
 

FIGURE X-U 
 

Women’s Involvement, Town Size and Upscale 
51 Towns 1977 – 1998 

 Plot 1 Women's Involvement in Town Meeting by Town Size and "Upscale"

Town Size in Registered Voters (Log 10)

3.73.63.53.43.33.23.13.02.92.82.72.62.52.42.32.22.12.0
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Plot 2 Women's Involvement in Town Meeting by "Upscale" and Town Size

"Upscale" Factor Score

3.22.82.42.01.61.2.8.4.0-.4-.8-1.2-1.6-2.0

W
om

en
's

 In
vo

lv
em

en
t (

A
tte

nd
an

ce
 a

nd
 P

ar
tic

ip
at

io
n)

2.5

2.0

1.5

1.0

.5

0.0

-.5

-1.0

-1.5

-2.0

-2.5

shelburne

williston

jericho

richmond
stowe

hinesburg

norwich

charlotte

pittsford

underhill

cambridge
highgate

proctor

waitsfield

sheldon

alburg
calais

corinth

craftsbury

wolcott

bakersfield

bolton

pomfret

montgomery

stgeorge

roxbury

panton

belvidere

Plot 3  124 Town Meetings 1997 and 1998

Town Size by Registered Voters (Log 10)

3.83.63.43.23.02.82.62.42.22.01.81.6
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○ High upscale: 
 means and slopes 
∆ Moderate upscale: 
 means and slopes 
 Low upscale: 
■ means and slopes 

■ Small towns:   
means and slopes 

∆ Middle-sized towns: 
 means and slopes 
○ Big towns:  means and 
 slopes 

○  High upscale: 
 means and slopes 
∆  Moderate upscale: 
 means and slopes 
■  Low upscale: 
 means and slopes 


