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Abstract: 
 

Research conducted on the Gogebic Range of Iron County, Wisconsin and 
Gogebic County, Michigan identified significant differences in preferences, values 
and perceptions between residents who are native to the community and those 

who moved to the community from someplace else. These different attitudes 
match well with Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. Natives generally hold preferences, 

values and perceptions that match more closely with lower level needs on 
Maslow’s hierarchy, while transplants generally are aligned more closely with 

higher level needs. The rationale for this conclusion will be presented, its 
implications for asset-based community development will be discussed and 

recommendations for devising successful asset-based community development 
efforts that address these differences will be presented. 
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Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs:  
Its Implications for Asset-based Community Development  

 
Introduction  
 

This paper will explore how the attitudes of various community residents align with 

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs and how this alignment affects asset-based community 

development. In short, people who are native to the community generally hold preferences, 

values and perceptions that match more closely with Maslow’s lower level needs. These 

attitudes may result in reluctance to community change efforts using an asset-based 

community development approach that focus on higher level needs. Because these natives 

often become leaders in small towns and rural areas, this reluctance may translate into local 

decision-making and the very culture of the community.  

This paper will document the rationale for this conclusion, explore its implications for 

asset-based community development and suggest an approach that will help Extension 

educators and community leaders design effective asset-based community development 

change efforts. 

Background 
 

 Changing demographics (fewer people in the nation-wide1 and State of Wisconsin2 

workforce, plus an especially high demand for highly skilled workers3) strongly suggest that the 

economic development challenge in the future will transition from creating jobs to attracting 

workers. Creating average communities may not be effective in attracting high demand young 

                                                 
1
 According to the U.S. Department of Labor, only one American will be entering the workforce in 2012 for every 

four people leaving the workforce (Green, 2007). 
2
 In Wisconsin, the proportion of the population in the working class age group of 18 through 64 will decline from 

63% in 2010 to 56% in 2035.  The number of Wisconsin residents over 65 years of age will more than double in the 
same time period (Egan-Robertson, et. al., 2008). 
3
 For example, by 2020 there is a projected shortage of over one million nurses in the United States (U.S. 

Department of Health and Human Services, 2004).   
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and creative workers. One way for communities to attract these workers will be to set 

themselves apart by building on their assets.  

 This Asset-based Community Development (ABCD) approach has been promoted for 

years by Kretzmann and McKnight who state that “wherever there are effective community 

development efforts, those efforts are based upon an understanding … of the community’s 

assets” (Kretzmann and McKnight, 1993, p. 5). Green and Haines document this new trend 

toward utilizing an asset-based community development approach, stating “this focus on the 

assets of communities, rather than their needs, represents a major shift in how community 

development practitioners have approached their work in recent years” (Green and Haines, 

2008, p. 7).  However, research explored in this paper indicates resistance by many people who 

are native to the community to asset-based community development efforts.  

Gogebic Range Surveys 
 

Survey research was conducted on the Gogebic Range of Iron County, Wisconsin and 

Gogebic County, Michigan to inform an asset-based community development initiative 

designed to attract and retain young people (Andresen, 2009)4. In 2008, a location decision-

making survey was completed by 668 high school students, two-year college students and 

young adults living on the Gogebic Range. The primary purpose of this survey was to better 

understand what factors young people were looking for in deciding where to live. Respondents 

included residents who grew up on the Gogebic Range and never moved away (natives), those 

who grew up on the Range, moved away and returned (boomerangs) and those who moved to 

the Range from someplace else (transplants).  

                                                 
4
 For additional background on the Gogebic Range Next Generation Initiative visit 

http://www.uwex.edu/ces/cty/iron/cnred/index.html 

http://www.uwex.edu/ces/cty/iron/cnred/index.html
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In 2009, the same survey instrument was applied to 258 adults who grew up on the 

Gogebic Range, moved away and never returned. Respondents included former residents who 

said they would return to the Range if offered a good job (broken boomerangs) and those who 

would not return even if offered a good job (javelins). See Appendix One for a comparison of 

the survey results for these five groups.  

In late 2009 and early 2010, the survey was also applied to 261 high school students, 

four-year college students and young adults living in neighboring Ashland County. The purpose 

for conducting this survey was to collect comparison data to provide a more meaningful context 

for better understanding the Gogebic Range survey results.   

Research Findings 

The survey findings identified important differences between Gogebic Range natives 

and transplants for the following three dimensions: 1) lifestyle preferences; 2) location 

decision-making values; and 3) perception of community assets5. These differences promise 

important implications for asset-based community development.  

One framework for understanding how these differences affect asset-based community 

development is to examine them in relation to Abraham Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (See 

Figure One). In his hierarchy, Maslow describes five levels of human needs. The most 

fundamental, physiological needs are placed at the base of a pyramid, with higher level safety, 

belonging, esteem and self-actualization needs ascending the pyramid.  Maslow suggested that 

the most basic need levels must first be met before individuals will ascend to higher level needs 

(Maslow, 1943). 

 
 

                                                 
5
 Unless otherwise noted, the population presented in this paper will be young adults (excluding high school and 

college students). 
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Figure One 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 

 

This paper will argue that these differing preferences, values and perceptions align 

closely with the Hierarchy of Needs. In a community development context, this ascension is 

especially crucial. If an individual focuses on lower level needs in their own life, they would 

likely believe that the community should only address these lower level needs when pursuing 

community and economic development. They may not understand the desire by others to live 

in communities that satisfy their interest in higher level needs. Therefore, such individuals may 

resist asset-based community development efforts focusing on higher level needs that detract 

from providing lower level needs. 

Lifestyle Preferences 

The Gogebic Range Survey asked respondents if they agree with the statement "I want 

to live in a place that fits my lifestyle more than a job that pays the most”. Seventy-five percent 

of respondents agree with this statement. However, natives are much less likely to agree with 

this statement than boomerangs, transplants, broken boomerangs and javelins (See Table One).  
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Table One 
Lifestyle Preferences:  

"I want to live in a place that fits my lifestyle more than a job that pays the most” 
Gogebic Range  

 

Natives 63% Agree 

Boomerangs 76% Agree 

Transplants 80% Agree 

Broken Boomerangs 70% Agree 

Javelins 70% Agree 

 
Compared to the Gogebic Range, significantly more respondents from the comparison 

community prefer to live in a place that fits their lifestyle. This is true for all age groups, 

including high school students, college students and young adults (See Table Two). 

Table Two: 
Lifestyle Preferences:  

"I want to live in a place that fits my lifestyle more than a job that pays the most” 
Gogebic Range and Comparison Community 

 

 Gogebic Range Comparison Community 

All Respondents 54% Agree 81% Agree 

High School Students 47% Agree 77% Agree 

College Students 50% Agree 86% Agree 

Young Adults 75% Agree 78% Agree 

 
Gogebic Range natives are more likely to live in a community where they can find a job 

and less likely to seek a community that fits their lifestyle. These residents focus their location 

decision-making on the lower level needs in Maslow’s Hierarchy. As a result, they may resist 

community development efforts that do not focus on addressing lower level needs, such as 

creating jobs. Because of their own location preferences, resistance may be especially strong to 

asset-based community development focused on attracting people who choose to live in a 

place based on higher level needs, such as finding a community that fits their lifestyle.   
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Location Decision-Making Values  

The Gogebic Range Survey asked respondents to rate the value of 31 possible factors for 

deciding where to live. Range natives value many of the same factors as transplants. But 

significant differences also exist. To test if these differences align with Maslow’s Hierarchy of 

Needs, four UW-Extension faculty members and one UW-Madison graduate student assigned 

Maslow’s need levels to each of the 31 location decision-making factors. Some panelists 

believed some factors fit more than one need level (e.g. “sense of community”), while other 

factors fit none (e.g. “low taxes”). There was also disagreement among panel members 

regarding where a number of the factors best fit (e.g. some panelists placed “warm weather” in 

the lowest physiological level, while others placed it in the highest self-actualization level).  

However, 28 of the 31 factors were successfully matched with one of the five need levels by 

three or more panelists.6  

Appendix Two shows differences in location decision-making values between natives 

and transplants organized by how each of the factors was matched with one of the need levels. 

These differences closely track with Maslow’s Hierarchy. Seven out of the eight lowest level 

physiological and safety need factors are valued more by natives than transplants. Twelve out 

of the 13 highest level esteem and self-actualization need factors are valued more by 

transplants than natives. Belonging need factors – located in the middle of the hierarchy – 

received a more even mix, with five out of eight factors valued more by transplants. 

Table Three shows only those factors that represent a statistically significant difference 

between natives and transplants (exceeding a standard 0.3 variance threshold). As shown, 

physiological and safety need levels are valued more by natives, while belonging and self-

                                                 
6
 A majority of opinion was not obtained for three factors (nightlife, shopping and malls, and a good place to start a 

business) and will be excluded from this analysis. 
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actualization need levels are valued more by transplants. The only exception is that natives – 

who grew up in “Big Snow Country” – value warm weather (a self-actualization need) more 

than transplants.  

Table Three: 
Location Decision Making Values: Natives and Transplants 

 

Factors Who Values More  Variance 
   

Physiological Needs    

   

Low Taxes Natives 0.30733867 

   

Safety Needs   

   

Job Opportunities Natives 0.4232 

   

Belonging Needs   

   

Sense of Community Transplants 0.3528 

   

Self Actualization Needs   
   

Music Scene Transplants 0.72 

Art and Culture Transplants 0.56656926 
Warm Weather Natives 0.46498336 

Adventure Sports Transplants 0.3698 

 
Differences in what residents value in deciding where to live have important 

implications for asset-based community development. Because natives generally value lower 

level needs (such as low taxes and jobs), they may struggle to understand and appreciate why 

the community should conduct asset-based community development efforts to attract people 

seeking to live in communities that offer higher level needs (such as music, arts and adventure 

sports).  

Perception of Community Assets 

The Gogebic Range Survey also asked respondents to rate how well the Range offered 

the same 31 location decision-making factors. Natives and transplants agree on many of the 
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community’s assets. But significant differences between the two groups also exist. Appendix 

Three shows differences in perceptions between natives and transplants, again organized into 

the five need levels. Table Four shows only those factors that are significantly different.  

While not aligning with Maslow’s Hierarchy as closely as the values dimension, the 

perception dimension can also be applied to the hierarchy of needs. Natives perceive their 

hometown more positively than transplants for the belonging and esteem levels, while 

transplants value the highest self-actualization level much more positively than natives. 

Table Four: 
Perception of Community Assets: Natives and Transplants 

 

Factors Who Perceives as Stronger 
Assets  

Variance 

   

Safety Needs   

   

Little Traffic Transplants 0.46001666 

   

Belonging Needs   

   

Friends and Family Natives 2.5538 

Walkable Streets Natives 0.3403125 

   

Esteem Needs   

   

Welcomes Diversity Natives 0.34026465 

   

Self Actualization Needs   
   

Adventure Sports Transplants 0.459965595 

 

These varying perceptions of the community’s assets also have important implications 

for asset-based community development. Natives perceive their community much more 

favorably than transplants as being a friendly place that is open to diversity. As a result, native 

leaders may choose to promote their community along these lines. Transplants clearly see the 

community differently, perceiving low levels of traffic and adventure sports as stronger 



- 9 - 

 

community assets. Understanding how transplants perceive the community may be an 

especially effective way to identify community attributes that would lure more people to the 

community. Therefore, careful attention must be given to incorporating perceptions from 

transplants in order to identify the most marketable assets of the community before 

conducting asset-based community development to attract young people from outside the 

community. 

Summary of Research Findings 

The Gogebic Range Survey documented significant differences between natives and 

transplants regarding lifestyle preferences, location decision-making values and perceptions of 

the community’s assets. Natives generally value living close to their family and friends and are 

therefore more content with finding a job that allows them to stay in the community. 

Transplants, on the other hand, have weaker ties to family and friends and are more interested 

in experiencing something new. These differences are summed up nicely in Hollowing Out the 

Middle: The Rural Brain Drain and What It Means for America: “Those who left – Leavers – were 

distinctive in how much they valued their encounters with diversity … But spend time with the 

people we dubbed Stayers and Returners, and it seems they take the opposite view. Of course, 

the outside world is exciting, but why would you want to trade in the known and understood 

for something that feels so uncertain?” (Carr and Kefalas, 2009, p. 18).  

These differences have important implications for Extension educators and community 

leaders interested in conducing asset-based community development efforts, especially those 

efforts focused on attracting young people.  
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Implications  

 The Gogebic Range Survey documented considerable resistance among many Range 

natives to the fundamental rationale for asset-based community development. Because many 

natives become leaders in the community – perhaps especially in small towns and rural areas – 

this resistance may be reflected in local decision-making that will stymie such efforts.  

These attitudes may also be reflected in the very culture of the community. Strong 

evidence shows that as the nation grows more diverse, our communities grow less so; people 

are choosing to live in places that share their own values and avoid places that don't (Benjamin, 

2009; Bishop, 2008; and Chinni and Gimpel, 2010). Over time, these values and perceptions 

become embedded in the culture of the community. This may be especially true in the rural 

Midwest, where fewer people move from one community to another7. Further strengthening 

these cultural biases is the tendency among many people to not accept new, young people into 

their communities for fear that the new-comers will change their home towns (Florida, 2008).  

Therefore, the culture of some communities may be reluctant to understand and 

appreciate the importance of asset-based community development. To create an effective 

asset-based community development program, these values and perceptions – or paradigms – 

must first be addressed. According to noted author Stephen Covey: “If you want to make minor, 

incremental changes and improvements, work on practices, behavior or attitude. But if you 

want to make significant, quantum improvement, work on paradigms … But the problem is that 

paradigms, like traditions, die hard” (Covey, 2004, pp. 19 and 20). 

 

                                                 
7
 According to the Pew Research Center, the Midwest is the most rooted region in the country, with 46% of its 

adult residents living their entire lives in the same place, compared to the West (30%), South (36%) and East (38%). 
Rural residents are the most rooted Americans, with nearly half of them spending their whole lives in their 
hometowns, compared to only one-third of urban and suburban residents (Taylor, et. al., 2008).  
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Recommendations 

Because of the potential resistance among some residents, community leaders and even 

the community itself, this paper recommends that Extension educators and community leaders 

conduct three important steps before introducing asset-based community development 

initiatives aimed at attracting young people.  

The first step is to educate the community on the fact that many of today’s young 

people are choosing where to live based on higher level lifestyle preferences, rather than lower 

level needs such as where they can find the best job. This understanding provides the necessary 

rationale for conducting asset-based community development efforts aimed at enhancing the 

community’s quality of life, making it more attractive to young, creative workers who are 

seeking communities where they can realize their self-actualization needs. 

The second step is to educate the community on the fact that many of today’s young 

people are selecting where to live based on the community’s ability to provide the specific self-

actualization activities they desire. Many of today’s young people will move from place to place 

based on their changing interests and lifestyles. As their interests and lifestyles change, they 

simply move to another community where they can better pursue them. This understanding 

provides the rationale for communities to identify and build on their unique assets to 

successfully attract today’s mobile young people. 

The third step is to engage all residents in identifying the community’s assets. All 

residents representing a variety of ages and backgrounds – including both natives and 

transplants – should be included in this process. This is a critical step for creating the necessary 

broadly-based consensus for identifying the community’s most marketable assets. Only with 
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this community-wide agreement on its assets will the community be able to focus limited 

resources on conducting a successful asset-based community development change process.  

On the Gogebic Range, this educational process and community consensus-building was 

facilitated by conducting a location decision-making survey of its young people. Secondary 

research was previously shared with community leaders in earlier attempts to initiate asset-

based community development efforts on the Range. It was not until the secondary research 

was affirmed by the community’s own young people that the community responded to the call 

for action. While the survey method was effective on the Gogebic Range, other methods such 

as focus groups, visioning sessions and key informant interviews may be equally effective. 

Understanding that differences in preferences, values and perceptions align well with 

Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs offers one framework for better appreciating resistance to asset-

based community development. While certainly not a perfect model, it can be used to predict 

how people who grew up in the community may respond to change efforts aimed at providing 

higher level needs to attract young people from outside the community. This understanding will 

encourage a more meaningful and inclusive public dialogue to help ensure a successful asset-

based community development effort.  

Limitations, Further Research and Reflections 

 The obvious limitation to this research method is that the intent of the original surveys 

was for another purpose, not to prove any alignment with Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs. A 

much more precise methodology could be utilized for the latter outcome. For example, the 31 

location decision-making factors did not always match well will Maslow’s five need levels. Plus, 

the surveys only reached people under 40 years of age, which does not accurately reflect the 

population of residents and leaders in the community. Another limitation was the small number 
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of panelists who matched the 31 factors with the five need levels. While having a blind panel 

conduct the matching was preferable to the author who could bias the results to fit the theory, 

additional panel members would have strengthened the method. 

The research was conducted in two small communities in Northern Wisconsin, one with 

a four-year college and one without. Additional research in a variety of smaller and larger 

communities - with and without four-year colleges - will be necessary to determine if the 

findings are truly representative of all Wisconsin communities.   

The preferences, values and perceptions discussed in this paper are most certainly 

value-neutral. Like arguing whether the Packers are better than the Vikings or that football is 

better than baseball, it is meaningless to assign a positive or negative value to the different 

attitudes held by different people, from different backgrounds and in different situations. 

Instead, the focus of this paper is to understand, appreciate and respond to these differences in 

a positive and inclusive way for the betterment of all community residents. 
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Appendix One 
Location Decision Making Survey Results 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Section 1:  Location Preferences 
 
I would prefer to live in a place that fits my lifestyle more than a place with a job that pays the most 
money.  
 

  Natives   62.5 
  Boomerangs   76.0 
  Transplants   79.6 
  Broken Boomerangs  69.2 
  Javelins   69.2 
  
With my education and skills I can get a job in almost any place I want to live.   
 

  Natives   62.5 
  Boomerangs   70.4 
  Transplants   63.3 

Broken Boomerangs  61.8 
  Javelins   69.2 
  
A good paying job is my highest priority.    
 

  Natives   45.9 
  Boomerangs   40.8 
  Transplants   30.7 

Broken Boomerangs  53.7 
  Javelins   53.2 
 
  

 

Comparison by: 

Natives - Born on the Gogebic Range and never moved away 
Boomerangs - Born on the Gogebic Range, moved away and returned 
Transplants - Moved to the Gogebic Range from someplace else 
Broken Boomerangs - Grew up on the Gogebic Range, moved away and would 
consider returning if offered a good job 
Javelins - Grew up on the Gogebic Range, moved away and would not consider 
returning if offered a good job  
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How important are each of the following to you when choosing a neighborhood you would most like 
to live in? 
 

Natives 
 

1. Safe 

2. Raise Family 

3. Affordable 

4. Good Schools 

5. Job Opportunities 

6. Friends/Family 

7. Low Taxes 

8. Scenic Beauty 

9. Walkable Streets 

10. Little Traffic

Boomerangs 
 

1. Safe 

2. Affordable 

3. Raise Family 

4. Scenic Beauty 

5. Good Schools 

6. Sense of Comm 

7. Friends/Family 

8. Walkable Streets 

9. Beach/Waterfront 

10. Little Traffic

Transplants 
 

1. Safe 

2. Raise Family 

3. Scenic Beauty 

4. Affordable 

5. Good Schools 

6. Sense of Comm 

7. Little Traffic 

8. Concern for Env 

9. Trails/Parks 

10. Walkable Streets 
 

Broken Boomerangs     Javelins 
 

1. Safe       1.  Safe 
2. Raise Family      2.  Job Opportunities 
3. Affordable      3.  Good Schools 
4. Good Schools      4.  Raise Family 
5. Job Opportunities     5.  Affordable 
6. Scenic Beauty      6. Walkable Streets 
7. Sense of Community     7. Sense of Community 
8. Walkable Streets     8. Scenic Beauty 
9. Friends/Family     9. Diversity 
10. Trails/Parks      10. People My Age 

 
If you could live anywhere in the world and still work in your chosen field, what types of areas or 
neighborhoods would you be likely to choose? 
                 
… A small town 

  Natives   91.7 
  Boomerangs   79.3 
  Transplants   81.7    

Broken Boomerangs  78.6 
  Javelins   29.6  
 

… In a rural area with lots of open spaces   
 

  Natives   79.2 
  Boomerangs   68.6 
  Transplants   77.1         
  Broken Boomerangs  73.2 
  Javelins   33.4  
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Section 2:  Perceptions of the Gogebic Range 

    
How would you rate the community in which you now live on the following factors? 
 
Natives    Boomerangs    Transplants   
 

1. Scenic Beauty   1. Scenic Beauty   1. Scenic Beauty 
2. Four-Season Climate  2. Friends/Family   2. Adventure Sports 
3. Friends/Family   3. Safe     3. Four-Season Climate 
4. Affordable    4. Four-Season Climate  4. Little Traffic 
5. Raise Family   5. Affordable    5. Affordable 
6. Safe     6. Raise Family   6. Raise Family 
7. Near Small Businesses  7. Adventure Sports   7. Safe  
8. Walkable Streets   8. Beaches/Waterfront  8. Beaches/Waterfront 
9. Beaches/Waterfront  9. Little Traffic    9. Trails/Parks 
10. Trails/Parks   10.Walkable Streets   10. Sense of Community 
 

Broken Boomerangs    Javelins 
 

1. Scenic Beauty     1. Scenic Beauty  
2. Safe      2. Safe  
3. Friends/Family    3. Little Traffic  
4. Affordable     4. Affordable  
5. Four-Season Climate    5. Friends/Family  
6. Little Traffic     6. Four-Season Climate 
7. Raise Family     7. Adventure Sports 
8. Adventure Sports    8. Good Schools  
9. Beaches/Waterfront    9. Beaches/Waterfront 
10. Sense of Community    10. Sense of Community 

 
Do you believe that the community is attractive to people in their 20’s and 30’s as a place to  
live and work? 
 

  Natives   12.5 
  Boomerangs   7.4 
  Transplants   10.8 

Broken Boomerangs    8.9 
  Javelins   3.2  

 
Since moving away, how have your perceptions of the Gogebic Range changed? 
 
…They have become more positive 
   

  Natives   N/A 
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  Boomerangs   N/A 
  Natives   N/A 

Broken Boomerangs  26.8 
  Javelins   12.7 
 
… They have become more negative 
 

Natives   N/A 
Boomerangs   N/A 

  Natives   N/A 
  Broken Boomerangs  39.8  
  Javelins   56.4 
 
… They have not changed 
 

  Natives   N/A 
  Boomerangs   N/A 
  Natives   N/A 
  Broken Boomerangs  33.4 
  Javelins   30.9 
 

Section 3:  Plans for the Future 
 

I plan to live here (return) because the community fits my lifestyle.     
  

  Natives   70.9 
  Boomerangs   59.3 
  Transplants   62.5 

Broken Boomerangs  28.5 
  Javelins   2.1 
 
I plan to live here (return) in order to find a job.   
  

  Natives   17.4 
  Boomerangs   16.7 
  Transplants   34.1 

Broken Boomerangs    4.1 
  Javelins   1.1  
 
I plan to move to a community that better fits my lifestyle.  
      

  Natives   4.2 
  Boomerangs   18.6 
  Transplants   12.5 
  Broken Boomerangs  N/A 
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  Javelins   N/A 
 
I plan to move so I can find a better job.     

  Natives   16.7 
  Boomerangs   22.3 
  Transplants   14.6 
  Broken Boomerangs  N/A 
  Javelins   N/A 
 
I plan to live here for quite some time.    

  Natives   91.7 
  Boomerangs   69.9 
  Transplants   66.7 
  Broken Boomerangs  N/A 
  Javelins   N/A 
 
I plan to return to the Gogebic Range to raise my family. 
   

  Natives   N/A 
  Boomerangs   N/A 
  Transplants   N/A   
  Broken Boomerangs  26.1 
  Javelins   1.1  

I plan to return to the Gogebic Range to retire.  
    

  Natives   N/A 
  Boomerangs   N/A 
  Transplants   N/A 

Broken Boomerangs  52.1 
  Javelins   7.5  

If I could find a good job on the Gogebic Range, I would consider returning. 
 

  Natives   N/A 
  Boomerangs   N/A 
  Transplants   N/A 
  Broken Boomerangs  100% 
  Javelins   0%  
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Appendix Two 
Location Decision-making Values 

 
An analysis of variance was conducted to determine the greatest statistical difference between 
natives and transplants for the location decision-making values dimension. This table shows which 
factors are valued more by natives or transplants, organized from highest to lowest variance for 
each need category (factors in bold have a variance greater than 0.3).  
 
       Who Values More  Variance 
 
Physiological Needs  
 
Low Taxes      Natives   0.30733867 
 
Safety Needs 
 
Job Opportunities     Natives   0.4232 
Safe Streets      Natives   0.18 
Good Schools      Natives   0.09715952 
Affordable      Natives   0.08802865 
Good Place to Raise a Family    Natives   0.0882 
Little Traffic      Transplants   0.0392 
 
Belonging Needs 
 
Sense of Community     Transplants   0.3528 
Friends and Family     Natives   0.2592 
Gathering Spots     Transplants   0.1568 
Different Lifestyles     Transplants   0.045 
People My Age     Transplants   0.0072 
Neighborhood Businesses    Natives   0.0072 
Walkable Streets     Natives   0.0008 
Public Transportation     Transplants   0.0002 
 
Esteem Needs 
 
Trails and Parks     Transplants   0.1682  
Welcomes Diversity     Transplants   0.1458 
 
Self-actualization Needs 
 
Music Scene      Transplants   0.72  
Art and Culture     Transplants   0.56656926 
Warm Weather      Natives   0.46498336 
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Adventure Sports     Transplants   0.3698 
Concern for Environment    Transplants   0.2888   
Scenic Beauty      Transplants   0.2312 
Interesting Neighborhoods    Transplants   0.18 
Four Season Climate     Transplants   0.0512 
Beaches and Waterfront    Transplants   0.0072 
Gaming      Transplants   0.0032 
Professional Sports     Transplants   0.0018 
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Appendix Three 
Perception of Community Assets 

 
An analysis of variance was conducted to determine the greatest statistical difference between 

natives and transplants for the perception of community assets dimension. This table shows which 

factors are perceived by natives or transplants as being stronger assets of the Gogebic Range, 

organized from highest to lowest variance for each need category (factors in bold have a variance 

greater than 0.3). 

       Who Perceives   
       More Positively  Variance 
 
Physiological Needs  
 
Low Taxes      Transplants   0.0162 
 
Safety Needs  
 
Little Traffic      Transplants   0.46001666 
Affordable      Natives   0.0512 
Good Place to Raise a Family    Natives   0.041059642 
Safe Streets      Natives   0.0018 
Good Schools      Transplants   0.003135027 
Job Opportunities     Transplants   0.0008 
 
Belonging Needs 
 
Friends and Family     Natives   2.5538 
Walkable Streets     Natives   0.3403125 
Neighborhood Businesses    Natives   0.22445 
Different Lifestyles     Natives   0.06125 
Public Transportation     Natives   0.048137984 
Sense of Community     Transplants   0.039658476 
People My Age     Natives   0.0190125 
Gathering Spots     Natives    0.00036185 
 
Esteem Needs 
 
Welcomes Diversity     Natives   0.34026465 
Trails and Parks     Natives   0.015545523  
 
Self-actualization Needs 
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Adventure Sports     Transplants   0.459965595 
Music Scene      Transplants   0.125  
Gaming      Transplants   0.092933283 
Art and Culture     Transplants   0.0578  
Concern for Environment    Natives   0.0578  
Four Season Climate     Natives   0.037752741 
Interesting Neighborhoods    Transplants   0.028401389 
Scenic Beauty      Transplants   0.02 
Professional Sports     Natives   0.017578125 
Warm Weather      Natives   0.011584077 
Beaches and Waterfront    Natives   0.0098 
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