 1.39 .48 1.34 9.40 .06 .67 92.70 96.90 1.10 se.eo 

203 HUS 2.16 .64 1.44 6.00 .04 1. 38 92.20 97.60 9.20 90.90 

204 NAS 4.99 .63 z.os 13.60 -.02 .20 95.50 97.70 7,60 90.10 

205 NOi l.92 1.21 1.14 7.90 .10 .13 89.90 '11).30 5,l)O 'IQ.Ml 

Z06 NEW 1.08 ·.eo l. '<3 e.30 o.oo .31 95.ZO 97.bO 1.00 93,50 

Z07 NOR 1.53 ,95 l.7B 14.20 .z4 ,37 95,60 98 • l O· 5,30 95 .• 50 

zoa ODE 1.65 .• 61 l.Z5 1.zo -.oz .lB '10.10 99.20 11.Bo 85.60 

20'1 OGD l.ZB .02 1.37 24.90 o.oo .82 9Z.60 97,90 8,40 92.30 

210 OWE 1.52 .59 1.26 10.10 -.10 .58 eB.10 92.'<0 10.40 85.60 

211 PET 1.77 .49 1.19 42.40 -.o• .23 8B.30 89,60 10.30 so.so 

212 PIN 1.87 .65 1.09 5.20 -.10 .02 11.00 83.40 12.50 77 .20 

Zl3 PIT 1.05 .64 l.Bo 2.20 o.oo .40 '14 .60 97 .60 4.70 94.90 

214 PDR 1.00• .74 1.09 3.so .00 1.19 92.60 95.30 5.60 90.20 

215 PRO l. 00. .96 l.88 10.10 -.02 .so 88.30 99.40 12.10 93.20 

216 PUE .64 .ee 1.14 3.70 -.04 .22 BB.BO 96.10 11.50 87.50 
N 217 RAC 2.70 .61 l.So 16.80 .02 ,64 94,40 97.30 6.10 93.BO 
...... 218 REN 1.z4 .95 1.34 3.20 -.04 .66 94.10 96.70 6.30 84.40 
\D 

Z19 ROA 1.54 .59 l•Z6 43.70 .04 .69 91.40 96.50 4,70 89.20 

220 ROC l. 00 • 1.10 J.JB J.90 -.oe ,54 94.60 96.30 6.20 94.90 

221 ST.J .92 .67 J.14 6.30 .02 .19 90.50 94.50 7.40 90.30 

222 SAL 1.00 • .74 1.32 16.90 -.06 1.05 90.10 96.10 5.70 99.ZO 

223 SAN 2.0• .5B 1.08 2.60 o.oo .11 85.40 96.60 9.40 Bl.Jo 

224 SAV 2.11 .52 ,96 2.50 .oe • 34 8J.10 93.70 9.60 BJ.40 

225 SHE l. 74 .&l 1.50 6.30 -.08 .32 87.90 95.&0 6,80 B3.90 

226 SlO 1. 77 .55 .97 10.Bo -.06 .35 90.Bo 95.60 7.30 ~l .90 

227 SIO 2.10 .11 1.11 2.BO -.oB .3J 91.BO 96.10 1.10 9J.10 

Z28 SPR z.02 1.21 l.48 6.10 -.oz .SJ 93.30 96.JO 1.00 91.50 

229 SPR .a• .62 1.15 3.50 -.06 .27 B9.70 95.BO 6.20 89.60 
230 SPR 1.49 ,57 1.42 23.SO .06 .90 92.70 96.20 6.30 91.70 
231 STE 2.00 • 71 1.27 20.50 -.oe 1.04 92.10 94.60 1.10 90.70 

ZJ2 TAL 2.•1 .10 1.50 4.10 -.oz .oz 86.30 91.20 1.10 02.20 
2JJ TER 2.26 .87 1.1a J6.90 o.oo 1.00 90,50 88.90 6.BO B7.20 

234 TEX 2 .12 .so 1.15 21.00 -.04 .15 84.00 89.20 9.50 78.90 
235 TOP 1.66 .86 1.30 2.40 -.04 .13 93.10 97.70 s.so 92.50 
236 TUS 1.94 .72 1.19 5.20 -.00 .01 00.10 88.50 9.00 02.50 
237 TYL 1.27 .J4 1.J7 6.00 -.16 .13 87.10 91.40 8.90 B3.10 

238 Vl'I 2.11 ,49 1.os 12.20 -.04 .20 90.80 95.50 7.60 89.SO 

Z39 -.AC l.B9 .110 1.11 3.80 .02 .29 0s.20 96 ... 0 1.00 65.30 
240 WAT 2.2B .02 1.20 3.20 -.o .. .52 92.70 96.60 1.10 9"·40 
241 WH[ 1.99 .87 1.16 29.30 -.06 .'lo R9.BO 92.60 6.50 88.70 
242 WIC I• 8" .S'I 1.24 3.30 -.04 .Jl '!9.l 0 98.20 1.00 BB.10 
Z4J W!L 1.76 .51 J.16 11.l 0 o.oo .43 BJ.BO 9Z.!>O 13.l 0 00.20 



TABLE C-5 (Continued) 

'Z workers 
Who Use Public Public !'llbl1c Hiles of Retail Selected Ho111pital 

Public Total Coat of Swimming Camping tennis Trails/ Trade Service Beds/ 
Transport Crime Rllte/ Living Pools/ Sites/ Courts/ 1,000 Es tab 11 shmenta/ Establishment1/100,ooo 

To Work too, ooo pop. Index 100,000 pop. LOO ,000 pop. 100,000 pop. pop. 1,000 pop. 1,000 pop. pop. 
IlIAS 1IlA6 1IIA7 lIIBla Il!Blb ll!Blc IlIBld 11183 1IIB4 III85 

us 8090 2829.SO 100.00 N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 8.68 s.as 1tl4e90 

149 AB! 2.20 1421.30 89.50 17 .so 12119.40 149.10 s.30 11.61 8.58 563.60 
lSO ALB 2.60 2468. 90. 103.70 44.40 45S.50 b6.60 SS.SO B.42 S.18 433.30 
151 ALT 4.20 1093.20 96. 80. 7.40 7.60 b.10 237.()0 9.27 5. "" 691.20 
152 Al'IA }.40 2972.90 91.20 21.10 2541. 60 32b.30 48.60 12.37 10,07 5S5.90 
153 AND 2.00 1567.90 86.60. 21.10 144,90 65.20 5,30 8.)2 6.09 442.60 
154 ASH 4.50 1892020 93.20 21.so 1055.10 48.20 13.70 0.90 5.97 804.70 
155 ATL 20.00 4372.50 120.60. s.80 297.10 57.10 120.00 13.89 8.94 350.00 
156 BAY .90 22sa.10 93.70• 5.ao 2435.80 59.80 a.so a.01 4.55 sn. 70 
157 fill 2.00 1926.70• 98.10 34.40 7.60 241.30 s. ::io 9. 21o b.()5 .. ~s. \() 
158 BIL 2.so 1502.00 100.30• 5.80 162.90 6.10 22.20 9,45 6. l 0 132'-.30 

159 BLO 2.eo 1799.70 107.10• 28,BO 1365.30 115.30 182.60 8.42 6.55 562.60 
160 HO! .60 2100.10 101.10 35.70 89.20 196.40 2b.70 9.85 7.79 493.10 
161 BR! .90 2253.50. 116.00• 166.60 3515.10 772.70 484.80 7.11 5.35• i.66.70• 
162 BRO 3.30 3391.40• 221.so• 10.so 43b.80 63.10 22b.30 7.79 4.79 238.80. ~ 163 BRO 2.00 2655.60. 89.10• 28.SO 7742.00 42.80 292.80 9.79 4.18 252.10 CXl 

0 164 BRY .90 2655.60. ea.00• 51.70 1982.70 120.bO 17.20 9.02 b.48• 200.00 
165 ce:r• 2.50 1401-50 107.60 5.80 1153.30 6.10 36.80 1.13 5. H:i 583.60 
166 CHA 3.30 2376.40 111.70• 30.60 7.60 233.10 5. 30 6.29 6.42 486.60 
167 COL 2.00 2654020• 99.10 24.60 12.30 74.00 111.10 7.41 5.42 970.70 
lb8 DAN 2.20 2964.50• 119.10• 25.30 50.60 430.30 1?6.SO 0. 34 • 5.35• 323.40. 

169 DEC 2.50 2011.00 102.50• 16.00 1352.00 25b.OO 328.00 7.74 6.47 678.10 
170 DUB ... 60 Ji.6l.3o• 100.00• 21.90 7.60 197. 80 175.80 8. 74 4.99 613.)0 
171 DUR 5.70 2605.50 95.60 31.50 5 76. 90 115.70 142.10 7.38 4. 63 1116.10 
172 FAL 3.50 3612.60• 109.90• 15.30• 373.50. 86.10• 261.90• 8.81 5,29 383.90• 
173 FAR 1. l 0 1781.bO 110.00 41.60 891.60 10:.8.30 125.00 9.05 5. 78 842.20 
l 74 FIT 3.60 3618.60. 106.30• 92.70 7.60 855.60 1072.10 8.68 5.2s 515.40• 
175 FOR l.oo 1069.AO 95.10 31.20 1975.00 87.SO 187.50 10.69 b.84 532.70 
176 GAD 1-70 1842.20. 94.00 36.60• 791.80• 117.60• 237.SO• 10.07 5.51 392.SO 
l 77 GAi l • 9 0 4392.30 102.30 19.00 7.60 ca.so 57.10 0.20 ... 00 961.40 
178 GAL .. • 10 3113.60 87.90• 29.40 500.00 76,40 5.8o 9. 39 5. 75 1102.40 

179 GRE .so 1926. 70. 111.10 48.70 426.bO 85.30 1512.10 8.13 5.09 766.70 
180 G~E 3.00 121.2.10 97.20 31. 60 7.60 21s.10 322.70 f:I. 75 4. l 7 572.90 
101 JAC le40 3135.30 95.50• 5.80 3000.00 104,AO 559.40 7.16 5.23 372.10 
182 KEN 1.90 3424.30 95.50• 5.80 423.70 6. I 0 121.10 8.54 3.95 465.20 
183 Ll'C 4.00 1703.10• 9<t,40 5.80 562?.oo !l7.50 62.50 l0.56 5,94 ~61.50 
I Bit LAf 3.00 2439.80 97.70 18. I 0 9.00 154.50 9.00 9.39 6.37 601.90 
105 LAf 1.60 14<32.00 100.60• 36.60 7.60 110.00 36.60 6.2 .. 5.30 57".BO 
186 LAK 2.40 2239.lO 95. 90 SS. I 0 7.60 68,90 5.30 8.75 5.33 523.00 
187 L.<>R 0.00 2655.60• 89.50 13.60 bl6.40 27. 30 5.30 A.93 J.63 320.50 
188 LAw 18.60 2835.60 98. 8 0. 21.10 37. 00 111.10 21.10 7,97 5.1 s 513.60 

189 LEW .:, • 30 1518. IO• 107.10• 5.eo 13,60 123.20 41.00 9.95 6.01 5S7.30 
190 LEX 5. 7 0 35131.50 98,70 51.70 7.60 172,40 5.30 7.61 5.92 6 71. 20 
191 UM l ·I 0 19S0.20 99.80° 17. so 7.60 99.40 5.80 q.22 6.42 S05.oo 
192 LIN 3.10 2136.50 96.20 5.HO 3120.20 6.JO 5.JO 7.54 6. 08 640.20 
193 LUA .90 3352.50 95.60 33.50 754 .J 0 162.00 :iJ.so 10.37 7.49 398,QO 
194 Ly"' s.ao 1357.SO ~9.60• lb.20 "61. 4 Q 6':19. l C) ">c.,qo 7.78 ~.23 399.20 
195 MAN s. C/(J 1443.20• I 05. Io 74.00 7. 6(1 I d5. IO 1111.JO 9.20 7, 03 S65.40• I '16 "4AN 2.60 18?9.'IO 100.80• 15.30 7.60 1119.20 a. oo A.28 6.0? 517.70 
197 "4CA 1.20 12" 3. f, 0 !JA,70• 27.40 ?.141<. JO 71>. 90 I f'h. RO 9.3A 4.70 210.60 )'IM Mf R 3. l 0 21'14},)Q• 11•.'>0• 15.70 (!44h,40 H'o.oo 4(,4,20 fj. 61 4~91 •77.50• 



TABLE C-5 (Continued) 

7. Workers 
Who Use Public Publlc Public Hlles of Retail Selected Hospital 

Public Total Cost of Swimming Camping Tennis Trails/ Trade Service Beds/ 

Transport Crime Rate/ Living Pools/ Sites/ Courts/ l,000 Establlshments/ Establlshments/100,000 
To Work 100,000 pop. Index !00, 000 pop. 100,000 pop. 100,000 pop. pop. 1,000 pop. 1,000 pop. pop. 

IIIA5 IIIA6 __ll!AL II!Bla III Bib IIlBlc II rn ld !!!BJ HIM !Il85 

199 MID lolO 2655.60• 68.20• 61. 50 1015.30 184.60 5.JO 10.06 9.75 361.20 
200 MOD .JO 3905.00 95.IO• 10.20 1153.80 10.20 ?.5.60 9. 77 5.79 534.90 
201 "40N 3.90 1455.70 91.40• 26.00 60.80 86.90 34.70 9. 77 5.30 555.60 
202 MUN l. 50 2367.90 86.90• 20.00• l4b3.60• 116.90• 170.80• 7.64 5.93 431.10 
203 MUS 1.20 3094.90 91.40• b.30 8299.30 229.20 191.00 7.13 4.78 420.10 
204 NAS 2.20 1443.20• 112.90. 1".90 7.60 119.40 134.30 6.90 7. lb. 393.50. 
205 NEW 4.80 3612.60• lll.60° 19.60 542.40 58.80 28!.00 9.57 5.92 383.90 
206 NEW 4.70 2253.50• 122.00 • 68.90 13.70 3!7.10 ll2. 70 0.00 4.76 4b6.70 
207 t.OR 10.30 2964.50• 126.40. 16.60 33.30 283.30 A3.30 9.4b 7.57 )23.40 
208 ODE .so 2655.60° 83.90 54.30 347.80 206.50 119.50 11. 59 9.46 393.20 

209 O&D 1.10 2512.60 96.60• 23.BO 3539.60 47.60 436.50 1.01 5.40 533.30 
210 OWE .so 1766.70• ~5.30• 25.30 7.60 151.80 2S.30 8.91 b.05 789.70 
211 PET 4.30 1475.90 95. 7 0. IS.SO 1317.80 217.00 410.80 6.6S 4.30• !>21.30 
212 PIN 3.40 l60b.BO • 91.BO• 23.SO 352.90 35.20 S.30 9.46 4.a9 425.SO 

N 213 PIT J.20 1905.90. llb.90• b2.50 S!>37.50 b2.50 2'+25.00 s.S3 6. l 9 53S.80• CX> 
214 POR 6.50 2455.90. 114.30 1.00 2 .. 22.50 133.ao 96,50 8.87 b.48 504.60. I--' 
215 PRO .10 1442.60 9!>.10• 21.10 509 ... 20 217.30 4465.50 b.26 4.2a 35S.30 
21b PUE 2.20 3bl3.b0 66.50• 33.60 7.60 l 01 • 60 lBb.40 a.55 5.51 b?l.70 
217 RAC 3.so 2451.10 96.50• 5.SO 1.&o 29.20 !05.20 B.IS 4.39 358.40 
218 RE'l I • 7 O 4665.80 10?.90 41.30 1057.60 297.SO 603.30 a.48 a.21 750.00 

219 ROA 6.60 2&19.80 91.30 22.00 580.10 187.SO 71.60 7.56 s.as 633.70 
220 POC 2. !>O 3!119.50• 118.60° 23.60 440.40 404.70 547.60 7.56 s.21 2102.70 
221 STJ 5. 10 2!>54.20• 93.20 5.00 3H.tJO b.l 0 5.30 10.76 7.41 761.bO 
222 SAL 1.30 2439.50 84.90• 37.40 5219.20 90.90 1352.90 8.48 5.33 2 .. 0.00 
223 SAN 1.30 2655.bO• 83.90• 42.20 4563.30 295.70 1126.70 }0.87 B.99 476.00 
224 SAV 9 .JO 4561.90 100.30 15.90 IOb.30 58.50 5.30 fl. 16 5.J 2 593.70 
225 St<E l.oo 2655.60 85.30• 60.20 2867.40 132.50 132.50 IO .27 b.75 690.40 
226 SID 3 .4 0 22Ab.40 102.00 60.30 186?.00 181.00 534.40 9.99 1.01 730. BO 
227 510 2.60 127a.BO• 1os.20• 5.ao 7.60 6.10 5.30 9.91 7.47 9?7.40 
us SPR 4.oo 24'12.60 103.20° 12.40 5 34. Io 118.00 304.30 9.24 S.07 7112. I 0 

229 SPR 2.so 2942.90 87 .30 39.20 7 .60 39.20 IS3.00 IO. 54 7.75 792.SO 
230 SPR 1.10 1915.90 99.50• 5.00 7.60 12.BO b.40 6. 77 4.53 416.40 
231 STE b. 80 2361.!0• 102.10• 42. I 0 51:l4.30 48.10 120.40 a.ea s. 16 31S.30 
232 TAL 2.00 3l'i6.50 102.30• 9.70 1097.00 b.IO 4Jb.80 6.93 5.51 370.60 
233 TfR 2. l 0 1873.10 85. 7 0 • 22.00 4120.00 so.on 4;>8.50 9.74 b.33 484.40 
234 TEX 1.10 2b55.bO• 8 ! • 30. 19.80 3712.80 49.SO 5.30 10.66 6.54 364.50 
235 TOP 3.30 20os.10 93.50 3H.70 645.10 219.JO 19.3Q B.83 5.54 522.60 
23b TUS 1.40 1828.bO 10I.90 11.20 I 77S.80 b.10 103.40 1.21 3.S4 3b7.20 
237 TYL .90 2043.30 82.70• ?0.60 3587.60 92. 70 567.bO 10.78 b.94 499.00 
238 v I"' ).90 2473.00 122.10 9 l. JO 1.&o 2!4.80 99.10 I0.42 5.94 364.90 

239 w4C 2.20 3232.00 87.60• 6.bO 131>0.50 6.10 5.30 11. 74 '. 0 7 3!>0.90 
240 "AT 2.20 1790.60 !OJ.SO• 7.SO 3857.10 30S.20 285.70 B.41 5.69 734.50 
241 "Hf 7.60 1069.50 9S.50 ? l. BO 409.80 49.IO 103.80 9.44 5.bO 675.30 
242 ,. I~ 1.eo 1760.20 89.90• 12.hO 1<'77.70 '+bH.20 c.''l 3. 60 10.75 ts.b3 bOb.30 
243 w!L 3.30 3038.BO I 0 :l. 7 0 !> • !!O 35~.!0 b.10 104&.70 10.73 6.2b 499.00 



'l'J\ ll LE c-s (Conti111tl!<l) 

Vol•. of 
n ... ,1,11 111 llnuc• 

H41\l lll·~ttt~ l'A It•• 

Puhl It: llenlli 11tnh Ul\ll awl 

1.1hrnry/ ltnl ,,/ ll~l 1•/ ~11·•nri thua Ii: t:\• I ltil0
1t l 1'C111t lv"t11 

l, llllll 11<'!'. l,Wll1l'•'tl• I ,llllllpllp. l~Vl'll [H Y.V\tl\ltt lnut l l11t Ion• 11~1.1 

-.!.L~'~·-- _tu.<.:t_ -1l~L- J!!.l.!:L l!l!!~'L. __llli'.f-·"-- ..JJ..l.!!!.\;. _ 
us I '>lill. 4 0 'I. 'JO I r. '.> O N.f.. N,f., N • .\. N,f., 

l ~ ., Mil •1111. (l 0 'I, IO 17,70 :1. 0 0 17. 00 4,00 ., • 00 

1'>11 l\LIJ I Ut'c' "'II I, <'O ,•o .no 0. 01). O,UU• 0. 01) • u. l)Q. 

I~ I ALT ~···40 I<' ·"O I !1, f u 0. (} 0. u.oo• 0. 00. u. u \) • 
I!-. l llMfl ·1 ;>n.,i .1 o 11. I u 111.1,\l h.OO z2. ou J.uo "' 00 
l~J /\Nil IJOIJ .• 0 11.1111 l T • YIJ ,f, OCI :1 I, 0 ll I· oo . '>. 0 0 
1 ·.~ ~~II Ii l<', JU l 0. uo 11· .1111 f. 0 ll .,,, • u u I • o O Ii', Oil 
l'.1'' A IL IWJ.jll l 1 • ., 0 J (J. J (J :1. 00 4 i. uo (I, u u .J. 0 0 
l ~·h llAY 11,·o • 1 d1 'J, i'O l 'J. 1 u J .110 Io, U o ~.ou I• OU 
J • , , l1H. I 111 l o!.fl 11.10 l t., 110 ').no i'i'. au I , IHI J,00 
l'•l1 11 IL IC>'/, I u <1, I 0 CJ .c'U u.oo <' J • U II <' • U II \,II II 

1 ~,, llLIJ 11•11. 00 ., • '· 0 l '.> • '' 0 o.oo• 0,00• 0. 0 0. u. 0 () • 
I fl 0 IHI! 11.ll .40 IJ .<'o 1 ,, • t10 J,00 10.00 <'· 00 ('. 0 0 
ltd hill l'l'li'.''>U IS" '"-0. 1 f,. C>O • i', 0 II .,.oo 1.00 I, o o 

N 
Ille hill) 1004.00 9.L'o • l ll, )O• <,.oo <,,oo 2.00 b. Oil 

co l t. 3 AllO 376.20 7,JQ Jl.'10 0. 0 0 • o.oo. o.oo• 0. 00. 
N> 164 llRV l0'.l4.50 6,'}0 20.10 o.oo• o.oo• o.oo• 0. 0 0. 

165 Cl::D 1124.40 8.So 21.30 9.00 30,00 :i.oo 7.oo 
166 CHA 564.00 6.10 17,70 s.oo 62,00 6.oo l • 0 0 
167 COL 1411.60 1.00 17 .10 4.00 22.00 11.00 4. 0 0 
168 DA"' 766.50 a.10• 15.90• 4,00 38.00 2.00 6.00 

169 DEC 1518.50 9.30 16.70 1.00 13,00 3.00 1.00 
170 DUB 1285.70 9.oo 19.90 3,00 23.00 o.oo 3.00 
l 71 DUR 871.70 e.oo 18.20 4.00 10.00 2.00 3.00 
172 FAL 1387.JO 10.80• 16.40° 3,00 s.oo 2.00 o.oo 
173 FAil 736.20 7.10 16.80 s.oo 15.00 3.00 6.00 
174 F'IT 1420.20 JO.JO• 15,f:IO • 0. 00. o.oo• O.OO• 0.00• 
175 FOR 324.90 10.so 17.20 3.oo 66.00 s.oo 12.00 
176 GAD lOSJ.70 Io. 4 o 17.90 i.oo 3,00 1.00 4.00 
177 GAi 723.10 1.20 19.30 4.0o 38.00 2;00 2.00 
178 GAL 847.JO 8.60 16.50 O.OO• o.oo• 0. 00. 0. 00. 

179 (HI£ 1819.00 0.10 20.JO 5,00 <>o.oo 2.00 7,00 
IBO G~t 1806.80 7.30 18.80 11.00 14.00 2.00 s.oo 
181 JAC 780.10 9.40 17.50 3.00 1.00 2.00 6.00 
182 KEN lb39.BO 8.10 l&.90 0. 00• o.oo• 0. 00. 0. 00. 
183 LAC 1612.90 e.ro 17.00 s.oo 36,00 o.oo 12.00 
184 LAF" 921.50 6.30 20.so 3.00 27.00 4o00 s.oo 
!85 LAF 847.50 ~.50 18~90 9.00 84.00 2.00 1.00 
186 LAK 682 .l 0 7.81) 20.40 s.oo 60.00 s.oo 10.00 
187 LAI{ 305.40 7.20 42 .1 O 3.00 22.00 1.00 9.00 
188 LAW 470.40 S.50 24.10 3.00 41.00 "'· 0 0 2.00 

189 LEW 1301.40 11.no• 17.10• 1.00 27. 00 2.00 4.00 
190 LEX 577.<;,0 7.EIO 19.20 5,00 30.00 o.oo 3.oo 
191 LIM l 133.30 10.20 ! ll. 70 o. o o• o.oo• o.oo• 0. 00. 
192 LIN 2088.10 7.80 17.50 3,00 31. 0 0 s.oo 10.00 
193 LUH 761.70 6.50 21.so 3.00 ~1.00 3.00 2.00 
194 LYN 297.SO 9 ,<JO l 7. 1 0 o.oo• 0. 0 0. 0. (/ 0 • 0. 00 • 
195 MAN 11105,30 10.Jo • 111.90• 1.00 2'>.00 <;. 0 0 s.oo 
196 MAN 14171.10 <J.io 17.l:SO o.oo• 0. 0 0 • 0. 00 • 0. 00 • 
197 MCA 2i'1.40 ".60 30. Io ;>,00 ?4.UO ),00 7,00 
19>1 "l., t'04l,OO 9.40• lt>.!!O• o.oo 6.00 I. 0 U o.oo 



TABLE c-s (Concluded) 

Vols. of 
Books Irr Dance 

Hain Dr:una Fairs 

Puhl ic Death Blrth and ond 

Library/ Rate/ Rate/ Spotts Music Cultural Festivals 

1,000 pop. l ,DOO pop. l, 000 pop. Events Evcrits Inst lt:ut ions Held 

Il!S6 III Cl IUC2 ...11.fil .ll.lli!L I!IC4b II IC4c 

199 /.110 141 l .~O 5.70 l6.80 o.oo 1z.oo 3.00 o.oo 

2~0 MOO ll52.00 9.60 18.90 5.00 ,,oo 2.00 1.00 
201 MON 1176.60 9o6Q 23.00 3.00 20.00 2.00 2.00 

202 MUN 1614,90 fl. 90 19,00 3.00 11. 00 l. 0 0 1. 0 0 
203 MUS 697.90 8.50 J8.50 0.00• o.oo• 0. 0 0 • 0. 00. 

204 NAS 2076.30 10.30' l 7. 30. o.OO• o.oo• -0. 0 0 • 0. 0 0 • 

205 NEW 260.50 10.80• 16,40. o.oo• o.oc• 0. 0 0 • 0. 0 0 • 
206 tq£W 1118.20 a.so• 16.60. o.oo o.oo (). () () (). 00 
207 NOR 455,70 8.70• 15.90. 4.00 20.00 2.00 o.oo 
208 OOE 1195,70 6.00 18.10 2.00 27. 00 12.00 l 5. DO 

209 OGD 9213.00 1.20 22.00 0.00• 0. 0 0. 0 "'00. 0. 0 0 • 

210 owe: 74f,,b0 9. I 0 18.80 2.00 14.00 3.oo 9.00 

211 PET 436.30 a.20 19. l 0 6.00 9.00 2.00 3.00 

N 
212 PJN 111~.90 10.hO 28.50 3.00 24.00 2.00 2.00 

00 213 PIT 1638.60 10.90. 24,50• 2.00 30.00 6.oo o.oo 

VJ 214 POR 1475.50 10.90. 17.20• 3.00 25.00 a.oo 6.oo 
215 PRO 466.30 s.so 24.80 4,00 zs.oo 6000 3.00 
216 PU[ 93'?,40 9.20 17.30 5.00 39.00 s.oo 6,00 
Zll RAC l US,40 9,30 11:1.40 5.0o 22.00 2.00 s.oo 
218 REN 154i:'.50 8.70 16 .60 1.00 20.00 1.00 10.00 

219 ROA 1147,50 9.20 16 ,4 0 6.00 69.00 2.00 6.00 
220 ROC 1393. 70 r,. BO 20.bO 3.00 17.00 3o00 3.00 
221 STJ 188),60 14.00 15.30 3.00 1.00 4.oo 1.00 
222 SAL SSS,40 9.40 15.30 0.00• 0.00• 0. 0 0 • 0. 0 0 • 
223 SAN 1291'1.70 9.Bo 18.30 2.00 13. 00 J.oo 5.00 
224 SAV 1525.60 11 • 0 0 19.80 4,00 11.00 4o00 13.00 
2?5 SHE Jbi:',90 JJ.90 l b.OO J,OO lS.00 o.oa 2.00 
22b s l f) 1535.30 I 0. 7 D IA.20 s.oo 40.00 4.oo 4.00 
227 sto 1111.50 8.40 17.80 5.00 2),00 3.oo 4.00 
226 SPF? !478.90 11.00 16.70 5.00 I H. 00 4,00 12.00 

2<9 SPR 1359. 30 10.30 16 ,4 0 5.00 IH.00 1.00 5.00 
230 5PR 2619,60 9.50 ) I; .60 o.oo• 0. 0 0 • 0. 0 0 • 0. 00 • 
2Jl <;TE 808.70 10.so I:, .60 4.00 "· 00 o.o.i 3.00 
232 TAL 1808,70 6.80 )6,9U 3.00 14.00 s.oo 4,00 
233 TE fl I 164.SO 13.40 15.30 3,00 10.00 2.00 3,00 
234 rt~ 373.00 10.60 16.60 o.oo 12.00 2.00 2.00 
235 TOP 1422.20 a.so I 7. BO 6.00 .-..2.00 9,00 10.00 
231> TVS 70),10 8.30 l 7. '.; 0 a.oo• 0. 00. 0. 0 0 • 0. 00 • 
237 TYL 601.50 9.30 17.30 3.00 lB.00 2.00 9.00 
238 v l "< 34 I. 0 0 l 0. 4 0 l 9, 00 4.00 ?0.00 1.00 6.00 

~39 wAC 98 7. I 0 11.so 15.30 3.00 lb. 00 2.00 4,00 
240 wAT 1313.00 1,90 I 9. 30 1.00 10.00 5.oo ... 0 0 
?41 1<Hf 557,QO 12.sn l?.30 s.oo 56.00 I. o O 1s.oo 
2•2 wlC 6 74. aa 11. 70 lb.BO 3.00 4 j, 0 0 J.oo :, • 0 0 
24 3 •IL 960.:,0 I 0. 3 0 I 7. 7 o 3.00 11.00 -i.oo '>. 0 0 



Factor 

IA 

!Bl 
IB2 

IB3 
IB4 
!BS 

IIA 

IIB 

II Cl 
IIC2 

IIC3 
IIC4 
IIC5 

IID 

IIEl 

IIE2 

IIF 

IIG 

CHART 1 

DATA SOURCES - ECONOMIC COMPONENT 

Source:> 

COP, T. 89 and fQf, US, T. 105 

C&C, Item 120 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Survey of 

Current Business, May 1974, Part II, 
Tables 1 and 2 

C&C, Item 87 
C&C, Item 101 
C&C, Item 88 

COP, US, Tables 141 and 184 

C&C, Items 39 and 41 

C&C, Item 129 
COP, T. 87; SA, 1971, T. 1098; U.S. 

Department of Commerce, Construction 
Reports - Housing Authorized by Building 
Permits and Public Contracts, 1970 

C&C, Items 135 and 148 
C&C, Items 160 and 162 
C&C, Items 151 and 158 

C&C, Item 118 

COP, Tables 81 and 89 and £Qf, US, Tables 
107 and 116 

COP, US, Tables 141 and 184 

C&C, Item 37 

MRI Questionnaire 
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1969 

1970 
1972 

1970 
1970 
1970 

1969 

1970 

1967 
1970 

1967 
1967 
1967 

1970 

1969 

1969 

1970 

1970 



Factor 

!Al 
IA2 

IA3 

IB 

IIAl 

CHART 2 

DATA SOURCES - POLITICAL COMPONENT 

Sources Year 

Ayer Directory of Newspapers and Periodicals 1971 
U.S .. Department of Commerce, Census of 1970 

Housing, Housing Characteristics for States, 
Cities, and Counties, Table 41 

The Working Press of the Nation, Vol III, 1974 1974 
Edition and SA, 1972, T. 801 

C&C, Item 102; ]b., 1973, Section 33; COP, T. 24 1968 and 1972 

COG, Vol 5, Tables 5 and 8; f.Qg_, State Parts, 1967 
T. 13 

IIA2 Same as IIAl 
IIA3 

IIA4 

IIAS 

IIA6 
IIA7 
IIA8 

II Bl 

IIB2 
IIB3 

IIB4 

IICl 
IIC2 
IIC3 

International City Management Association, 
Municipal Yearbook (Washington, D.C., 1971), 
Tables C 4/6 and C 4/11 

International City Management Association, 
Municipal Yearbook (Washington, D.C., 1971), 
Tables C 4/7 and C 4/12 

International City Management Association, 
Municipal Yearbook (Washington, D.C., 1971), 
Tables E 1/2 and E 1/7 

Same as IIAS 
Same as IIAS 
U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Report of 

the President, 1972, Tables D6 and DlO 

u.s·. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform 
Crime Reports for the United States, 1972 

Same as IIBl 
COG, Vol 5, Tables 9 and 12; .£QQ, State Parts, 

T.18; .§!_, 1971, T.12 
Same as IIB3 

Same as IIB3 
~, Item 70 
C&C, Item 76 
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1971 

1971 

1971 

1971 
1971 
1970 

1972 

1972 
1967 

1967 

1967 
1971 
1972 



Factor 

IAl 
IA2 

!Bl 
IB2 

IB3 

!Cl 
IC2 

IC3 

ID 

IE 

IIAl 
I!A2 
IIA3 

IIA4 
IIA5 

II Bl 
IIB2 

CHART 3 

DATA SOURCES - ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT 

Sources 

Air Quality Data - 1972 Annual Statistics 
Same as IAl 

Same as IAl, Figure D-1 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Census of 

Housing, Plumbing Facilities and Estimates 
of Dilapidated Housing 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, Public Outdoor 
Recreation Acres and Facilities Inventory 

COP, US, T.35 
U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal 

Highway Administration, Motor Vehicle 
Registration by Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas-1971 and SA, 1972, Table 889 

Same as IC2 

Brian J.,L. Berry, et.al; Land Use, Urban Form 
and Environmental Quality (The University of 
Chicago; Department of Geography Research 
Paper No. 155, 1974), page 268; COP, Table 87; 
C&C, Item 129 

The Mitre Corporation, The PD! Index (Working 
Paper 7963) Table IV, September 1971 

See !Bl 

C&C, Item 493 
U.S. Department of Conunerce, Local Clima-

tological Data 
Same as IIA3 
Same as IIA3 

Same as IB3 
Same as IB3 
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1972 
1970 

1973 
1970 

1972 

1970 
1971 

1971 

1970 

1971 

1973 
1970 
1973 

1973 
1973 

1972 
1972 



Factor 

IAl 

IA2 

!Bl 
IB2 
IB3 
IB4 

IIAl 
IIA2 

IIA3 

IIA4 
IIA5 

IIBl 
IIB2 

CHART 4 

DATA SOURCES - HEALTH AND EDUCATION COMPONENT 

Sources 

U.S. Department of Health Education and 
Welfare, Vital Statistics of the U.S., 
1968, Vol I, Tables 1-53 and 2-1 and Vol 
Part B, Tables 7-1 and 7-4 

C&C, Item 22 

COP, US, Tables 140 and 183 
Same as IBl 
COP, T.83 and COP, US, T.99 
Same as IB3 

SA, 1972, Section 33 
SA, 1972, Section 33 and Hospitals: A 

County and Metropolitan Are~ Data Book 
Hospitals: A County and Metropolitan Area 

Data Book 
SA~ 1972, Section 33 
COG, Vol 5, Tables 9 and 12; COG, State 

Parts, T. 18; SA, 1971, T. 12 

Same as !!AS 
C&C, Item 27 
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II, 

Year 

1968 

1969 

1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 

1970 
1969 and 1970 

1969 

1971 
1967 

1967 
1970 



Factor 

IAl 
IA2 
IA3 
IA4 
IA5 

!Bl 
IB2 
IB3a 
IB3b 

IC la 
IC lb 
I Cle 
IC2a 
IC2b 
IC2c 
IC3a 
IC3b 

IIAl 

IIA2 

IIA3 

IIA4 

II Bl 

IIB2 

II Cl 
IIC2 
IIC3 

CHART 5 

DATA SOURCES - SOCIAL COMPONENT 

Sources 

~, Item 34; COP, T, 24; fQ.!:, US, T. 96 
~. Item 37 
COP, T.89; COP, US, T. 105 
f.QE., US, T. 140 and 183 
Same as IA4 

See Health and Education Component IIBl 
Same as IA4 
~' T. 83 and COP, US, T. 99 
Same as IB3a 

See Environmental Component IC2 
See Environmental Component IC3 
fil, Item 101 
See Political Component IAl 
See Political Component IA2 
See Political Component IA3 
f.QE., US, Table 35 
C&C, Items 12 and 14 

C&C, Items 51 and 68; COP, T. 91; COP, US, 
Tables 75, 119, 183 

COP, Tables 86, 91, 93 and COP, US, Tables 
75, 91, 119, 183 

£Qf, Tables 83, 85' 91 , 92 and COP, US, Tables 
75, 101, 119, 120 

Same as IIA3 

COP, Tables 83 and 85 and COP, us' Tables 
and 101 

COP, Tables 83 and 86 and COP, us, Tables 
and 91 

~. Item 49 
See Economic Component IIEl 
QQE, Tables 81 and 91 and £.Q!:, US, Tables 

107 and 124 
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75 

75 

Year 

1970 
1970 
1969 
1970 
1970 

1967 
1970 
1970 
1970 

1971 
1971 
1970 
1971 
1970 
1974 
1970 
1970 

1969 

1970 

1970 

1970 

1970 

1970 

1970 
1969 
1970 



IIIAl 
IIIA2 
IIIA3 
IIIA4 
IIIAS 
IIIA6 

IIIA7 

IIIBla-d 
IIIB2 
IIIB3 
IIIB4 
IIIB5 
IIIB6 

III Cl 
IIIC2 
IIIC3 
IIIC4 

COP, US, Tables 141 and 184 
C&C, Item 96 
C&C, Item 91 
C&C, Item 100 
C&C, Item 48 
U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform 

Crime Reports for the United States, 1972 
American Chamber of Connnerce Researchers 

Association, "Cost of Living Indicators" 

See Environmental IB3 
SA, 1972, Section 33 
C&C, Item 135 
C&C, Item 15 
See Health and Education Component IIA2 
American Library Directory, 1970-1971 

C&C, Item 22 
C&C, Item 21 
MRI Questionnaire 
MRI Questionnaire 
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1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1972 

1970 

1972 
1972 
1967 
1967 
1969 and 1970 
1970 

1969 
1968 
1970 
1970 



Metropolitan Areas 
Chambers of Cormnerce Questionnaire 

Name of Respondent Title 

Organization 

Address 

Zip Code 

Telephone No. A __ r_e_a_C_o_d_e __ (,__-L) ______________ _ 

1. Number of full-time employees on the staff of your Metropolitan Chamber of 
Connnerce in 1970 

2. What is the dollar amount of the Chamber of Cormnerce budget in 1970 $ ....__ _____ _ 
3. Please check the appropriate columns for those cultural events which were 

held on a regular basis in the metropolitan area in 1970: 

Ballet 
Modern 
Folk/Ethnic 

Drama 

Plays 
Stage Productions 
Opera 

Music 

Symphonic/Philharmonic 
Chamber Music Groups 
Choirs 
Country-Western-Bluegrass 
Rock Concerts 
Jazz 

Professional 

290 

Class of Event 
(check where applicable) 
Semi- University or Touring 

Professional College Groups 



4. Please indicate the number of the following cultural institutions located in the 
metropolitan area in 1970: 

Institutions 

Art Museums 
Science Museums 
History Museums 
Natural Science Museums 

Nwnber 

5. Please indicate the size and scope of fairs and festivals held in the metropolitan 
area in 1970: 

Local Regional National 
Event Importance lmEortance Importance 

Fairs: (please list) 

Festivals: (please list) 

6. Please check the appropriate columns for those sports events which were played 
on a regular season basis in the metropolitan area in 1970: 

Class of Team 
Major Minor College or 

Event !League LeaSiue University 

a. Football 
b. Baseball 
c. Basketball 
d. Hockey 
e. Soccer 
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