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PREFACE

This report was made to assist the Farmers Home Administration in planning
a rural development program for Cherokee, Clay and Graham Counties, N.C. It

was carried out in accordance with a 1966 memorandum of understanding between
the Economic Research Service and the Farmers Home Administration.
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HIGHLIGHTS

The study of Cherokee, Clay, and Graham Counties, North Carolina, indica-
ted that programs are needed to provide local economic opportunity to check the

migration of people from the area and to help members of households in the pro-
ject area move closer to the State's level of economic activity.

To bring the level of development of the project area up to that of the

State in 8 to 10 years, the needed rate of growth would be twice the current
trend. Implied needs of the area are: More jobs; improved health, education,
water, sanitation and housing facilities; improved roads; better local shopping
facilities; and community organizations for developing and implementing economic
growth plans.

From 1950 to 1960, the population of the area decreased steadily. This is

the expected trend through 1980 unless more local jobs for young laborers are
created

.

Net outmigration between 1950 and 1960 numbered over 7,500 persons in all
age groups. The outmigration rate for these years was about 22 percent. The
age group 20-39 years has had and will probably continue to have the highest
percentage of outmigration. This outmigration apparently stems from the short-
age of local jobs suitable for young people who seek to enter the labor force.

Commuting activity in the project area is light relative to that in the

other economic areas in the State. Few towns are within normal commuting range.
Even so, jobs outside the area remain an important source of income to area
residents

.

Income per capita in the study area was higher in 1965 than in 1960. The
total work force increased about 10 percent between 1960 and 1965, about the

rate of gain for the State as a whole. Over the same period, the area unemploy-
ment rate dropped from 20 percent to 11 percent. However, the labor force of

the area continued to be employed at less than the capacity implied by local
labor force attributes.

The farm population declined about 10 percent between 1959 and 1964 in com-
parison with a 22-percent decline for the State. Gross farm income per farmer
increased sharply from $4.3 million in 1960 to $7.4 million in 1965. The value
of the principal crops grown in the project area increased slowly, about 8 per-

cent, while in the State the increase was about 34 percent. The value of live-

stock products sold increased over 52 percent from 1960 to 1965—almost 20 per-

cent higher than the increase for the State. The value of poultry and poultry
products sold increased over 65 percent from 1960 to 1965, while the State as a

whole rose over 72 percent.

Many residents work as miners outside the area. More local mining would
add more jobs. The principal forestry activities include pulpwood operations,
veneer products, and sawtimber harvesting.

Per capita household retail sales increased only 3 percent from 1960 to

1965, with 17 percent for the entire State. Retail business activity increased
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slightly during that period. Many goods and services needed by residents of

the area are not available locally.

The area has few hotels and motels. Construction of the planned Appala-
chian highways may expand the demand for tourist services, including more
hotels and motels.

Total receipts from selected tax sources in the three counties have in-
creased each year, though not as rapidly as North Carolina as a whole. Total
expenditures by local governments increased over 146 percent from 1957 to 1962,
compared with about 45 percent for the State. Most of the gains in the area
were for education expenditures.

The percentages of deteriorating (27.5 percent) and dilapidated structures
(16.6 percent) are relatively high. Protective standards and codes that set
minimum requirements for construction and occupancy of dwellings are inade-
quate. Many families live in mobile homes.

In 1960, about 3 percent of the housing units obtained drinking water from
sources other than public or private water systems. Untreated sewage from
about 56 percent of all units was discharged into streams or shallow latrines.

In 1962, the project area had fewer health care resources available on a

per capita basis than either North Carolina or the Nation as a whole. For ex-

ample, the project area had 0.7 physicians per 1,000 population, compared with
1.0 for North Carolina and 1.4 for the Nation.

In 1965, economic activity per household in the project area was up 27

percent from the 1960 level, paralleling the increase for the State. However,
economic activity by household in the project area remained about one-third

below the level of the entire State.
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AN ECONOMIC EVALUATION OF THE SOUTHWES1

NORTH CAROLINA RURAL RENEWAL AREA

by

Jack Ben-Rubin
Economic Development Division

Economic Research Service

INTRODUCTION

The prospects for fostering a sound and expanding economy in slow-growing
rural areas by increasing farm and nonfarm income, eliminating underemployment,
stimulating business activities, and restructuring community facilities and ser-

vices may be helped by an appraisal of the resources and markets of such areas.

This study appraises the economic resources of a sparsely populated rural sec-

tion of North Carolina to provide a basis for the initiation of Federal pro-
grams .

A comprehensive examination of the economy of a rural area necessitates an
analysis of five major economic categories: population, income and employment,
agriculture, business, and local government. Choice of statistical series used
to describe trends and inputs under the five economic categories depends heavily
on the availability of data.

PROJECT AREA

The counties of Cherokee, Clay and Graham are located in the extreme wes-
tern part of North Carolina (fig. 1). Historically, the area has been predom-
inantly rural. It is characterized geographically by rough, steep mountainous
terrain, with peaks up to 5,000 feet above sea level. The climate is moderate.

Cherokee, the largest of the project counties, lies entirely within the
Hiwassee River Basin (fig. 2). Cherokee County covers 454 square miles, 83 per-
cent of which is forest land. Principal communities are the towns of Murphy
and Andrews with a population of 2,335 and 1^404, respectively. U.S. Highway
No. 6^ crosses the southern part of the county, and U.S. Highways Nos . 19 and
129 extend from the northeastern top of the county into Georgia. Two railroad
freight lines operate in the county—one between Murphy and Asheville, the other
between Murnhv and Atlanta, Ga. Also serving the county are a busline and an
airport that provides private air transportation.

Clay County has an area of 213 square miles. Low mountains and narrow val-
leys form the central and western parts of the county. Eighty-six percent of

the land is forest. Hayesville, population 713, is the county seat and the only
town. There is no railroad or airport serving the county. U.S. Highway No. 64

serves east-west traffic; North Carolina No. 69 connects with Georgia (fig. 3).

Graham County is south of Great Smokey Mountain National Park but is sepa-
rated from it by Fontana Lake, a Tennessee Valley Authority lake some 30 miles
long (fig. 4). The county" covers 289 square miles and contains approximately
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256 square miles of commercial forest land. The town of Robbinsville is the

largest community (587 pop.). Graham has_neither air service nor bus service.

Freight rail service is provided by the Graham County Railroad, which connects
with the Southern Railway at Topton, about 12 miles from Robbinsville.

POPULATION TRENDS

The population of the project area has been decreasing at a rate of 0.6
percent a year since 1950, while the State population has been increasing an-
nually by 1.4 percent. According to estimates prepared by the North Carolina
Department of Conservation and Development, these trends are expected to con-
tinue for the area and State through 1980 (table 1). By then, if no new job
opportunities are created, the project area will have some 6,000 fewer persons
than in 1960. On a county basis, the population of Cherokee, Clay and Graham
is expected to drop 32.7, 29.7, and 22.1 percent, respectively, over the 20-
year period, according to the North Carolina Department of Conservation and

Development

.

A similar set of population projections was prepared by the North Carolina
State Highway Commission. Its findings also indicate that the population in
the area will continue to decrease through 1980 while that of the State will
continue to increase (table 2)

.

As shown in table 3, the population for the area decreased at an average
of around 1 percent per year during 1960-65. The population loss occurred in
Graham and Cherokee Counties; Clay County population rose slightly .^L/ While
the total population of the three counties was decreasing, the total number of

households was increasing— indicating a trend toward smaller families (table 4)

,

Farm population of the project area and of the State decreased by more
than one-fifth during 1960-65 (table 5). Trends indicate that both the area
and State farm population will continue to decrease at a faster rate than the

national trend in agriculture.

MIGRATION TRENDS

Net outmigration from the project area between 1950 and 1960 numbered
7,654 persons (table 6). The outmigration rate for these years was 21.4 per-

cent. Net outmigration occurred among all age groups in the area as a whole;
however, there was some net inmigration of persons 65 and over in Cherokee and
Clay Counties. During the decade, there were about 23 births and 7 deaths per

100 persons implying that the area would have experienced a population growth
of nearly 16 percent by natural increase, instead of a loss in population of

about 6 percent. 2/

1/ In table 3 and other tables, absolute values of pertinent economic in-

dicators were indexed using the year 1960 as a base; that is, the percentage

rates cited throughout this study are either increases or decreases from a 1960

base level of 100 percent.

If U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Human
Resources Branch, 1967.
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Table 2.—Population and population estimates, project area and North Carolina,

(1900-80)

Year Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

1900.. 11,900 4,500 4,300 20,700 1,893,800

1910.. 14,100 3,900 4,700 22,700 2,206,300

1920.. 15,200 4,600 4,900 24,700 2,559,100

1930.. 16,200 5,400 5,800 27,400 3,170,300

1940.. 18,800 6,400 6,400 31,600 3,571,600

1950.. 18,300 6,000 6,900 31,200 4,061,900

I960.. 16,700 5,500 7,200 29,400 4,556,200

1970.. 15,200 5,100 7,200 27,500
4 ' 5,260,300

1980.. 14,300 4,800 7,800 26,900 6,190,000

Source: 1900-60: Bureau of the Census. Projections: North Carolina State
Highway Commission.



Table 3.—Population estimates as of July 1, project area and North Carolina,
1960-65

Year Cherokee : Clay : Graham Project area : North Carolina

: Number Number Number Number Number
I960.. : 16,300 5,500 6,400 28,200 4,537,200

1961.. 16,300 5,500 6,400 28,200 4,608,700

1962. . 16,000 ',, ,i)i) 6,300 27,800 4,659,700

1963.. 15,900 5,600 6,200 27,700 4,768,800

1964.. 15,600 5,600 6,000 27,200 4,801,900

1M& 15,600 5,600 6,000 27,200 4,847,000

Indexes (1960== 100)

I960.. 100 100 100 100 100

1961. . 100 100 100 100 102

1962.. 98 100 98 99 103

1963.. 98 102 97 98 105

1964.. 96 102 94 96 106

1965^ 96 102 94 96 107

1/ Jan. 1, 1966,

Source: SRDS Consumer Market Data, 1961-66. Standard Rate and Data Service,
Inc. Skokie, 111.



Table 4.—Households as of July 1, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

Year : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

: Number Number Number Numb er Number
I960.. : 3,980 1,400 1,540 6,920 1,151,380

1961 : 4,360 1,490 1,630 7,480 1,218,520

1962.. 4,270 1,480 1,590 7,340 1,231,710

1963.. 4,240 1,510 1,560 7,310 1,260, 950

'

1964.. 4,160 1,510 1,510 7,180 1,269,710

1965i( 4,160 1,510 1,510 7,180 1,281,760

Indexes (1960==100)

I960.. 100 100 100 100 100

1961.. 110 106 106 108 106

1962.. 107 106 103 106 107

1963.. 107 108 101

'.

106 110

1964.. 104 108 98 104 110

1965^ 104 108 98 104 111

1/ Jan. 1, 1965.

Source: SRDS Consumer Market Data, 1961-66. Standard Rate and Data Service,
Inc. Skokie, 111.
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Table 5.—Farm population estimates, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

Year : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Caro 1 1 na

: Number Number Number Number Number
1960. .. : 2,800 2,700 2,800 8,300 980,000

1961. . . 2,400 2,300 2,400 7,100 814,800

1962... 2,400 2,300 2,400 7,100 812,200

1963... 2,400 2,300 2,400 7,100 812,200

1964. .. 2,300 2,200 2,300 6,800 789,500

1965.. . 2,200 2,100 2,200 6,500 755,500

Indexes (1960==100)

I960.. .

" 100 100 100 100 100

1961.. .: 86 85 86 86 83

1962...: 86 85 86 86 83

1963...: 86 85 so 86 83

1964...: 82 81 82 82 81

1965. ..: 79 78 79 78 77

Source: SRDS Consumer Market Data, 1961-66
Inc. Skokie, 111.

Standard Rate and Data Service,

11



Table 6.—Net migration of the population in the project area and North Caro-
lina, 1950-60 1/

Age on

birthday
in 1960

Net ma.gration, 1950--60

Cherokee
[

Clay
.

Graham ; i?roj ect area
\
North Carolina

Under 20.

.

! -1,720 -441 -475 -2,636 -84,260

20-39
!

-2,387 -882 -949 -4,218 -194,384

40-64
!

-452 -97 -219 -768 -47,224

65 & over.
!

io 19 -61 -32 -2,154

All ages.

.

!
-4,549 -1,401 -1,704 -7,654 -328,022

Migration rate, 1950--60

Under 20 .

.

-20.1 -15.8 -13.9 -17.9 -4.1

20-39
'

-39.7 -44.2 -39.2 -40.4 -13.6

40-64 -10.3 -6.2 -12.2 -9.9 -4.1

65 & over.

]

0.1 2.9 -11.0 -1.1 -0.6

All ages.

.

-21.8 -20.2 -20.9 -21.4 -7.6

1/ The net migration rates for age groups, and for the county, project area
and State totals are estimates expressed as a percentage of the 1960 survivors

(after inclusion of adjustments made in the net migration estimates) of the

1950 population and births during 1950-60.

Source: Net Migration of the Population, 1950 to 1960, by Age, Sex, and

Color, Vol. 1, Part 1. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Ser-

vice, in cooperation with the Research Foundation, Oklahoma State University

and the Area Redevelopment Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce. 1965.
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The age group 20-39 years had the highest percentage of outmigration. Con-

tinued outflow of this working age group will occur if the area fails to pro-

vide sufficient employment for young workers entering the labor market. The
current U.S. job market requires increasing proportions of high school grad-
uates. But since there are limited job opportunities in the project area, the

young graduates, who represent a valuable human resource, are migrating to em-
ployment outside the counties. As shown in table 7, the number of graduates
entering the labor market in 1965 was 26 percent above 1960.

The only age group that is likely to experience an increase in population
by 1980 is that of persons 65 years and older. This reflects both the tendency
of elderly persons in the area to remain in a familiar environment and the in-

flux of persons seeking retirement homes.

EMPLOYMENT

Population changes in the project area are resulting in more persons at-

taining working age than are leaving the work force through death or retirement.
In Clay County, 186 persons were estimated to have attained working age for each
100 leaving. This means that for each 100 job vacancies there were an addition-
al 86 persons to find new jobs, remain unemployed, or migrate out of the area.

The replacement ratios for Graham and Cherokee Counties were higher than
Clay, 196 and 214, respectively. These ratios compare with 219 for the State
as a whole and 177 for the Nation.

The civilian work force of the area was estimated to be close to 9,000
persons in 1965, up around 800 workers from 1960 (table 8). Most of the in-

crease in the work force occurred in 1965, chiefly because of employment gains
in manufacturing and in the category "all other employment" (table 9) . This
category includes agricultural, nonagricultural, self-employed, and unpaid
family and domestic workers. Since 1965, two new plants—one a television cor-
poration, the other a tire company—have provided further gains in labor force
participation and employment. The total number of workers at these plants may
rise from 600 in 1967 to 2,000 in a few years.

With the total labor force little changed from 1960 to 1964 and with em-
ployment expanding, the level of unemployment decreased steadily. Since 1964,
unemployment declined further accompanied by a strong increase in the number of

jobs and by a larger labor force. With significant gains in the number of jobs
during 1960-65, the level of unemployment improved more rapidly in the project
area than in the State; however, the rate of unemployment in the project area
remained considerably higher than in the State, 11.6 percent compared with 4.2

percent

.

Employment Covered by Unemployment Insurance

In 1960, about 38 percent of total employment was covered by unemployment
insurance (table 10) . Covered employment rose subsequently faster than total
employment and accounted for nearly half of total employment by 1965. During
1960-65, covered employment increased by about 1,000 workers but total employ-

13
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Table 8.

—
Civilian work force estimates, project area and North Caro]

I

annual averages, 1960-65.

Area
Civilian
work
force

Unemployment

,

total
Percent

unemployment
Kmployment

,

total

Cherokee
I960..
1961..

1962. .,

1963.

1964. .,

1965..,

I960..

1961.. ,

1962...

1963..

,

1964...

1965...

Clay:

1960. .

,

1961. .,

1962...

1963...

1964...

1965...

1960. .

,

1961. .

.

1962...

1963. ..

1964...

1965. .,

Graham:
I960..

,

1961...

1962...

1963...

1964...

1965..

,

I960..

.

1961. .

.

1962...

1963...

1964. ..

1965...

4,840
.,()', ,

4,900
,700

4,980
5,670

100

104

101

97

103
117

1,705
1,810
1 ,(.10

1,625
1,480
1,490

100

106

94

9 5

37

87

1,650
1,655
1,810
1,830
1,810
1,820

100

100

110
111

1 If)

110

1,015
1,165

930
700

640
540

21.0
23.1
19.0
14.9
12.9

9.5
Indexes (1960=100)

100

115

92

69

63

53

440

485

250

290
200

220

25.8
26.8
15.5

17.8
13.5
14.8

Indexes (1960=100)

100
110

57

66

45

50

300

310
440

400

300
285

18,

18,

24,

21,

16,

15.7
Indexes (1960=100)

100
103

147

133

100

95

3,825
3,880
3,970
4,000
4,340
5,130

100

101
104

105

113
134

1,265
1,325
1,360
1,335
1,280
1,270

100

105
108

105

101
100

1,350
1,345
1,370
1,430
1,510
1,535

100

100

101
106

112

114

15



Table 8.—Civilian work force estimates, project area and North Carolina,

annual averages, 1960-65- -Continued

Area
: Civilian
: work
: force

' Unemployment, Percent Employment,
total

[
unemployment total

Project
area:

1960 : 8,195 1,755 21.4 6,440
1961 : 8,510 1,960 23.0 6,550
1962 : 8,320 1,620 19.5 6,700
1963 : 8,155 1,390 17.0 6,765
1964 : 8,270 1,140 13.8 7,130
1965 : 8,980 1,045 11.6 7,935

*

Indexes (1960=100)

1960 100 100 100

1961 104 112 102

1962 102 92 104

1963 100 79 105

1964 101 65 111

1965 110 60 123

North
Carolina:

1960 : 1,787,600 80,400 4.5 1,707,200
1961 : 1,825,200 96,500 5.3 1,728,700
1962 : 1,865,600 98,800 5.3 1,766,800
1963 : 1,912,200 97,500 5.1 1,814,700
1964 : 1,941,950 93,150 4.8 1,848,800
1965 : 1,990,300 83,200 4.2 1,907,100

Indexes (1960=100)

1960 100 100 100
1961 102 120 101
1962 104 123 103
1963 107 121 106
1964 109 116 108
1965 111 104 112

Source: North Carolina Work Force by Labor Area. Employment Security Com-

mission of North Carolina, Bureau of Employment Security Research. Raleigh,
N.C. July 1966.
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merit gained only 800, implying a net decrease of around 200 workers from among

those not covered by unemployment insurance.

Commuting to Work Patterns

Commuting activity in the project area is light relative to that in the

major economic areas in the State of North Carolina. This may be attributed to

the fact that the counties have relatively few employment centers within com-
muting range.

Five hundred and ninety-five project area residents, representing 7 per-
cent of the labor force, commuted to jobs outside the area in 1960. Almost
half of the commuters, 293, worked in the adjoining States of Tennessee and
Georgia. Of the out-of-State commuters, 205 were employed as miners by one of

the largest producers of copper in Polk County, Tenn. All of these com-

muters resided in Cherokee County. In addition, 70 persons worked outside
their home county but elsewhere in the project area, bringing the total number
of "out" commuters on a county basis to 665. On the other hand, 193 workers
residing outside the project area commuted into the area to work, while 70

workers residing in the project area commuted to another project county. There-

fore, there was a net of 402 "out" commuters (table 11).

By far, Cherokee County had the greatest number of net "out" commuters

—

305. Four hundred and sixty- three persons who lived in Cherokee County worked
outside the county in comparison with 158 persons who lived outside the county
but worked in Cherokee County.

Clay County, with only 97 commuting out against 79 commuting in netted 18

outcommuters. About one- third of the Clay outcommuters worked outside the

State, mostly in Union County, Ga. Graham County had about the same number of

outcommuters as Clay, but fewer commuting in.

Economic Underemployment

Estimates of underemployment provide a measure of economic utilization of

labor. For 1959, underemployment estimates indicate that area workers had jobs
that produced less income and output than the same labor force might have been
expected to earn in the general U.S. labor market. Furthermore, reported gains
since then in total employment and earnings, accompanied by a reduction in the
conventionally measured unemployment, have not led to a measurable improvement
in the underutilization of area workers.

In 1959, the median incomes of males 14 years and older with income in

Cherokee, Clay, and Graham Counties were $1,744, $1,250, and $2,009, respec-
tively (table 12). Based on the 1960 U.S. Census of Population, these incomes
were much lower than the median income of $4,111 for males at the national

level. Much of the lower income was due to the larger percentage in the area
than in the Nation of old and young workers in the labor force, a lower aver-
age level of education, and a smaller participation of the male population in

the labor force.
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Table 11.—Distribution of net "out" and "in" commuting, intraproject area and
outside project area, 1960

Subject
county

: "Out" commuters—
:

2/
: "In" commuters— •

Net
3/

commuters—

Cherokee
•

26 : : -26
:

4

30

433

; 32

: 32

126

+28

: Total
:

: +2

"Outside area
:

-307

: Total commuters .

.

• 463 : 158 : -305 •

Clay
•

26 : +26
•

4
:

4
[

Total . 4

93

: 30

49

: +26

Outside area
:

-44

Total commuters .

.

• 97 79 -18

Graham :
• 32 4 -28

Clay
:

4 ; 4
;

Total .

"

36 :

69
:

8 :

18

-28
:

-51

Total commuters.. • 105 : 26 -79

Project area : Intra-area : 70 : 70 :

:

595 193 -402

Total commuters.. • 665 : 263 : -402

1/ Number commuting from subject county to area counties or commuting outside
the area.

2/ Number commuting to subject county from area counties or outside the area.

_3/ Plus (+) means net "in" commuting; minus (-) means net "out" commuting.

Source: Commuting Patterns in North Carolina, 1960. North Carolina Depart-
ment of Conservation and Development.
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Assuming that the labor force in the area had been utilized in a manner
comparable to the national average, it is estimated that median earnings of the
male labor force of Cherokee, Clay, and Graham Counties would be around $2,888,
$2,884, and $2,739, respectively. A comparison of the observed incomes of

these counties with the imputed national incomes for a labor force with similar
characteristics indicates a level of underemployment for Cherokee, Clay, and
Graham Counties of 40, 57, and 27 percent, respectively. On a full-time equiv-
alent basis, this results in area income and output about the same as if an
additional 2,335 workers in the area were unemployed and the rest of the labor
force worked at full capacity.

Between 1959 and 1964, the rate of underemployment did not appear to

change much in the project area. The median income estimates used to estimate
underemployment in 1964 are based on an observed correlation of 1959 county
median incomes in North Carolina with 1958 wages paid production workers in"

manufacturing (table 12). A rise of $100 per year in manufacturing wages per
production worker in 1958 corresponded to a $92 rise in 1959 county median in-
comes. The average wage in manufacturing in Cherokee, Clay, and Graham Coun-
ties rose $434, $87, and $699 from 1958 to 1963; consequently, the counties'
median income rose $282, $51, and $510, respectively, to levels of $2,026,
$1,301, and $2,519 by 1964. The relatively high rates of underemployment in
the project area indicate that the available labor force has the capacity to

generate more income than it does, but that local demand for this labor is in-

sufficient.

Income

Effective buying income 3/ for the project area was $32.7 million in 1965

or 16 percent above the 1960 income level (table 13) . About four-fifths of the

increase occurred in Cherokee County, which gained 22 percent during 1960-65.
The rate of gain in the level of income for the project area during 1960-65 was
only one-half the rate achieved in North Carolina. This indicates that on a

total basis the economy of the project area expanded at a much slower rate than

the rest of North Carolina.

A brighter picture evolves when income is adjusted for population differ-
ences, however. Income estimates expressed on a per capita basis show that

the project area as a whole gained at a rate only slightly below that of the

State, while Cherokee County gained at a higher rate (table 14). The rapid

gain in Cherokee County is partly reflected in a greater rate of gain in em-

ployment participation. For every 100 people in that county in 1960 only 23

were employed; by 1965, 33 were employed. This gain of 10 workers per 100

people contributed substantially to the rise in both aggregate and per capita

income in the area.

The difference in the per capita picture and the total picture with re-

spect to income is in part a reflection of population losses in the project

_3/ Income after deductions of personal tax and non-tax to Federal, State

and local governments.
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Table 13.—Estimates of effective buying income, project area and North Caro-
lina, 1960-65

Year : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

Thous. Thous

.

Thous. Thous. Thous.
: dol. dol. dol. dol. dol.

I960..

.

16,335 5,274 6,643 28,252 6,773,421

1961... 16,203 4,660 5,679 26,542 6,812,096

1962... 17,072 4,915 5,924 27,911 7,206,100

1963.. 17,476 5,159 6,217 28,852 7,600,105

1964... . 18,405 5,474 6,597 30,476 8,188,632

1965..

.

19,942 5,708 7,097 32,747 8,882,708

Indexes (1960=100)

1960. .. 100 100 100 100 100

1961. .

.

99 88 85 94 101

1962... 104 93 89 99 106

1963..

.

107 98 94 102 112

1964..

.

113 104 99 108 121

1965. .. : 122 108 107 116 131

Source: Copyright 1961-66. Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. Sales
Management, Inc., New York, N. Y. Further reproduction is prohibited without
permission of the publisher.
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area. In 1960, there were 28,200 people in the three counties and by 1965 only
27,200 (table 3). In contrast, State population gains were around 7 percent
during the 5-year period.

It should be pointed out, however, that the level of per capita income in
the project area was considerably below the State level. In 1960, the per
capita income in the project area was 67 percent of the State; by 1965 it de-
clined to 66 percent.

While the rate of gain in per capita income in the project area was great-
er than the rate for total income, the rate of gain in income per household was
smaller. From 1960 to 1965, income per household grew only 12 percent, com-
pared with 16 percent for total income. It should be remembered, however, that
income per family member increased over the observed period. The difference is

due to a larger number of households, but smaller families in 1965 than in 1960.

Earnings per week in industrial employment and manufacturing averaged much
lower in the area than in the State—around 80 cents on the dollar (table 15).
They were particularly lower in Cherokee and Clay Counties. However, percent-
age gains in earnings from 1960 to 1965 in the area were only slightly below
the gain in the State.

There are four banks in the project area, all owned by the same company.
The home office is located in Andrews in Cherokee County. Three branch offices
are located in Murphy, Cherokee County; Hayesville, Clay County; and Robbins-
ville, Graham County.

Despite observed lags in income, banking activity increased faster than any
other economic activity in the area. In fact total deposits in the area rose

slightly faster than in the State as a x^hole (table 16). On a per capita basis

the gains were impressive. In the project area, per capita deposits in 1965

were 56 percent greater than in 1960, compared with a 38-percent gain during

this period in the State (table 17). Nevertheless, the level of deposits per

capita in the project area continued below the State in 1965, $479 compared

with $778.

AGRICULTURE

Most of the area's farm population still resides on small, marginal farms;

but with limited opportunity for nonfarm employment to supplement farmers' in-

comes, many families have moved out. Consequently, the number of farms in the
project area declined from 2,041 in 1959 to 1,828 in 1964 (table 18). However,
this 10-percent decline was less than half the overall drop of 22 percent for
the State.

Despite the decrease in the number of farms the agricultural sector re-

mains a vital source of expanding income in the project area. As shown in

table 18, the value of all products sold increased faster in the area than in

the State. Most of the gains in the area came from increased production and

sales of livestock and poultry products in Cherokee and Clay Counties. Graham
County had a few more farms in 1964 than in 1959 but received 12 percent less

from sales of farm products. Even so, land and building values per farm rose
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Table 17.—Per capita bank deposits, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

Year Cherokee Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
I960.. 330.56 205.31 332.66 306.61 563.63

1961.. 362.23 234.38 349.86 334.48 612.58

1962.. 401.27 263.44 372.89 367.57 623.88

1963..
:

434.78 307.14 402.65 401.78 670.87

1964.. 474.72 355.55 440.62 442.66 727.09 *

1965..
:

507.95 408.89 467.05 478.53 777.95

Indexes (1960=100)

I960.. 100 100 100 100 100

1961.. 110 114 105 109 109

1962.. : 121 128 112 120 111

1963.. 132 150 121 131 119

1964.. : 144 173 132 144 129

1965.. 154 199 140 156 138

Source: Developed from data in tables 3 and 16,

rapidly in Graham County as they did in Cherokee and Clay Counties, possibly

because of increased use of farmland for retirement homes.

The increase in the value of farm products sold was reflected in gross

farm income and in farm income per farm population (tables 19 and 20) . Gross

farm income increased at a greater rate in the project area than in the entire

State. Gross farm income increased faster in Cherokee and Clay Counties than

in Graham County. Graham County farmers had a moderate increase in gross in-

come from 1960 to 1965 despite a decline in the value of farm sales from 1959

to 1964. In Graham County, gross farm income declined from 1960 through 1963,

but increased slightly beginning in 1964.
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Table 20.—Gross farm income per farm population, project area and North Caro-

lina, 1960-65

Year : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Pro ject area : North Carol i na

Dollars Dollars Dollars ]• Dllars Dollars
I9 60.. 543 (.9 7 331 522 1,209

1961 .

.

L,099 1,185 368 880 1,559

1962.. 1,110 1,197 372 889 1,581

1963.. 1,119 1,207 375 896 1,593

1964.

.

1,212 1,309 406 971 1,701

1965.

.

1,419 1,537 475 1 ,138 1,992

I960,

1961

1962,

1963

1964

1965

• Indexes (1960== 100)

; ioo 100 100 100 100

; 202 170 111 169 129

204 172 112 170 131

206 173 113 172 132

223 188 123 186 141

261 221 144 218 165

Source: Tables 5 and 19.
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MINING AND FORESTRY

The project area is characterized by rough, steep mountain terrain, whose
rock formation includes such minerals as talc, marble, corundum, mica, and gold.

These minerals, however, are no longer plentiful enough to be mined commer-
cially. Besides the market for some of them has been lost as a result of com-
petition from synthetic materials, while other minerals in the area are no
longer needed by industry. As a result, expansion of mining activity is limit-
ed more by technology and market potential than by labor availability. There
is an ample supply of mine labor available, particularly in the large number of

"out" commuters.

The timber resources, for the most part, consist of pine at the lower ele-

vations and of mixed hardwoods in the coves and on the north slopes at high
elevations. Thirty percent of the forest area of Cherokee County lies in the

Nantahala National Forest. The national forests comprise about 43 percent of
the total land acreage in Clay County. There are 163,000 acres of commercial
forest land in Graham County, 109,500 acres of which are in Nantahala National
Forest.

The principal forestry operations include pulpwood, veneer products, and
sawtimber. But the lumber economy has been steadily decreasing as hardwood
timber supplies are becoming depleted. In most cases, the cutoff land has not
been reutilized. However, an expansion in production of some forest products,
such as Christmas trees and charcoal from low-grade hardwoods, may have eased
the decline. Use may be made of about 5,000 acres of idle farmland for trees,
pastures, or recreational purposes.

RECREATION

Hunting, fishing, and water sports are important recreational activities
in the area. About 55 miles of waterways in Cherokee County have been desig-
nated as "trout waters" by the North Carolina Wild Life Resource Commission.
A potential development area for recreation is 3,000-acre Chatuge Lake in Clay
County, part of the Tennessee Valley Authority. The greater part of the forest
land in Graham County is certain to remain in the Nantahala National Forest and

Joyce Kilmer Memorial Forest. One of the county resorts, Fontana Village, at-
tracts about a million visitors annually.

Although the area has comparatively few hotels and motels , it has potential
for an expanded tourist trade. One of the main difficulties impeding tourism,

as well as growth and development in other sectors, is the lack of an adequate
highway system between the project area and surrounding metropolitan centers.

Construction of the proposed Appalachian highways should overcome some diffi-

culties and induce more motels, restaurants, souvenir outlets, and other busi-

nesses; but additional improvements in the counties' highway system are also
needed to improve the area's economic climate.
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Ill.TAI I. SAM S

Total retail sales activity in the project area was estimated at $22 mil-

lion in 1965 (table 21). This represents a gain of 12 percent over 1960,

against a rise of 35 percent for North Carolina. In the project area, the rise

was unevenly distributed among counties as well as over time. The only county

with a smaller level of sales in 1965 than 1960 was Clay. Much of the decline

in Clay County was due to the decrease in the volume of food sales from 1960 to

1965 (table 22). On a per household basis, retail sales in the project area

averaged around $3,000, up 8 percent from 1960 but continuing at two-thirds the

household level for North Carolina (table 23).

RETAIL MARKET ATTRACTION

Rural residents depend on nearby trade centers for a great deal of retail
goods and services. It is therefore important to determine the degree of polar-
ization or market attraction that the surrounding trade centers have on
residents. The degree of market attraction that a trade center has on rural
persons increases with the number of shopping opportunities in the center (which
in turn is based on the population of the center) and decreases with the dis-
tance to the center. More important than mere distance but more difficult to

measure is the time or difficulty involved in making the trip.

For example, five major cities are within a 125-mile drive from the town
of Murphy, Cherokee County. As shown in table 24, Atlanta, Ga

.
, has the great-

est pull on Murphy residents and Greenville, S.C., the least. This means that
Atlanta would most likely attract more shoppers from the town than any of the
other four cities. Although Atlanta is farther away than the other four cities,
it is connected to Murphy by a good road and has a larger trading center with a

greater variety of retail services.

Chattanooga, though smaller than Atlanta, is larger than the other candi-

dates and is the closest of the five cities. According to the market attraction

formula, Chattanooga ranks second in importance. Knoxville and Asheville vie

for third and fourth place. Knoxville is larger, but is farther away and on a

less easilv traveled road. Using th distance formula in the footnote to table

24, Knoxville would be considered to have a stronger market attraction for

Murphy residents than Asheville. But assuming that one can maintain an average

speed of around 45 m.p.h. driving to Asheville against 35 m.p.h. to Knoxville,

then Asheville would have a stronger attraction.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

Community facilities provided by local governments in the project area
appear to be improving though some problems remain. Because they are in rural
areas, most homes in the area have no access to available public sewer and
water facilities. Generally, each town provides water and sewer services, fire
and police protection, rescue units, and trash collection. What follows is an
appraisal of community facilities in the project area with specific references
to housing, water supply, sewage disposal, and health care.
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Table 21.—Retail sales estimates, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

Year : Cherokee : Clay Graham : Project area : North Carolina

: Thous

.

Thous

.

Thous

.

Thous

.

Thous

.

: dol. dol. dol. dol. dol.
I960.. . 12,164 5,569 1,873 19,606 4,359,564

1961.. : 12,488 5,619 1,852 19,959 4,415,460

1962.. 12,199 5,604 1,862 19,665 4,726,300

1963.. 13,465 6,076 2,031 21,572 4,911,652

1964.. 13,015 4,560 2,703 20,278 5,308,302

1965.. 14,301 4,713 2,927 21,941 5,879,447

Indexes (1960=100)

I960.. 100 100 100 100 100

1961.. 103 101 99 102 101

1962.. 100 101 99 100 108

1963.. 111 109 108 110 113

1964.. 107 82 144 103 122

1965.. 118 85 156 112 135

Source: Copyright 1961-66. Sales Management Survey of Buying Power. Sales
Management, Inc. New York, N.Y. Further reproduction is prohibited without per-

mission of the publisher.
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Table 23.—Per household retail sales, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

Year : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

: Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
I960.. : 3,056 3,978 1,216 2,833 3,786

1961.. 2,864 3,771 1,136 2,668 3,624

1962.. 2,857 3,786 1,171 2,679 3,837

1963.. 3,176 4,024 1,302 2,951 3,895

1964.. 3,129 3,020 1,790 2,824 4,181

1965i. 3,438 3,121 1,938 3,056 4,587

Indexes (1960=100)

I960.. 100 100 100 100 100

1961.. 94 95 93 94 96

1962.. 94 95 96 95 101

1963.. 104 101 107 104 103

1964.. 102 76 147 100 110

1965^ 113 79 159 108 121

1/ Jan. 1, 1965.

Source: Developed from data in tables 4 and 22.
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Table 24.—Market attraction of selected cities on Murphy, N.C., 1960

City Population:
Distance from
Murphy, N.C.

Driving time : Market attraction
from : Distance .Driving

Murphy, N.C. : I/ .time 2/

Hours Units l nits

2.5 10.0 10.0

1.8 6.0 5.2

2.2 1.6 1.8

3.1 2.6 1.7

3.3 1.0 1.0

Atlanta, Ga

Chattanooga, Tenn

Asheville, N.C...

Knoxville, Tenn..

Greenville , S .C .

.

Number
487,455

130,009

60,192

111,827

66,188

Miles
125

82

100

112

123

1/ Market attraction = — , where P = population of trade center and d = dis-

d
2

tance to trade center.

2/ Driving time to trade center was substituted for distance to trade center

in the formula given above. The units were converted to a scale ranging from 1

to 10 for both indexes to facilitate comparison.

Housing

A significant problem is the need for replacing 3,000 to 4,000 substan-
dard houses with quality units, particularly low-cost ones. In 1960, the area
had more than 8,500 housing units, but only 56 percent of them were sound
structures (table 25). Of the approximately 7,500 units that were occupied at
the time of the last census, 25 percent were rented. Almost one-sixth of all
housing units were classified as dilapidated, and over 30 percent of all units
were built in 1929 or earlier. Of the three counties, Cherokee had the poorest
housing. Graham County had the highest percentage of sound housing. It also
had the lowest percentage of occupancy and the highest percentage of seasonal
homes. Clay County had the lowest percentage of dilapidated housing and the
highest percentage of recently built structures.

Between 1940 and 1950, when total population in the area reached its high-
est level, 234 homes, on the average, were built annually. Only 213 homes were
built annually in the following decade. The drop in annual construction of new
homes may be partly attributed to the subsequent decline in the area popula-

tion. As mentioned before, the population of the project area is anticipated
to decrease further by approximately 6,000 persons by 1980. In this context,

there is little economic pressure to increase the number of houses in the area.

But there is a need to upgrade the quality of housing as evidenced by the high
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percentage of old and substandard structures, the apparent inadequacy of pro-
tective standards and codes that set minimum requirements for construction and

occupancy of dwellings, and an expected general shift in housing sites from

rural to urban sites.

Water Supply and Sewage Disposal

In 1960, only 23 percent of the housing units obtained their water from a

public or group water supply (table 26). Individual wells were used for about
34 percent of the units. Residents of some 3,700 housing units, or A3 percent
of the total, obtained drinking water from sources other than public or private
water systems. Most of them probably got their water from such easily polluted
sources as ponds, springs, or shallow wells. Generally, private suppliers of

water are not required to conform to the health standards required of most
public or corporate systems.

As recently as 8 years ago, occupants of 4,814 housing units, 56 percent of

the total, were disposing of untreated sewage in either streams or shallow
latrines (table 27) . Public sewers were used by 18 percent of the residents
and the remaining 26 percent used septic tanks or cesspools. It was not de-
termined whether the sewage going into public sewers was treated before being
dumped into streams.

Residents in much of the area are without access to any type of sanitary
disposal facility. The disposal of untreated sewage into streams might create
serious health problems for area communities. Efforts should be made to pro-
vide each new home with an adequate supply of quality water and a sanitary sew-

age disposal system.

Most new industries must bear the added expense of providing a water sup-
ply and sewage disposal unit. In Clay County, sewer and water services are
available only in the town of Hayesville. In 1967, a new well was drilled in

Hayesville to replace the surface springs that the community was utilizing.
Funds for drilling the well included a grant from the Area Redevelopment Admin-
istration. In the town of Robbinsville, Graham County, the supply of water is

totally inadequate to meet present and future needs. Area residents realize
they have a problem and are currently trying to improve their water and sewage
systems. Under a Farmers Home Administration grant of $6,000 for each county,
comprehensive sewage and water planning projects are underway to determine the
total need for each community.

Health Care

Rural areas in general, and low-income rural areas in particular, have
fewer health facilities and personnel available to their population than other
socioeconomic areas. Table 28 indicates that the project area is no excep-
tion. 4_/ These figures, however, do not tell a complete story. They only show
the personnel and facilities located in the three counties.

4/ More recent data pertaining to the availability of dentists and physicians
suggest that the project area has suffered sufficient attrition in these pro-
fessions to bring the ratios down to those of all isolated areas.
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In North Carolina, as in other States, attention is being paid to dividing
the State into medical service regions and districts. The objective is to lo-

cate medical services within reach of the majority of the population, and to

avoid inefficient duplication of services within a given area. The project
area lies within the Franklin health district, which in turn lies within the

Asheville health region.

In table 29, the area is considered in terms of the same characteristics as

used previously, but this time within the district and regional context. The
table clearly reveals a more favorable situation at the district level than
that suggested by an analysis of the area by itself, especially when compared
with other isolated rural counties. On the other hand, the project area lags

behind the Asheville health region. However, there is an implicit assumption
that the area's population can and does avail itself of the array of services
available at the district and regional levels. Alternatively, some people may
enter neighboring States for medical care. This is unlikely to be a common
occurrence because public health facilities are not generally available to non-
residents of a State.

There is a circular relationship among poverty, illness, and low produc-
tivity, which suggests that the situation is unlikely to improve until increases
in potential demand for medical care induced by public programs are transformed
into increases in effective demand. This transformation will, no doubt, re-
quire increases in the supply of some, if not all, medical services. It will
also require the removal of nonpecuniary impediments that may exist between
people in need and the provision of medical care.

LOCAL REVENUE

Total receipts from selected tax sources in the three counties generally
have been increasing annually, though not as rapidly as in the rest of the
State (tables 30-34). This trend is also evident for the assessed value of pro-

perty for taxes (table 35). However, levels per household range from one-third
to two- thirds the levels of counterparts at the State level, pointing to a

limited tax base for the project area. This suggests that financing difficul-
ties are likely to be encountered if local taxes are to be used as a source of

financing for needed improvements in community facilities.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Total expenditures by local governments in the project area totaled nearly
$3 million in 1962 (table 36) . This amounted to $106 per capita and $402 per

household, or about half of the corresponding State outlays. Sources of funds
for these expenditures included transfers from State and Federal governments as

well as local tax collections. Consequently, the expenditures listed in tables
36 and 37 are not directly reflected in the previous discussion on local tax

collections

.

Overall, expenditures by local governments increased over 146 percent from

1957 to 1962. A large part of the increase was for education, as educational
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Table 30.

—
Tax due, individual taxable returns, project area and North Carolina,

1960-65

Year
beginning : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

July

! Dollars IK> 1 1 .ll's Dollars Dollars Dollars

1960
I
107,563 22,862 49,177 178,602 78,827,290

1961 ] 120,859 20,135 42,753 183,747 87,720,800

1962 152,361 25,347 53,151 230,859 96,556,846

1963 171,578 30,422 58,456 260,456 111,109,196

1964 190,796 35,498 63,762 290,056 125,661,546

1965 206,521 40,444 68,848 315,813 137,947,758

Indexes (1960-100)

1960 100 100 100

1961 112 92 87

1962 142 116 108

1963 160 139 119

1964 177 162 130

1965 192 185 140

100

103

129

146

162

177

100

111

122

141

159

175

Source: Statistics on Taxation: Biennial Report of Department of Research,
State of North Carolina, 1960, 1962, 1964, 1966.
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Table 31.— Sales and use taxes: Gross collection, project area and North Caro-

lina, 1960-65

Year

beginning
July

Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Project area : North Carolina

1961

1962

1963 !

1964

1965

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
197,850 30,525 70,009 298,384 90,097,652

289,878 46,038 93,951 429,867 131,984,135

332,735 62,672 112,233 507,640 149,350,510

351,986 60,937 120,808 533,731 161,049,132

388,188 64,602 126,598 579,388 173,479,606

432,961 71,673 135,587 640,221 193,470,413

Indexes (1960=100)

1960

1961

1962

1963

1964

1965

100 100 100 100 100

147 151 134 144 146

168 205 160 170 166

178 200 173 179 179

196 212 181 194 192

219 235 194 215 215

Source: Statistics on Taxation: Biennial Report of Department of Research,
State of North Carolina, 1960, 1962, 1964, 1966.
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Table 32.—Collections from intangible property tax, project area and North
Carolina, 1960-65

Year
beginning

July
! Cherokee Clay : Graham : Piroject area : North Carolina

I960
: Dollars

13,983

21,359

15,855

19,715

18,957

21,394

Dollars
1,670

1,934

2,168

4,211

3,887

2,451

Dollars
3,164

3,223

4,045

4,765

4,082

5,458

Dollars
18,817

26,516

22,068

28,691

26,926

29,303

Dollars
10,159,579

1961 12,409,733

1962 12,131,303

1963 13,508,486

1964 15,193,062

1965. 17,076,174

Indexes (1960==100)

1960.

1961.

100

153

113

141

136

153

100

116

130

252

233

147

100

102

128

151

129

172

100

141

117

152

143

156

100

122

1962 119

1963 133

1964 150

1965 ' 168

Source: Statistics on Taxation: Biennial Report of Department of Research,
State of North Carolina, 1960, 1962, 1964, 1966.

4y



Table 33.—License tax collections, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

Year
beginning : Cherokee : Clay : Graham : Pi•oject area : North Carolina

July

: Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars
1960 : 16,609 6,702 6,185 29,496 7,274,336

1961 : 13,220 2,172 5,823 21,215 6,975,103

1962 : 12,512 1,818 4,520 18,850 7,073,996

1963 : 11,140 2,131 5,107 18,378 5,765,347'

1964 14,465 2,062 7,614 24,141 7,432,408

1965 19,925 2,712 5,348 27,985 8,332,931

Indexes (1960= 100)

1960 100 100 100 100 100

1961 80 32 94 72 96

1962 75 27 73 64 97

1963 67 32 83 62 79

1964 87 31 123 82 102

1965
;

120 40 86 95 114

Source: Statistics on Taxation: Biennial Report of Department of Research,
State of North Carolina, 1960, 1962, 1964, 1966.
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outlays increased from $526,000 to $2.1 million, a gain of nearly 300 percent.

At the State level, overall expenditures increased only 45 percent, but outlays

for education increased about 150 percent.

In 1962, Cherokee County spent 77 percent, Graham County spent 68 percent,

and Clay County spent 59 percent of total outlay for education. On a per cap-

ita basis, Graham County expended more at $84 than Clay County at $75. Chero-

kee County spent only $71 per capita. The per capita expenditure for education
for each of the three counties was well below the level of $100 for North Caro-

lina, indicating a need for more funds for education in the project area.

Expenditures for public welfare ranked second to education in the project
area. In 1962, expenditures for education and public welfare amounted to about
87 percent of all outlays (table 36). In each county, total expenditures for

public welfare increased moderately from 1957 to 1962, but declined as a pro-

portion of all expenditures. In 1962, public welfare comprised about 17 per-
cent of local government costs, compared with about 9 percent for the entire
State. Of the three counties, Clay had the greatest welfare load, spending 36

percent of its total outlay ($46 per capita) while Cherokee County had the
smallest, spending only 5 percent or less than $5 per capita. Graham County
expenditures for welfare were about $27 per capita, or 22 percent of its total
outlay.

INDEXES OF DEVELOPMENT

The array of descriptive statistics supporting the preceding discussion is

meaningful, but rather detailed and difficult to grasp simultaneously. In this

section, this wide range of data is reduced, through selection and indexing, to

a few numbers indicating growth rates and comparative levels of economic ac-

tivity in the project area and in North Carolina as a whole. The results of

this process suggest that the project area has been growing in total more slow-
ly than the State. However, with outmigration and smaller increases in house-
hold numbers, growth in the level of economic activity per household in the
project area has about kept up with that of the State. On the other hand, the
level of economic activity per household remained about two-thirds the level of

the State (fig. 5) .

The 12 variables selected for indexing are listed in tables 38 and 39.

These data, together with the number of households in table 4 and the farm pop-
ulation in table 5, were the total data used to compute the indexes for the
project area and the State.

Index numbers tracing the growth rates of economic activity per household
for the project area and the State are drawn directly from tables 38 and 39.

Results of computations are shown in columns one and two of table 40. Weights
used in computing these index numbers are listed in column one of tables 38 and
39. The weights were subjectively determined by economists in the Economic
Research Service. Individual weights were greater than 1 and less than 100

and collectively add to 100. Larger weights were assigned to variables that
were judged to be economically more important or statistically more reliable.
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Table 40.— Indexes of development, project area and North Carolina, 1960-65

[1 "60=100]

1/

Level of de- : Adjusted Adjusted

Index of Unadjusted velopment in' index of index of

Year development index of project area level of develop-

for North development compared develop- ment for

Carolina for project with Nor th ment for project

area Carolina in project area

1960 area

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1960 100.00 100.00 65.64 65.64 65.64

103.15 101.79 65.64 64.78 66.82

107.32 105.47 65.64 64.51 69.23

109.97 110.93 65.64 66.21 72.81

: 117.58 116.77 65.64 65.19 76.64

125.56 126.58 65.64 66.18 83.09

1/ Project area indexes were adjusted for differences in level of development

in project area and State.

57



The index numbers computed by using these weights were found to imply

slightly slower growth rates and slightly higher levels of household activity
in the project area in comparison with the State, than if equal weights were
applied. The weights used resulted in index numbers that, in our judgment,
more accurately summarize the wide array of numbers shown in tables 1 through
37.

The index numbers listed in columns one and two of table 40 show the

growth rates in economic activity per household from 1960 through 1965 for the

project area and North Carolina. Each rate indicates an annual gain of about
5 percent per household. The numbers in column one, table 40, are represented
by the line in figure 5 illustrating the economic growth per household in

North Carolina. The line representing economic growth per household in the

project area in the same figure is based on the numbers in column five, table
40. These numbers were computed by adjusting the weighted rate of growth from
1960 to 1965 in the project area (column two, table 40) for the difference in

the level of economic activity per household in the project area and the State
in 1960.

The procedure for adjusting the rate of growth index per household for

the project area uses the data in table 41. The adjustments were based on the

relative difference per household between the State and project area in 1960.

Data for other years (1961-65) are given for comparison. These data show there
was little overall change in the level of economic activity per household be-
tween the project area and North Carolina for the years 1960 through 1965.

In 1960, each of the variables on a household basis was lower in the
project area than in the state, ranging from a low of 27 percent to a high of
83 percent. The weighted average for these variables in 1960 was 65.64 per-
cent (column three, table 40). This percentage multiplied by the index num-
ber for each year listed in column two, table 40, yields the rate of growth
indexes per household for the project area, adjusted for the difference in the
level of economic activity per household between the project area and the
State. The adjusted index numbers are listed in column five, table 40. The
numbers in column five underlie the line representing economic growth per
household in the project area in figure 5.

The numbers in column four, table 40, trace the change from 1960 to 1965
in the level of household activity in the project area relative to the State.
As these numbers indicate, little change occurred in the position of the pro-
ject area in relation to the State during the period observed.

Change in total economic activity is the combined result of changes by
household and changes in the number of households. Total economic activity
increased by about 40 percent in the State from 1960 through 1965, compared
with about a 32-percent gain in the project area.

IMPLICATIONS

Although the area lost a moderate number of people through outmigration
from 1960 to 1965, it had a positive gain in both total economic activity and
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economic activity per household (table 42) . This is evidence that the popula-
tion is striving to improve its level of living. Present trends imply, how-
ever, that some resources are not available in sufficient quantities or that
they are not presently organized in a manner to provide for a higher growth
rate needed to raise the level of economic activity by household.

Table 42.—Summary indexes for 1965, project area and North Carolina
[1960=100]

Item : Project area North Caro 1 ina

Economic activity per
household

132

127

104

66

•

140

126

111

100

Relative level of economic

Source: Tables 4 and 40.

Programs are needed to develop expanding local economic opportunity and to

help members of households move closer to the State's level of living. Compo-
nents of such programs were mentioned before in this report. In closing, we
shall focus on the intensity of economic stimulation heeded from such programs.

In figure 5, the annual rates of economic growth from 1960 to 1965 were

shown to be about 5 percent for the project area and the State. Should these

trends continue, the project area may never reach the State's level of economic

activity. Therefore, if the area is to catch up with the State, the area must

accelerate its growth rate. If the project area's growth rate increased through

program implementation to around 6 percent from the current 5 percent annually,

it might take 50 years for the project area to catch the State. On the other

hand, if the project area's annual growth rate could be doubled (from 5 to 10

percent) by using more intensive development programs, the project area could

catch up with the State in 8 to 10 years.
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