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clientele or user groups, and three disculsions based on those four
papers and/or. conference discussions., The first paper discusses urban
landwmse origins and compare‘ urban policies with rural policies

.
ra P
il

,\f\.

" suggesting that future rural d use should not’ be based on urban L
policies. Fccu51ng on poverty. a coal mining in Rentucky, the second y

~ paper, by Cynthia L. Duncan aﬁd William A. Duncan, supports
community-ériented- development poiicies. The thxrd paper, By Joe B.
Stevens, provides an historical ovérview of the Pacific Northwest's =
economy; discusses the current status of forest, human, and’ community .
resources with a focus on poverty, and, through operationalizing the
concept of "income distribution, suggests that multiple definitions
are peeded to examine the 1mpact of forest-related policies. Focusing
on blacks,. the final case study, by T. T. Williams, Richard Morse,
and Avery Webber, is concerned with the impact of government- polxczes
on minority rural land ownership, management, and use. After a brief
Jhistory, the paper looks at contemporary black rural land tenure in

€ South and suggests implementation of pelicies designed ‘to

strengthen the capability of small farmers to increase their total
output, thus. enhancxng economic viability of black farmers. Comments
focus briefly on major points from the case studies and suggest areas
for further 1nvestbgat1an. (PM),
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In the summer of 1983; with a grant from the Ford Foundation, Resources far the
Future convened a workshop on “rura}deveiopmen: poverty, and natural . :
 resources.” Over forty leading researchers and community development leaders . .
participated in the two-and-a-half day workshop. Workshop discussions were ' i -
organized around ten commissioned papers, commentators’ remarks, anda’. - " -~ -
luncheon address. The papers covered broad issues of rural development, . = = * | :
~ resource ownership and use, and the incidence of poverty and its rclatmnshlp to .
_natural resources including six case smdxcs focusing on specrﬁc resduwes in I
various geographic settings. - o s
The workshop papers and the comments on them are available in a six-part U .
series as follows. An overview paper summarizing the key topics and issues -
. . discussed will be avaﬁablemthespnng 0f2984 r
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Part 1

Soctodenwgraphxc and Economic Changes in Rural America, by Kenneth L. Deavers and ¢
David L. Brown, Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture; with
comments by Ronald C. Powers, North C:ntral chxmai Center for Rural

Development, Iowa State Umvcxsxty o -

Rural Policy: An Independcm P"ew, by Edward J. Biakely. Insnmte of Government
Smdxes, University of Cahfomm Bﬂkcley

. € - . . . ~

Part [T

Income Distribution, Poverty, Natural Resources, and Public Polictes: Conceptual and

- Research Issues, by Emery N. Castle and Mark Goldstein, Resources for the Future, Inc.:
with comments by Philip M. Raup, Department of Agricultural and Applied
Economics, University of Minnesoga.
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Part 111
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Real Income, Poverty, and Resources, by Irving Hoch, Julie Hewitt, and Vicky Virgin,
Rescmrees for the Future, Inc.; with comments by Edna Loehman, Departmcnt of
“ Agricultural Economics, Purdue Umversxty
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) Ownemfup\ Panems of Natwral Resources in Rural America: Implications for Distribution
. of Wealth and Income, by Marion Clawson, Resources for the Future, Tnc. ; with
cam::mts by Robert G. Hcaly Conservation Foundation.

PanV

The City Hoise and the Country House: Land-Use Policies and Raral Poverty in the

Northeast, by Frank J. Popper, Resources for the Future, Inc. ™ .
- Coal, Poverty, and Dﬂdbpm Policy in Eastern Kentucky, by Cynthia L. Dungan and
" William A, Dunm, Mmmn Association fcr Canmmty Economic Devglomt.

>

Development and Management of Fprest Resources fw Rural Development in the Pacgﬁc “
Northwest, by Joe B. Stevens,. ent of Agricultural and Resource Economics,
Orcgon State Univcrs:ty o

. Natural and Human Resources: Hapr Pnbiic Policy and Minority Rural Land Onmerslnp
T . Management, and Use, by T. T. Willisms, Richard Morse, and Avery Webber,
" 'Tuskegee Institute; with comments by Paul Barkley, Department of Agricultural
Emcmxcs, Washington State University; Brady J. Deaton, Departrent of Agricultural

Economxcs, Vizginia Polytechnic Institute and State Umvmxty, and Marty Strange,
€enter for Rural Aﬁ’m:s T
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Part Vi

. Water and Poverty in the S Helen Ingram, Univessity of Arizona; F. Lee
" Brown, University of New *Gary Weatherford, Sgnta Clara University; Gil
Bonem, the Center for Natural Resmrqe Studies; $teve Mumme, Colorado State
Um\_remty and Wade Martin, University of New Mexico.

Indian Natural Resource Developmens: The Impact on Poverty: Overview of Issues, and

_ Proposals for Research by Susan Willisms, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver and .

. Kampelman; with comments by John Folk-Williams, Western Network, and Allen V.
Kneese, Resources for the Future, Inc.
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The six-part series. |

) ‘thc overview paper are available from: the National
Center for Food aﬁ&-,

ural Policy, Resources for the Fum:c Inc., 1755
, Washington, D.C. 20036.
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THE CITY HOUSE AND THE COUNTRY HOUSE:
i LAND-USE POLICIES AND RURAL POVERTY IN THE NORTHEAST

by ‘Frank J.‘ Popper

, For a ?egian with an urban reputation, the Ncrtﬁeast is surprisingly
rural. The region--by the.Census Bubeau‘s definition, the hihe stﬁtes from
Maine through Pennsylvania and New Jersey=-has 7.39 milliion people in non-.
metrepglitan areas,x-a larger population/than New Yopk City. Pennsylvania, .

‘with fourteen Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas containing over four-

‘ .
fifths of its population, also has 2.15 million nonmetropolitan residents—- o

the biggest ruralﬁpepulation of any state in the eountry.e- The regién is
full of large, sﬁérsely settled, enéironmentaliy valuable near-wilder-
nesses: Maine’s Undrganized Tebritories, Vermont“s Northeast Kingdom, New'_
York’s Adirondack Park, New Jersey s Pine Barrens,” Pennsylvania s Nbrth
Central Highlands, the- Delaware Water Gaprbridging New Jersey and- Pennsyl-
vania. ] ’ ’ ’ : .
The region is heavily agrieultural, espeeially in its Middle Atlantic
areas. Large\karts of New York and Pennsylva?ia have historically had .
highly productive agricultures, and New Jersey-away frog the twin'gashes
of the New Jggsey Turnpike and the Garden State Parkway--deserves to be

“called the Garden State. Yet the Nertheast s six New England states--which’

contain about three-eighths of itsgarea and nonmetropolitan populationB-- .

have rocky soil that mighb‘havé tétally prevented. farming had America been

settled west to east. Nowhere in the Northeast is agribusiness prevalent.&_

The Nertheast has extensive long-forested areas (the Adirondacks and

the northern part of Maine, the Pine Tree State), others that are reverting

to forest as agriculture declines (much of inland northern New England),

‘and three national forests (Allegheny in Pennsylvania, Greeén Mountain in

"Vermont, White Mountain in New Hampshire and Maine). The region has some

L ]

mining and other extrgptive industries~-there 1s, Tor instance, much coal

Frank J. Popper, a 1282-1983 Gilbert F. White Fellow at Resources for the
Future, now teaches;in the Urban Studies Department at Rutgers University.
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_>sress fsually have unproductive agricultures, or are near small, fsding

" rural population is blaek,9 Eut‘approximatelf‘zé percent of its rursl

in northeast and western Pennsylvania, marble in Vermont, granite in Newr

".Rampshire (the Granite Staée), still semekeil in western Pennsylvania, -and
the Adirondacks have the worlds largest zinc, garnet, ilmenite, and opeg- ‘
"pit magnetite fines.> Cosparatively 1ittle of the Northeast (2 pemeni:) 13 o
federal 1and;6 theFe are no big national psrks or Indian reservations, no '
rangelehds at all. But the Northeast has large state he&dings--at ldast 2 xnm.*‘
tenth of Cenneetielt, New York, and Pennsylvania is .in state parks and o
forests.! - S LI : 3 ‘F~

‘The reglion has rﬁral enclaves of weslth-—in, for example, northwest
Connecticut, south eoastal Maine, coastal Rhode Island, the Adirondacks,

_ parts of southern Vermont and‘New Hsmpshire, Pennsyivania s Bucks Ceunty,.‘ \
Masssehusetts Martha “s Vineyard, Nantueket, and Cape Cod--that are often
interspersed with (and served by) Iarger rural areas of poverty. {The 1980
peverty line for-a farm‘fsmily of feur\persens, two- adults under 65 and two - :
-children under 18 is an annual- ineome under $7, 996 8) There are other, - )

 more’ self-eontainéd rural poverty ereas in nerthern and-:eastern Maine, - .
central and -western Massachysetts, northern Rhode Island, nortpern New o )

 Bampshire, the Northeast Kingdem, the Pine Barrens, eentral'andﬂwestenn
Pennsylvania, and nerthern, eentral, and western New York, especially the

‘Appalachian ccunties along the Pesnsylvenis border. The insulated poverty

mill _or. manufacturing towns: -The peéple e; ‘the rural Northeast, rich or i

poor, are largely native-born whites. Only about 1 percent of the region”s :
poverty population;1e The Hispanic, Indian, Orienﬁal, and fereign-bcrn' *
,preportions of its rural peverty gppulatien are negligible. gleves percent:
fef its tetal nonmetropolitan popu%atien is in poverty.H - - ’

To the Midwestern or Western eye, much of the rural Northeast has a
half- Eusepean, well-maintained look. .The British past is evident--even in
such nameiras New Hampshire, New Jersey, New. York, New England, at a
greater remove Peéﬁsylvania and Maine. The eonservatienist impulse-~to

* preserve the land heéitage--is strong. Yet parts ef the region: are ex~
periencing fast growth in rural population. -The Northeast is dotted: with )
areas ef‘relatively recent second-home development: southern Vermont,

central New Hampshire, the New Jersey shore, Pennsylvania“s Pa&onos;

Massachusetts® Berkshires, New York‘s Adirondacks, Catskills, and Fingerf

e
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Lakes. New 'England {s one of the centers of the beck—te-the~lend move--
men£.1 ~ Between 1970 and 1980, ;he noenmetropolitan eounties of New Jersey
grew by 52 pereent.?3 Small Massaehueetts and southern New Hampshire towns ¢
are attraeting new highcteeh facteries. 411 these rapid Iand-use chenges
have—invigorated the regien s traditional cemitment to envirenmentalism. .
For instenee, a 1981 stu@y by a Chieagoan of six nationally sign ficant

experimentS in state land-use regulatien fcund three in the Nertheaet--New

. York“s: Adiroeﬂeck Park Agency Act, Penneylvania s program for eentrelling.

strip mining, and Verment s effort te plan and regulate moet Qarge land
.\’uses.w e v ‘ . T
-Drawing its illustratiens primarily from the Nertheast, this paper
«first argues that mast rural land-use policies have Lmban erigins that
predispase them teward protecting exieting pm;)erty values,. sgtimulating
economic Qevelopment on behalf of people who already have some (or a good
deal of) menexJ and maintaining the environmept. The policies were. never

. much intended t¢ help the pdor, promote breadly based economic development,

or- equalize the distribution of land reseurees (and the economic .return

‘from them). In rural areae, as ip urbam enes, the land-use policies have

. largely sueceedeq in their primaﬁy aims. But as a result they havg--often

regreésively-slighted antipoverty, broad eeenem}e—developmen;, and distri-
butionei<geals Qr made their ettainment harder. The pdpér then shows that
rural Iend-use pelicies ean réeeneile the divergent sets of goals; 1t

: ffers two* feasible appreaehes--cne ongeing, the~other emerging--that aliew
Iand~use po}ieies(to do ‘more for the poor, bread eeonemie development, and
regource’ redistributien without ebandenfng the pelieies initial ebjec-
tives. The paper: eeneluées Kith suggestions™ for land-use. researeh th
would ;aid the new appreaehes. wWith minor modifications, the'paper s U=-
wént applies in rural places eutside the Northeast. o '

: N . . N
~ : : -
-

The City House: The Urban Roots of Rural Land-Use Policies |

¥

The two distinctive Ameriean centributioas to land-use policy are
zening and the national park. ‘Americans invented them, and toc this day no
other nation hasg-a true equivalent of . zoning. Both devices develeped in
the Northeast in.the 1late nineteenth and early twentietp eenturies--
admittedly a time when the nation was more Northeastern than today. Beth

-
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o devices originate% primarily with fineneially well-off, politically 1iberal f% i
WASP businessmen. .and citsﬁwellers--?rogressives, in the era’s terminology-- .
who sought to restraio .economic development and ehann'g {t in the direo-'}
*tiens they epproved. Both devieee are typieally opposed by those *hey 5 -
- harm: the proprieters of pariah and notnyet—arrited industries, scne

. established industrialists who dislike any publie intervention that does

not subsidize them, oﬁhers--ineluding the ‘urban and rural poor--who would

-

" benefit from the development the devices prevent. Both de ees are pro- ’,
'foundly urban. ’ o '
Zoning--establishing districts ané controlling the lend uses in themp-
is the bette:—known case. In 1909 the Supreme Court upheld e zoning-like
| 1903 ordinance that limited the height of Beston buildiegs, but the de-
viee s earliest precursors were the nuisance laws, often going back to
eolonial times, that restrieted the loeaoéon agd operation of objeetionable
land uses such as faetories, tanner;es, and slgughterhouses. Well into the
twentieth century, zoﬂing meehanisms‘werenseé:Zo segregate objectionable IR
\\3poor people such as the blacks and Irish. New York “s landmark 1916 zoning ;
gordinanee fought objectionable land uses ggg_‘x objeetiorxable poox' people- -
wealthy Protestants and German Jews on Fifth Awenue instituted it to pro-
tect the affluent residential, and shogping d;striet from ‘the. spread of
" Seventh Avenue garment factories ownes\jy poorer Polish and Russian Jews ' -

(and operated by fertpoorer immigrantsefrom a variety of ethnic back-

grounds.*s . : . P “‘\\ i
» v = . .
S N The New ¥York ordinance eventually lek\the Commefce Department under

. Seeretary Herbert Hoover and President (also\former Massachusetts Governor)
LCatvin’ Coolidge--then considered the sort of mpderate Republieans who would
save bnsiness from its excesses--to 1ssues model zoAing legislation- the
1924 Standard State Zoning Enabling Act was quf&kly adopted by the .many

+ states that wanted their localities to zone. A 1§2§ Massachusetts zoning
' , case, Nectow v. City of Cambridge, went to ¢he Supreme Courfy and beeame one
of the key decisions upholding the device. By ?93G'§neerly¥

ry state had o
enacted a version of the enabling act permitting zoning in all or mest of
their countiesg eities,Aand‘towns. Doring the voreeious posh-?g&s expan-
sion of most metropolitan areas, zoning became sgburban--and again acquired’
a reputation as a means to exclude objeotio;eﬁie-poor people and their
70

industridl and residential land uses. The 1 sjpvironmental variants of.

N
~ 3
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suburban zgnlng-growthfcontrol ordinances, urban limit l4nes, and the
like~-confirmed the reputation. Nearly all large- and medium-sized Ameri-
» can municipalities have zening, and it has now. been the nation’s basic
‘ urban landeuse control for two generations. -
The origins of the national park and its variants are similarly urban,
YN i Northeastern, establishgd-wealthy. The first proposal for a ™natien’s
park" (in the Rockies) came fn 1832 from George Catlin, a Philadelphia
! uritgé and paintenr éfrsﬁbstantlal means, who later--along with other North-
. east’patricians suchlés Cornelius Hedges and Nathaniel:Langford—-lebbied
for the 1872 creation of Yellowsténe*ﬁﬁ?ﬂbnal Park. Among their allies was
. perhaps the richest man in the country, Jay Cooke, the New York City banker
< and railroad magnate, who believed the mote park would attract tourists
who would have to _come by tr;in.?s New York State s 18g2 ereatien of the
Adirondack Park, the Northeast “s first major state park (and as big as ~t

Vermont, larger than any national park outside Alaska), was motlvateé by

such figures-as “Adirondaek“ Murray, an eminent Boston‘ﬁlergyman, and
Verplanck Colvin, a eomfortable Albany naturalist, along with numerous
wealthy residents of New York City whe owned large Adirondack “eamps“--

17 Subsequent national i

aetually lavish summer estates of rustie deeor.
_ )forees in the park—and-forest mavement were New York“s. Theodore Roosevelt,
. . Pennsylvania“s Gifford Pinehot, New Jersey ‘s Woodrow Wilson (whose admin-
- istration established the National Park Service in 1916), and New York‘s
. Robert Marshall—-PrcgressiVes all. Local poodrer residents of Wyeming,
Montanaf - and New York resisted the é}éation of the Yellowstone and
Adirondack Parks{’s just as the Jless wealthy\neighbors of national and
staté;parks, forests, and wildeéPfnesses resisted later publie aequisitioné.
- - Those who somet imes travel thousands of miles for recreation on these
N ’lands--phrsons whom University of California, Santa Barbara historian

19

Roderick Nash calls ™nature lmporters“ --have traditionally been

_relatively affluent.go f . . .
Zoning and the national park share not only urban sacial arigins, but
alsc urban underl&ing assumptigns. Bgth devices are intended to limit
densities--of land uses and populations, and therefore of structures and
- technolegies (such as automobiMes and manufacturing processes). Both de—
vices restrict quantitative increases in' densities (more apartments ar
trailers in suburbs, say, or more roads in national parks) and qualitative‘

10°
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shifts in their components or character that are in effect Iincreases in ‘
density‘(mere poor pecple in city neighberheeds and. ehburbs,‘mere logging N

in national perks) Begﬂ‘devices are based -on the assumption that in-

creases in densities produce greater negative externglities (tq\; is,

higher third-party social costs). Yet the assumption,‘wnile valid in

crowded cities and suburbs, is often uncertain in rurel irvas, especially j-rf
Iightly settled ones that have room to absorb many of the externalities. - | )
The. devices also assume that decreases {n densities--rare in urban.

areas--are not mugguef an issue; in the ikely event that they occur -
neturally,wéhe éevices will not stane intiﬁeir way. The devices assume

that large numbers of apparently- plausible increases in densities are in '«
fact bad, must be prevented.er at least controlled. The eeviees, in their
emphasis on limiting densities, amount. to urban meehanisms for ruling ocut
many*ferms of urban develepment.

-

The urban, density-limit;ng assumptiedé of zening and the national .
park extend into their operating principles. Both devices rely on regu-
latory mechanisms e;eked by land-use‘plans or maps--ecach mutually rein-
foreing ways to ‘prevent unwelcome densities. Both devices set density }_*'
standards for land uses--for instanee, minimunflet sizes in urban areas, |
camping restrictiens in national parks, aesthetic eriterie everywhere. ‘ iﬁ
Both devices separate land uses; forbid combinations. of land use’s incom- ‘
patible in. abutting areas, confine soma land uses to designated areas,
designate areas prehibited to other land‘uses, prohibit -still other lind
uses anywhere--all fo limit depsity and its eonseqhenees. Urban zoning'.
ordinances tnet¢elustef‘faeteries are equivalent te national park regula-

tions that greup‘eencessiene.' The suburb’s R-1~residentiel\zenévwhere

;eingle-family homes are permitted but -apartments péeseribed has {ts coun- :g&

terpart inm the nafienel forest s wi)éerneesﬂaree where grazing ‘is allowed '
but mining outlawed. And sc on. Thus zoning ene the natiocnal park employ
urban, denéiﬁy-limiﬁing tebhniques to cut off a good deal of land-use
change. . ’ . PN
The devices haee never charmed those who might bénef%t most from
land-use ehange-fﬁhe poor. The s‘burban exelusienary zening'that, fer‘
example, requires half the vacant Res ential land within 50 miles of New
Yerk‘City's Times'Squere@to have eff;id;;;;ﬁ;;:et least an acrezi has lagg
been a target of civil-rights afid public-heusing groups. In Housteh, the

;
2 R s
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only large American city without zoning, poer blacks and Hispanies have
»always opposed it Decause they see it as a threat to their chances of
‘bringing in extra eash by eperating a grocery in the frcnt of their hcuse | T

X

- or a repair shop in ‘the garage; uealthier groups in the eity have been
somewhat more likely to suppert zcning The Hest s recent Sagebrush S
Rebellion was in part a revelt by the local (white) peor against the con- )
. straints all favms “of federal public land place on- 1oeal economie devel-

\j ‘ epment.23 There have been similar local resistances to North Carolina

, ﬂ“' national parks and Minneseta nat{onal wildernesses.E& In Nerth ‘Carolima’s

S Swain County (80 percent federally owned),Aresidents complain that théﬁgé

o ~ .Great. Smeky Mountains Natienal Park "is the most visited national park in 2\-l

the U. S., but that deesn t help our ecenemy any 25

In urban areas or near . = - o
‘ . i rational preserves, the poor tend to see zoning and the national park-- R
| eorreet f~mas alien urban ereatiens impdhed on them Re) soeiaily or physie- . ‘

ally aistant urhan elites. 'The devices defend the eeenomie interesk_ef o -

~ existing property ‘owners by himdering the creation of new onag. They | <
proteet the environment for peeple securely established in 1it. ~§§;y stimu-

y. late economie development fer people who already p?cfit from it. They do

s little or nothing fer the pocr.
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. The vast buik of Pural land-use policies, 14 both small towns and the
countryside, are essentially eopies of zoning and the natiorial park. They : e
use urban approaches so as to limit dehsity. They resfrain economic devel— e
. opment, eenfine it to paths that do not much help the poor. Sometimes the- | . Ce
rural land-use polieies are the produeta of transplanted or multi—resi- - ‘ ‘
. deneed urban elites. Often the rural land-use policies are aetual imita-
tions of urban ongs. When, in the early. EQZSS, the eentral Verment town'of’
?_ ‘Woodstock (1980 populatian- 1,178} had to redo its zoning beeause it was
e k'under*t.aking a histerie-preservation prégram largely financed by the Rocke-
e feller family, it slightly adapteé model language put out by the nearby
‘Ottauquechee Regional Planniag Commission. The eommissionpha§>in turn | SRR
{ borrowed its language from the zoning of Buriingten, Verment's largest: | o
fcity, which derived from the ordinance of Bostaqn, New England 'S Lapgest:‘
P cigy --on back to the. 192& Commerce Department medel enabling aet,gthe‘ ) -
. P : . . D v

£ . . !
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1916 Neu York City zoning law,-and the ?903 gpston cna. In their, tnansfer

from: urban to rural areas, land-use pelieies undargn some change--minimum

nsity-limiting theme. . R K : '

-

<.t e L Untild “at” 1east the early 1970s, nowever, maﬁy rural loealities were

e *reluetant to’ adapt land-use po icies. Scme were too poor to want’ them, e

o .others tco ligntly Settlad to -need them, shill others too eonsarvative or

ﬁlr_‘ 1ot sizea beeame la:ger, say, or sawmills replace apartments as objectidn—A _
| ble uses:’ ,But tne rural land-use paliciqs pema§n variatgons on an urban,

ruggedly individualist to tolerate tham.\a?here were locaiities that, fon»

instanee, cansidared “4the polieies a step‘touard soeialism* in 32?4;..
Bolivar, New York' (1970 populapion* },285), in Appalaehian-depnassed |

N ‘Allegany Connty, rejeated zaning-as 'a erypto<Communist plot and--a bit
nll -
- Some
_rural localities adopted land-use policies, but nnly in the waakest form

finconsistently-becauae "Spiro Agnew started as a zoning officer."

they could arrange. They were largely unwilling un take advantage*of the
opportunities offered by the state enabling acts. As of 1967, ncnmetro-

- politan local governments spent “ad average of 70 cents a year far eaeh

‘ resident on- all land-use activitieszs--a figure that rapresented under
$1, 000 annually for a ¥own with the 1960 populatioa of Wbodstoek Vermont.
In- 1871, only &c percant of New York Stata s towns naé zoning, and ne coun-
ties, 29 Thare nave been repeated cases in Conneeticut and New Jersey where

. planning dccuments or - zoning ardinances.3O Such communities” true iand»use

pelicies were not tc have AnY., The localities allowed economic develop- a

ment--at whatever rate--to groeeed unaffeeted by land-use poliey.
Yet by tha early ‘E??Qs the pational dexalopment boom that had lasted

" the entire previous decade was putting growth pressures on rural areas that

had nevar axperiancea them. The Interstates re beginning to be com-
pleted--for example, Interstate 87, the Northway, made the Adirondacks
easily accessible to much of ﬁha Northeast. ' New sécand-home cod>lonies agn'
developments appeared throughout the region, especially in Pennsylvania.s
_Pocanos and New York“s Cai:skills.31 Mucn of the region s farming continued
to daeline, particularly in New England-fcf the first time Vermont had

32

more nhepie %hanbcows. . Northern New Ehgland, from the St. Lawrence

Valley to central Maine, was one of America’s great areas, of nonmetro-
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lightly staffaé rural 1oca1 governments could not even find copies of their.t
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politan populaﬁicé growth.33 The environﬁéntgl movement emerged to resist
’ all tbggg land-use transformationsy - \ . . . f‘ )
" AL . A Targe number of governments in the rural Northeast responded with ‘
" . more active land-use policies: but again they used the urban . models of

. *2zoning and the national park to counter what was;eansiéered toe much—aor

'a\ the wrong kinés--of econamie developmeﬁt. Some relatively wealthy loeali-

w ties, such as Woodstock, strengthened thg;y Zoning“on their own initiative.
" _Other. localittes--for instance, in- Massaehusetts.;mbigerateé their
conservation commissions, a munieipal body indigenous to New England that
often eombined regulatory (zoning} and preservation (national park) func~
tions.3§ C - ' . . .
. Most states began to zone envirenmentally important areas or activi-
ties. With federal funding Cennecticut, Massachusetts, and New Jersey
_ prcduced effective coastal—management programs Pennsylvania began a pro-
’ m to control strip-mining that became a national model and eventually
» ‘ AiE:aeived federal funding. Mainp developed a. program to regulate siting of
R large ﬁaeilitﬁes, and Vermdnt one to zone the whole state and also give
! < localities ineéntives to zone.‘ Many Northeast states--Massaehusetts was a
‘ leader--devised programs to preserve wetlands.3$ New York and New Jersey
~ began sﬁatT zoning prog?amsﬁtc _preserve farmland, and loealities sueh as
;Pennsylvgnia\33Wést ﬁempfieldgzbwnship begaﬁ local ones.36 Many states
‘ . ‘}started special regional programs to limit dévelopment in rural areas of
B . u;mainly private holdings (Massachusetts Martha s Vineyard, New York s Tug
. 'Hill) and in ones that mixed private and public--mainly state--holdings
i (New York ‘s Adirondack Park, New Jersey’s Pine Barrens, Maine 8 Unorganized

37 All the Northeast states shcwed a renewed interest in

v Territories}.
-maintaintng and prcteetihg thaim state parks and forests and (12 they had
them), their national oges.
The rural poor have cénsistently been indifferent or opposed ﬁa!these'
measures, for they get little benefit f'r-cm; them. The measures have always"' _
| Seemed ways, as it were: foy wealthy urbanites with country houses to pro-
~,¥\\ tsct themselves -and téﬁ&r surrcundings and to keep taa many other pecople,
, . urban or rural, from getting thein own country houseg. In rural areas with
g  strong and seasenally stable economies Cperhaps based on recreation or
.tourism), the measures seemed ways for< wealthy ruralites to maintain a

regime’ that had' nc z‘eal pl?m for the rural poor. In the more numerous
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; ) pleees;with weak, feiling, or seesonelly unstable economies, the measures

effered theépeer even less. In thecﬁdirendaeke, where a fifth of the
pemeneet pepelatien lacks indoer plumbing and the unempleyment pate be--

en September aed June- often* goes well over 20 pereent the introduetion_
ef the Adirondack Perk Ageecy ‘s regional laed-use controls preveked what
emeuntee to a civil reeistghee-afeeturieg "eitizee speak-euts,“ demenstre-
tions in Albeny, deliberate nen—eemplianee, and lew-le&el vielenee-,betweee
19?3 and 1977 and resentment that lingers still. The Adirondack experience
. v Adeterreg New York Stete from ereeting an equivalent ggeney for ‘the Cats- »
- k1l11s.>

. eeneeneed the state’s land-eee program--fer much ‘of the 19?03 perhaps the
o 039

A speaker of the Vermont House, a far-frem-wealthy farmer,

netien s most ambitieus--es coming f£rom the “streteephere of the elite."
- Similarly, there is 1ittle evidence that poor or smyll Parmere greatly
suppert fermland-preservatien programs that rely on state zening,ge since
'they often want a eheece to sell their d to a develeper to previde for °
their retirement. '
H«HPbBﬂ—StYle state and local programs to limit the density ef rural
land use often faVQr lerge developers, rigidify land markets, inereaee 0
‘eests fer builders and buyere, keep up preperty valees, and even promote
economic develepment,m but there is- little evidence that the eeenemie
-y development - massively reaehes the rural peer, much less that it redistri-
V. ‘butes resources to them. Altheugh these are not suppesed to be enviren-}
mantal pregrams for ‘'wealthy urban vaeatieners or rural rich peeple, the
. poor ke them that way. I oncte walked threugh Lake Plecie, New York (1980
" . population: 2,490), with a’ none-too-affluent loeal epponent of the Adireﬁfg
dack Park Agenty, a farmer who suddenly gestured to the surnpending, quite .
_present mountains and wilderness, sayieg, “Leek at it all. It’s gorgeees.
It may not be pristine enough for those APA purists, but it s basically -
undeveloped and nearly all of it has no chence of ever reing built up.
That “s fine with me. It shows we ‘ve done a geod 3eb of protecting the
place all these years. ﬁow these arrogant outsiders from the Agency -come
-in, tell us we're‘ignerant about our own land." nt2 This is not an anti-
envirenmental know-nothing, a builder-et-eny-priee--it is a man whe both
cares for the land and Knows he has to make his living from it. Hie voice
is authentic; the poor dor not differ substantially frem others 1n their

g<£invirenmentalism, QQP do rural people or Northeasterners. 43 - But too many




v : . . R R
. . N . It ! L : - -
e a . . . - -
i . . A ' B
' E ¥ - . ' ~a

& -~ o~
- - -

land-use policies threaten--hewever inadvertentiy-te keeehthe furel peor AN

in picturesque Roverty. Then they eeliver‘on their promiee.' .o C

2 —
P - z -«

B . . ‘>
Ignoring the City House: Rurel-ﬁtyle Land-Use ?elieies

) L -~ ¢ .~ . . ™
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Might the premise be different? The wer 13 yes. In recent years {.‘ ’”; }f*
many rural Nertheest governments have started to pursué land-use pelieies . .

, that do net have urban . origine or density-limiting intentions, and so git f _f_:
rural settings ‘better. The new peliciee--whether they are a reaction tol R wo.
> - Depression-level eonditiens in rural eeonemies or the inahility of past [ '

A,lpelieieg te'help (or avoid harming) the peor--;ay more attentien to’eco~ . -
nomic development than previeue ones. The new policies are a way of accom- S

N ! PR

o 'madating or eneoureging merket forces pperating in rural pleees without

- “' assuming they are totally like those in efben ones. - ° v o

t A number of rural Northeast geveraments no longer autemetieelly take  ” \\ ;

the urben appreaeh of limiting eevelepment s dens@ty, stead they limit ‘ ﬂ_}

its extennalities, regardless of density: 1In the int:rest of eeonemie L

development they assume thaz increases ih externaliﬁies, not in dégsitiés,

~are the proper concern of land-use pelieie§-—e sensible assumption enywherB
N), buf especially in rural-areas. lacking

fdense populations. In Messaehusetés, for instance, smelT towns seeh*as- | ST

(ineluding cities and suburbs

’ Charlement Conway, Gay Head, and Groton do not establish zening_gistriets t
besed on leqeuese classifieations, eity plans, or meps, nor do they ‘even A,
try to control the leceti&ﬁ“bf projects. They merédly require that new A " jt?
preS-Ets meet performance tests--that industrial developments, say, meet '

peeified air- and water-pollution standerﬁs.&s t o

- Along similar 1ines, many loeal governmente ‘do net try to. reteet

- farmland by agricultural zoning or ether preservation-area devices te fix:
the sites of ferms--fether, tbey try to give financially marginal ferming
the means to resist the externalities, economic and etherwﬁse; of competi-': K
tor land uses. As of 1980, all states but Geergie and Kansas had property. - . =~ ¢t
taxes giving ?armland-~espeeially that héld by poor people-~preferential :
treatmeﬁ% (Most states have other tax breaks for non-farmer ruralites o ~_:
who aré‘l w-1income or lané—pocr. ?) New York had reduced inheritance taxes
on farmlandAestates so that hard-pressed heirs would not be 'compelled to _

| sell their land for non-farm ﬂSes;38 1t .also had ‘a state law protecting -
A « A 4 i - \ ) ) . . Lot
’ o - E‘\ N - R
Q ) . 1 6
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- T ‘fdrming agginst lecal zening—-cemmonly called a "right-to-farm" lawi“g -

. : Cenneeticut; Massachusetts, ‘New Hampshire, ‘and Rhode Island, as well as¢
- \\Burlington Céunty, New Jersey, end Suffeolk Ceunty, New York, had pregrams
- .‘te buy 6e¢elopment rights for farmland--that is,»easements that would keep

o * it from being developed.s &‘331“ 1982 the Connecticut Agriculture Depart-
R ment’s program=-then less than four years old--had bought-development &= g
righte for 2, 350 e&res on nine farms at about . $1,60C an acre. These had - |

. - been. selected frem ever 250 offers to sell development rights.ST.

Pennsyl-
“vania had §everal Forms "of property- and imheritance-tax relief that were L
: specifieally intenéed fer the poor, a right-te-farm lew, a progranm te buy '

develepment rights, and a governer s egeeutive erder prohibiting state

N . 'igeneies from taking éeVelopment aqtions that would diminish ‘the supply of
| - prime farmland 52 LTt ‘ ! S ‘

'\. _ In an interesting varieti?n on defending the land uses of the peor
™

frem the gxternalities of these of the wealthier, New Jerseyvs Pinelands

d%mmiséion ‘exempts 'the main residenees of "Pineys"--a nonderogatory term
for the often-poor natives of the Pine Barrehs--from the minimum—let-size
“‘_ requirements .others. must meet. The Cemmiesion believes fhat the Pineys -
' represent *a cultural, soeial, and ecendmic 1ink tg the: essential eharae&er
of the Pinelends. If a Piney-wishing to build 8 dwelling on a lot can
show membership in a family that has Iived in the Pinelands for at least 20
- years and primary emph yment in 3 reseuree-related aetivity in the Pine-

la:.ds (lumbering, bog-irodr_pr ductien, sand -and grivel extraction, ort agri~ ] W

‘eulture such as cranSerry_or blueberry eulﬁivatiqp), the lot-size require- ‘
" me t is reduced or yaited.53'

- 5

Some rural Nergheeﬁﬁ governmeht’s have deliberately. begun to neglect

> " both the densitiee and externalities of devélepqene-they~heve eimply . -
stepped away from their paet land-use.polieies_in oreer to promote growth. ’
’ ;. In an early instance, in the middle 1970s, the Adirdndaek Park Ageneyé-
under pressure from the. park s localities that hag’ eensistently resisted
e : _the agency’s concept of envipenme talism-~-gave up- reguletrry 3uriséicti n
over most wetlands, medified i¢s minimum-lot-size requirements (which pre- > .
viously had allowed only one new building per H3 aeres on most of the r
Park’s private land), became 1éss tnsistent that loeelities zone (or zone

all theiriland or use the zoning éeehniques the agency waeted),_hired a ‘ oo

[V
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staff economist who was ah Adirondack native (both firsts), and simplified
ang speeded!pfoeedures for applieants, ~especially small onés.sg

- More recently, a large number of Northeast rg%al localities have
saught o apply to their land-use ‘policies the Reaganesque perspective of

"regulatory reform."” In north-central tonneqtieut,vfor instanee, Windsor

1980 ‘population: 25, OL) has established an interagency group, described as

. "the point of final approaeh for most develcpment applieations," that

. allows representatives of every relevant eity department tc eomment on a

-project propasal' the developer gets the group ‘s Hritten re.ommendations t
- the end of the 55-—high1y expeditious treatment. ngeral.support for :
state coastal-management and stripfhining ;i':‘ograms‘hasdwindled, -as have
the programs -themselves. Environmental imitiatives .i’n ‘tate and federal
;parké'anﬁ forests have fallen off. In other situations necessarily hard to

‘ ~dceument, rural gavernments may® quietxy drep or not enforce their past

land-use policies. Still other governments, especially in the poorest
localities, never really had land-use polieies and so need not dispense

- with them to entice or stimulate development that will help the pocr.

L& . f N

Owning The Country House: A ﬁerg Drastic Approcach

There is a more radical way to disregard the:dénsities, externalitieél
and regulation of land uses; a new approach to economic deveIOpment—-or
rather, one reeeﬁtly rediscovered in an Amerlcan context--directly attacks
pr- seht patterns of rural landownership and their distributive consequen-
ces. ?he approach assumes that the concentrated ownerships charaet ristie,
in the Northeast, of the age of the mill towns and. thé'timber barons are
still alive. It assumqg that land--a key factor of production--is denied
the poor, with results unfair to them and inefficient for the larger
society. The approach therefore tries to find ways to give the rural  poor
greater access to land. -

In areas of the country with better soils than most of the.Northeastn-
the Midwest,({or.example--the‘approach takes the form of giving smallk or
aépiring§farmers égedit subsidies to buy lahd,Ss but in the Northeast it
has focused on community land trusts. These are Instititions where land is

owned by a nonprofit (and therefore lightly taxed) group that rents 1t--

.- usually at below-market prices--to individuals for timbering, farming, or

5
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ﬁomesites Por as long as 99 years. The trust’s. 1hitial land typically
comes through donation {(often ereating tax breaks for the donor). The
rental income pays for ‘property taxes and. the ‘purchase of additional land.
There are operating ;agd-§rusts in, among other rural Northeast locdalities,
St. George, Vermont-‘ﬁancock County, Maine; the Monagnacg Mountain area of
southern: New Hampshire; and the Ottauquech Valley area ef>éentra1 Ver-
mont. . A prime-advantage of land trusts 1is thxt the initial donation may

§ ° come frem anywhen; ‘The one in poverty—striek Hancock .County--where 91 -

percent af the radult populaticn cannot quaﬁify fic a 'bank loan--came from

the Carmelite order of nuns. The long-run con ie-development potentialb

of land tris s has barely beernr tapped.S?
A more ehallenging alterhative is to take pelitical aetion against the

- large ownegships-~to document their extent, chart their impacts, and advo-

_ ca‘e ways to undo hem. Several Nader-style groups, federal and state

_ A . research agenc{es, and investigative reporters have in recent years found |
that the concentration of American rural landownership is much like that of

a Third World country to which the State nepartmenQ would recommend land
reform. .In Maine seven outside timber-and-paper companies, none with. head—

quarters. closer than Stamford, Cennectieut, own 6.5 million acres--over a

.third of the state s land”(and an area larger than Massachusetts and. Rhode

A ]

Island combined) that aceounts for 87 percent of the timber industry’s |
‘1andheldings in Maine and 9 perg;nt of its prodaetion.ss In the Adiron-
dacks one pereent of the' owners hold more than ks the private-land, and -
three timber firms own more than 125,0C0 acres (&% ut 195 square miles)
apiece.5? The lityle-known Coe-Pingree timber holdings in New Hampshire
aAd Maine--owned by one family--reportedly total about 1.1 million aeres.éq
The less-knawn holdings of the Phipps family--descendants of Andrew
Carnegie s onetime acccuntant and reputedly the biggest Northeast lagﬁ
owners--have never been publiely estimated.et
- The most revealing data for the overall region comes from the Agrieul-
ture Department s 1978 Landownership Survey, which found that the largest 5
percent of owners--whether individuals or corporations--held '35 percent of
‘the Northeast s farmland, rangingifrom 46 perecent in Maing to 18 percent in
Vermont. Looking at the figures {rom the opposite standpeint--that of the
poor--the smallest 37 perq t of ownersﬁheld less than 3 percent of the

Northeast”s farmland. When the Survey examined all of the Northeast‘s




+

; | s - 15 ;
A ‘
land--that is; primarily rural land rather than farmland--it found that the
largest 1 percent of owners held 46 pereent of the region, with a high of
73 percent in Maine (presumably beeause of the timber heleings) and a low
of 14 pereedt in Vermont. The‘;grgest 5 percent -of owhers held 76 peneent,
with 87 percent in Maine and 37 percent.in Vermont. The smellest 87 per-
cent of owners held 10 percent of the Northeast’s land. 62 ¢

‘Fhis is not the.

even distributien of rural landewnership eavisioned by Jeffersonian yeoman

3

democracy. ’ N - ) .

By far the best recent study of the economic-~-development impeets$of

- concentrated rural land;ownership comes from eentral and southern Appala-

chfa. A six-state, 80-eeunty project sponsored by the Appalachian Regional
Commission, led by the Fighlender Center in New Market, Tennessee, and
eendueted by 60 lccal people amund the region first documented the re-
gion’s concentrated ewnership--primerily by large absentee coal, eil, and
timber ecmpanies and wealtny individuals. Then it demonstrated that the

-big landowners consistently (usually intentienelly) avoided property taxes,

used their near-monopoly pesitiens to depress local wage rates and supplier
prices, kept public services at minimum levels to diseeurage competitor
.corporations and industries, prevented diversification of ecenemie oppor-
tunities, constrained the supply of land and heusing, impeded the expansion
of local lending institatiems; and drew capital out of the region. The
result for many leeal people wa s poverty--low ineeme, little job seeurity,
high unemploymerit, no credit, prevelent company or cone-industry towns,
vulnerability to beem-and-bust cyeles, inadequate puhlie services, exces-
sive taxatien for what serviees there were, high priceu for "land and
housing. The ewnership patterns went a long way toward explaining rural

63  Although Appalachia’s rural owner-

Appalachia’s decades-long depression.
bship'coneentrations are somewhat higher than the Nertheast'ssg»and their
effects more marked, one can ﬁecognize Appalachia-like inhibition of eco-
nomic development 1{in many of the poorer parts of the éural‘kortheast such
as northern Maine s timber counties or some: ef‘ western Pezmsylvanie 8 coal
ones. ) .
While none has been pursued in the Northeast, there are plausible

pelieiest;hat,eeuldQreduce owﬁérship eencentration}and its impacts. A4s a
direct result of the“Appa;eehian Regional Commission-Highlander Center

project, Alabama, Kentucky, Tennessee, and West Virginia haveepessed laws

[}
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to make largg landowners pay a greater share of property taxes.65 Several

farmland.ss In some ngar-monopoly situations, antitrust lays could be

i
=

) dwest states have long limitsdgpcrporate and outside ownership of land or

invoked againstrcéndentrated aunerships.sT Community organizers are always -

pieésed wiﬁh the aducation and mobilization that follow local publicity
about eaﬁeentratisn figures; for this pd;pcse and for monitoring eﬁaﬁges in
landownership concentration over time, it would be helpful if the Agricul-
ture Department’s 1578 Landownership Survey--the first such national effort
since 19&568—-eeuld be repeated regularly, perhaps every‘égg years. States
and rural localities could undertake similar surveys. £3nn environmental
tmpact statements could be required te deal with the ownership, concentra-
tion effects of proposed projectd. " Local and state land-use bodies could
do likewise in their regulatcby reviews, Public and pri§ate groups could
do more to examine_owhership eoneeﬁtration,‘its,trends, and its éonsé-

quences.

+

Understanding the Country House: MNeeded Land-Use Research

-use polic@eé, because- they Qriginaféd in cities

 —_ Most past rural lanX
or among the wealthy (ustally both), have not done much to stipulate

rural-style land-use poldcies and attaeks on concen‘rated ownership may yet

 broadly based rural econo>‘c development or help the rural poor. The newer .

do more. The time éégid be propitioug. The federal government, except for:

some anti-pcllution,.ﬁéxation, and déta-gatheriﬁg activities, has largely -
lost interest 4in rural land-use policies, leaving the field free for state
and loe¢al initiatives. The deep rural reeession'thaé has hit many already-
poor areas in éhellast few years shows few signs of dissipating and may
eventually provide a climate\forssharp policy departures comparable to that
of the& 1930s. Misguide& or regressive conceptions of environmentalism are
giving way to ones with more room for economic devalcpmené.

What sort of research would clarify the possibilities for the newer
policies? Firstt it :would help to‘know more about what effecés the poli-
cies that have been adopted--for instance, performance standards, prefer-
ential taxation, right-to-farm laws, purchases of development rights,
regulatory simplification and spreaﬁlining, the federal government “s

desertion of state land-use programs, property taxation =imed more at the

°r .
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large.oéner, limitations on ownership coneentratien-:aﬁe actually having.
In semeAeireumstanees reguieter} reform may harm the environment or anti-
ownership, meésﬁﬁeebdiseeureée_eeonemie&develepment, but we do not know if
such policies” costs exceed their benefit§: "Nor do we know their un--
expected eests and benefits, or their tradeoffs between short- and leng—
term effects. Aleng\the same lines, we need mere research on ‘what happens ,
to the poor rural localities that renounee {or never. had) effective land-
use pelieies. These near-despereﬁe bids te get or retain develepment--de

‘they succeed? Do they fail? Do they meke any difference at all? Do fhey

,‘_

work for some projects or plaees but not- others? We have no idea.
Second, it would be useful to take. another leok at the economies of"

) scale that are suppeged to Justify the aeeumulatien by corporations and °

wealthy individuals of large amounts of Lend. ‘Are 1erge~timber operations,

- mines, or farms really more effieientﬁﬁhaﬁ small ones? Do they in fact
-result in lower priees and better products for consumers, higher~wages and '

better working cenéitions for employees, and less tetal\environmental

-

damage? The Appalachian findings suggest net, as does a good deal of re- .

search on California agribusiness,sg but there 1s no hard evidence for any e
rural Northeest land. use. * The eeenemie advantages of large scale, if they '

exist at all, may spriag mainly from artificial biases such as inequitable -
taxes; better access to credit and gevernment, mere adventageeus tie-ins;§

" with suppliers, buyers, and middlemen, and the almest automatic assumption<«

TSk 2

of business people, bankers, PUBLSF effieig@s, and economists that the
large producer must inherently be more efficient. But on closer analysis,
if the biases were reduced or even if they were not, the small producer
might emerge as more efficient (and benevolent) in a surprising number of
situations. Alternatively, the large pmdacer might not have to be so‘
large, and there might be more room for new small preduﬂers. Yet without:
analysis--for instance, a eomperison of two similar rural Maine small B
towns, one owned primarily by a few large timber companies and the other
with more dispersed ownership--we do net‘knew.?a

~ Last, we need a better cenceptuel framework fer‘devising and evaluat-.
ing rural land-use policies, eee less dependent on urban, density-limiting

assumptions.?T

Too many-eindeed, nearly all--of the ways we have typically
looked at rural land-~-use ehanges are obvious borrowings' of century-old

concepts from cities and suburbs. The transplants are deﬁlvetive, super-

t B
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ficial, unable to take root in the ~couﬁtryside. They x*arély work truly
well, even for the rich., They most often harm the foor. There have to be
more effective _ways to examine . and choose 1land-use policies than t;y
focussing only on the densities and externalities they create in rural ’
areas that may already have abundant room to absorb both. Better ways to
comprehend rux'al land-tise polieies would de\rcte at least as much attention
to econcmic development as to its sideeffects, might lead to arranéemeqts
that combine \mere development on.rural land with greater equali‘n;y in its "
ownership. If we are to heip the rural poor, we need a deeper grasp of
what is happening on their meager bit of earth, | |

.
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COAL, PQVERTY, AND DFVELOPMENT POLICY IN EASTERN KENTUCKY

by Cynthie L. Dunoan and William A. Dunoen

. Introduetion o .

Bumper stiokers on oars and piokup truoks in. eastern Kentucky read:
COAL IS KENTSCKY ‘S ACE IN THE HOLE. Stete egenoies ‘and Congressional

representatives promoto Kentuoky coal, seeking lerger merkets end smazler )
environmental, health, sefetyy and texation costs for the industry. .

Congressman Hal Rogers, from southeastern Kentuoky, reoeotly introduced a
bill which would eliminate a 15 peroent cut in the depletion allowan®s for
ccal ‘and iron ore, scheduled' to teke effeot next October. He said, "We -
already have huge piles of coal sitting on the ground. Equipment 1s lying

idle. - Coal operators alreedy have their backs against the wall. *The laat ‘

thing in the world we neeo is enother tax “increase’ like this one" (The

. Hazard Heralo-Voice, Juné 23, 1983) When the Repohiioan eandidate for -~ o

governor'in thé state met with coal industry exeoutives recently, he

promised to reduce taxes and regulations for the industry if elected

(Lexington Herald-Leader, September 15, 1983). o ‘
These politicians are ~echoing their eoostituents ‘point of -view. '

Almest every cocal o;;nty resident-—store clerks, car deelers, miners, and
mine operators--will agree thet the jobs whioh accompany growth in the ooal
%ndustry are the key tc the region S prosperity. However, coal actually
does. not provide many jobs compéred to the capital investment reguired
(Cheeohg, 1966) "and the costs borne by communities. The Jobs 1t does

gﬁ"

provide come and go with a volatilé market’without improving income distri- °

bution or oGerall oogmunity we&l-oeiog. Like other primary industries,
-t - S
~~ :

The authqrs work at the Mountain Association for Community Eoooomic
Development (MACED), Berea, Kentucky. This paper is part of a project
funded by the Ford Foundation whic¢h explores ways to make natural resource
development benefit the region’s communities. Ann R. Tickamyer contributed

-substantially to earlier .work on these issues, and she and Thomas. Ford and

Susen Sec¢hler. provided helpful ceriticisms of an eer)’pr draft.
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~ tal, For over a eentury the dominant theme in state and federal pelicy

. | . 26 '; . ‘ ‘ "‘A
coal is especially sensitive to business’cycles and changing world markeés.
" Historieally, the brunt of . the industry’s instability has bghn berne by

coal siners and coal eemmun;ties. c . B
‘ In this paper we argue that coal mining has not been "éeveiepmestal'. A
in eastern Kentucky and brought lasting benegits to coalfield residents and’ sk_‘,

their communities because public policy nas failed to make it develepmen-“ -

measures regarding eeal has been premetion ef merket-led grewth However, ‘

~ industrial grewéh alone has not develeped the regien s communities. Eeene— \

mic development is a preeess through whieh leeal residents make the eeenemy

better serve their fundamentel needs. The process requires not enly econo-.

mic greuth, but alse patterns of investment and distribution whieh ensure . R
direct and durable benefits for coal communities. To illustrate this =~ * « * °
difference between growth. and developuent in,esstern ‘Kentueky, we examine a . . " Ajy?
.coal eounty and a non~coal county, eemparing the patterns eg distribusien o };
in loca® economies and relating thesemte ‘the quality of their community ﬁ_ ‘-fki'r‘f@
geeds and services. Then we discuss the limitetﬁg;s of past policy toward H
the coal industry in Kentucky. Drawing on insights derived from interna-, N
tional development experienee, we propose that policy be formulated to = éif.,
‘rebalance cost and benefits so. that poor peeple and poor communities in the j_.:; ‘,
- coal producing areas benefit from the development of phese reseerees.. e L

Quality of .Life in Coal Counties .

_

)

Over 75 percent of eestern Kentueky eounties have Seen chronieglly

: depressed since the 1950s. €Davis, 1979) and, overall, they continue to lag

behind the state and’ the ﬁetion in economic and’ seeial well-being.“ When

- 0il prices increased during tye eeeede ef\the~seventies, coal markets were

strong and production in the region~ipereesee. Economic growth in the coal

industry {ncreased employment_ and income in.ccal counties. Hewever, even | 7
in these relatively good times, residents of coal counties faced consis- f .>‘L~;
tently worse conditions than residents of those eastern Kentucky eeunties» ’
which had even a moderate level of manufacturing activfﬁy. Dungeg and

Tickamyer (1983) compared the quality of life in coal and manufacturing

counties in eastern Kentucky, using data for 1977 and 1978, “mild recovery"

years in which the economy was neither expanding rapidly nor in recession“,' ¢
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Their study shoued that even when mining orought new jobs and per oapita

" incomes rose higher than in nearby manufacturing oounties, thoro was still
more unemployment, poverty, and inoome inequalitx,in coal oounties. )

By almost any measure. o@ quality of life, coal counties 'in eastern

‘Kontuoky are less well off:

e 'Unemployment is gonerally higher in ooal countlies: between 1676 and
1980, unomplomagxt in coal counties remained between .one and two
peints higher than in manufacturing oounties. .

o Income inequality in 19?8,fas measured by the. Gini ooeffioient, was -

.Rzi{ in coal counties, oompared ‘to 2&07 in manufaoturing eounties ’

(relatively equal {ncome distributien is representod by coeffi-

clenty of .200 to .350). | T o

e The roportion of students who graduateo f'x'qm high sohool is ) ;;‘g
- ‘substantially 1ower in ooal than in oanufaeturing oounties: SS \
percent versus 62 peroent.
o Muoh less housing is built: in Kentueky overall housing starts )
equaled 161 percent of the inerease in households between 1970 and’
1977 and in eastern Kentuoky s non-ooal manufacturing oounties,
starts equaled 94 percent of the household inoreaso. But in coal «. .
counties with no manufaoturing, the figure was only 53 peroent. o
'@ The 1980 census shows that, in ooal countiek, mobile homes
" -accounted for ‘49 percent of the new housing added in the 19?05,
while in manufacturing counties, mobile homos oomprised only 25

L

percent of the new homes. B ﬂg,

e There was a lower level of publie water servioe in coal oounties‘
'almost 82 percent of the people io eastern Kentucky’s. coal oounties
were not served by publio water systems in 19?5, while ‘the figure
goes down to 42 percent in manufacturing counties. A

e Overall, coal counties had fewer dootors per tbousénd resioents
than manufacturing counties: 0.62 versus 0.73. i

e Per capita bank and savings ono loan deposits were also lower:
about $2, 790 in ooal counties in 1978, and $3 6&? in manufaoturing; -
compared to .$3,600 in the rest of eastern Kentuoky and $7,157
nationally (in 1879). ‘

’ While codl production has not brought the benefits generally expected
from Job—croating aotivities, Goal oommunities have also absorbed a signi-
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xiwage structure of local industry, and by the way royalties and ca

> ) A 28

b

ficant share of the costs of mining eoal--eosts which pecple feel are the

price they must pay to allow the industry to work. Landowners find that
there are fe! limits to what damage can be done to the land in the course

of taking out the coal. ' Soil erosion, acid run-off, and coal particles .-

Ieave the streams beavify polluted in any watershed that is mined. Coal

dust fills the air near cleaning facilities or heavily traveled coal haul
roads. Enormou$ eoal trucks use up underbuilt roads faster than severanee

and local property tax ineome can rebuild them. And mﬁners ccntinuously
give their lungs, limbs, and liv%s in an inherently unhealthy occupation
made more hazardous\when méne owners seekﬁto economize on safety measures.;
Coal has not proved to: be; "an. ace in the hole" for the people in
eastern Kentucky coal cdunties. However coal'is a valuable resource which
the“nation will continue to tap for its energy needs. ?he‘febndation>of
economic life for many eountigs in' the region has been, and will ecntinue

"to be, coal. Other economie aetivity like manufaeturing has not been’ able
to compete with coal for the eapital of the finance system, the entrepre- 4

negbial energy qf‘the region’s residents, and the ppliey.sﬁpport of state

and f‘édenal government. But the way in which coal has been %eveloped has

obstructed attempts to improve th@ quality ofxlife‘in’the region, rather

~ than providing the benefits tha;iare)Supposednto go with econcmic agtivity.A

s . g - o
r . - . - » . (9
Distribution Mechanisms in Eastern Kentucky Counties

The Mbuntgin'kssoéiat;cn for,Commuﬁity Economic Development (MACED)
has begun to look méfe-elosely at how«patterné of ﬁatural‘resouree
development affect Kentucky communities. We are. analyzing thé loeal
mechanisms of economid distribution~~the series of public and private
investment choices which, taken together, determine the extent to which the
wealth pradueed by an area’s basic industry is or is not distributed

throughout the local eeoncmy. In the private sector, the distribution of
income and‘the investment of wealth are determined By the oecupaiﬁgnal and

tal are
tnMsted by corporations, financial tnstitutfons, and families. 'The public
sector harvests the fruits af eeonamie growth through taxation policies and
redistributes. them through fiscal spending de¢isions.

i : 4
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These investmenﬂ choices and distribution patterns: whether they.aecﬁr
in the privaﬁe sector or the publie, depend upon political as well as
economic factors. Fer example, public policy‘at the state and national
level influences wage levels, credit rates, and the relative profitability

"df different iévestments based on tax‘polieies and oéheé regulationg.
B ‘Federal, state, and loeal %g_qliei‘es combine with the local economy to
- -determine local development patterns. .Institutidas which eontrol capital
decide whether to invest locally. Various cambinatienslcf’eitizens and
. leaders in the cocunties make degisions about the raising and’§pending of
tax revenue. Fundamental distrihutien patterns are formed. It \is here
R 7 that growth becomes development or it does not. . ' s
- To illustrate the role these dif%ribution patterns may play in” N :, ;
. "Z determining the extent to which economic growth can gontribute to economic - - T
a development-—ho structural imprcvements which enable the economy to serve s }(
the fundamental needs of area residents--we will compare. eccnomic, soeial,
" and fiseal- characteristics of a coal county with those of a non-coal ceunty
in eastern Kentucky . , " . ‘
Martin County, a 231 square mile county in a mcuntainous area along
‘the West Virginia border of eastern Kentucky, is a good example. It had
R .inadequate tqansportatian‘faeilit;esfuntil recently and so produced little . gxékleg
XY . coal until the boom spurred in 1973 by the oil embargo. Coal<based growth .
“ ‘has been telesgpped_intc the last ten yéars, making the effect of current

public policies and private development péactices all the more visible.
L Now 82 percent of the total earned income in the eaunty comes direectly from
oot coal mining. The largest mountaintcp removal strip mine in the world is
| there. In 1981 the tounty produced almost 14 million tons of coal, making
it. second only to Pike County (over three times its size). in annual eeal
prcducticn in the state.” ‘ S ' '

Per capita incomé rose dramatieally in Martin County between 1970 and
?980 from $1,759 to $6,885, a nominal growth af 291 perdent. During the
s?me period, the' average per capita income in- the @hiteé States grew 140
percent to $9, 489, Martin was the fortieth poorest county in the United
States in 1970 bu‘g had moved up to the middle of the pack by 1980. Even tm
B éuring the recessionary period of T982 when the cfficial unemployment rate
S was 10.6 percent in Kentucky, and.as high as 25 pervent in some eastern
kentucky counties, the figure was only 6.4 percent in Martin Céunty. A1l

Y . A .
. .
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»;; in alH‘ the county appears to be}f;eurishing betause its loecal coal ineusr_

try is\flourishins.

fﬂeweve§¢ this rapid improvement in Income levels and jeb eppertunitiee-»

has not "been’ reflected in eemparable imprevements in eommenity goede and
services. Improvement in the quelity ef life in the eeunty hae net kept
{ pace with the . inereased income Ievels. Furthermore, although the propor-
tion of Martin Ceunty families Iiving below the federal established poverty
" level deereaeed frem 31 percent to 23 pereent between 1970 ane T980 “the .
eetual number of families with incomes of less than 80 percent efLKen—.v
tucky ‘s median. femily income increased slightly. It eppears tbat the

. decrease gp the peverty rate is a result of the influx ef peopie during the

decade.’ ;o ‘ : N
After leeing 2,400 people (21 percent of its pepulation) between 1950
and 1970, the pepulatien increased dramatically during the 19703, from

2377 to 13,925--a grewth of almost 50 percent during a peried when. theA

' state of Kentuecky as a whole grew by 13 ‘percent. Some 1,500 families moved |

into the county to mine coal, but during most of the decade, housing starts
amounted te‘only 12 pereeht of the €etal inerease 'in househglds. over. 57
 percent of the county ‘s new heusing during the 1670s was mobile hemes.ﬂﬁ
) There appear to be several reasons for the county’s heusing problems.
First, flat land is scarce and expensive. ‘A house lot near. the county seat
- might cost about $10 000, ‘though there 1s>1ittle buildable land evailebie
at any priee. “The Appalachian Land Ownership Task Force doeumented that
more than half the lend in the county is held by, nonresiéents. Beyené
that, residents are not confident that the coal boom will last long enough
to pay off a mortgage. Trailers are a way for miners to keep purebese
costs dewn and rent e emell plot rather than incurring long-term debt for a
heuse\ggg,land. Although they are a . clear improvement over sebstandard
housing, they make up such a large' part of housing starts in ﬁhé county
because residents have no other choice. Finally, altheugh‘tﬁere is a small
branch savings and locan eeeeciatiPn in the eeunt&, the eeunty;s one bank is
the primary source of mortgage loang. The bank 1is working on ways to
improve its terms now, but for years it has been following the uq}versal

-coalfield practice of minimiefﬁg its risk in the event of a downturn in the

_coal market by writing mortgages with 15 year terms and a ZS‘percent'dewn
payment requirement. | '
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eounty 'S revenue,

~ county’s eontribution to its sehoel budget was $267,845, or 15.3 percent ef_
- ‘the total cost of running its schools. - In 1680, the eounty s contribution e

31
: : - - -
There ‘iIs little pubiie investment in improving the quality of life .
because general tax revenues end the eognty budget have not kept pace with ’
economic growth. In 1970, the eounty budget was Just under $2 million. In

1980 it was $R ? million, an inereese of only 135 percent in eurrent dol- -

lars. 'Real estate tax revenues grew a little more, from $80,000 to.

| $214,000, but 5111 comprised a minor portion of the budg8t. Federal and .

state funds, including the coal severance tax, make up the r-es\ of the
.

~This public sector. peverty in the faee of enormous eeenemie grcwth is
also refleeted in the eeunty s investment in. edueatien. In 1970, the

was $474,205, but had decreased to abeut 10 percent of the school budget
During the same period the total 'expenditure pen pupil, including all
federal, state, and lgcal support, grew from $413 to $1,042. But in 1980,
the average expenditure per pupil in the United States was ,$2, GQR and the

Kentucky average was $1, 315, making it forty-seventh in the nation in

educational funding. - ,
There is virtually no county expenditure in heeltﬁ. There are three ,

‘full—time doeters and four more who come from time to time during each i
week, but there are no health facilities at all aside frcm their offiees.
And while the water system, has reeently been extended to serve as many as

6C pércent ‘of the- county ‘s residents, there is no sewer system. In several

»communities raw sewage runs on the surface whenever the ground &s wet until

it eventually drains into the creek. <

Montgomery County, Kenﬁueky, which has no coal, provides a stark
contrast. It has less land area but a much higher pepulation density: 98
people per square mile compered to 60 in Martin. It is also flatter, lies

s

?x? outside.a standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA), and has'a

-‘,”.
*\\

more diversifieé‘iﬁanamie bay
past century. Railrcads eame.eigiywaaﬁfthe county seat served'as the

. The _economy has developed slowly.over the

agricultural trading center for the surrounding area. Sinee the land is

not suitable for large-scale agriculture, farms have_remained small. There -,

. are eleven manufaeturfng firms in the county. Mest are lecally owned, bdt»;.;;

' .
.ot
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« ing jobs in the county, Per cepita inceme in 1980 was $5 445 and median

family income was $13, 638 87 pencent of -that in Martin Connty. N
~Although aggregate incomes have been high and unemployment has been
relatively 1ow in Martin County over the:last ten years, the eeﬁnt&‘s
eccnomic advances appear to be'tenucue.' Three out: of four Jjobs in the
county are in eodl, There is virtuslly n farming or manufaeturing, and
only ?2 pereent of the wcrkfcree is emplo:kd in eerg&ees. Eight percent

are employed in whole3ale or retail trade. No other rural county in the

~state has such a 1 proportien'of self-empleyed workers.' ﬁﬁ&, there 1s
a low labor participation ra§e;fe32y'&2 fercent of the county’s working age -

population are in the labor force, compared to 57 percent statewide. Wage
levele\vary wide1§._ While in 33?9“3 coal miner\made an average of $522 in
- weekly weges, the next higheet wage category was less than half of ﬁhat
Qﬂbsnt. weges ranged dawn to $160 per week, with a mean of $433. ghe
evmge gross incofe per. 'taxpager was $2? 894, again reflecting the high
wages for those employed in fhe coal industry. | .-

In Montgomery County, on the other ha&?’ everage weekly weges have
‘been censistently logeﬁ, ranging from a high 1in. 1879 of $22& 4n eenetrue-
tion to a low of $141 in wholesale and retail trade, with a mean of $T?8.
Gross income per taxpeyer in, 1980 was only. $it ?63, a. little over half that-
in Martin. Nonetheless, Montgomery County has fewer families living in -
poverty: 18.6 percent versus‘23(pereent in Martin. Part of the differenee

- may be explained by the faet that the eounty has a labor feree pertieipe—

tien rate ef 60 percent and that its employment and ineeme are distributed
eerees econcmic seators, with 9 percent employed in ferming, 41 percent in

manufacturing, 28 percent in wholesale and retail trade, and 10 percent 'in,

services. As weuld be expected, the 1978 Gini coefficient in which a low

figure repreeents a more nearly equel distribution of ineome, was also

. significantly lower in Montgomery County. .381, compared to .430 in Martin.

By most of ocur other measures of development,’Mcntgemery County is
better off than Martin. For instance, Montgomery has 0.6 éhysieiene per
thousand pecple,¢while Martin heé enly 0.3. Hontgoeery‘s egheol budget is
18 percent higher,_on a pevepeggl basis, and 25 percent more of its adult:
population has graduated from high school. And, while the majority of new
housing units in Martin County in tﬁe‘1970$fwere trailers, oely 11 percent

of new homes in Montgomery were mobile homes.
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e The expected cdorrelation betueeﬁ ecoﬁem&c indicators éueh as income A
and quality of ecmmunity goeds and services does not hold for these two
2 cases. ' Higher wages and higher incomes in Martin have not been translatgﬁ
., - into a hifher quality of life. - A t S
‘ o © We can begin to investigate the question of why 1ower incogas support
~—— a better quality of life in Mentgamepy County by looking at the ‘private and ‘
o ‘public distribution mechanisms through which each cownty’s wealth ts' . .
, reeycled - There are interesting differences between the two eounties.a~Fer
| example, retail sales are cﬁe 'indicator of the vitality in the loeal eeon- L ~?* ;5
omy. Altheugh total income and averége wage levels were significantly ‘
higher in Martin County, reﬁail salés were half that of. Montgoaery Ecunty‘
$2,500 a year per person ecmpared to $5,000 per person. A brief drive
through each county would Show why. Montgomery County has qeil deveiaped )
; \ commercial districts while Martin County has only a few stores Qlustered | T
:>\  . ) arouad "the courthouse of its eounty seat. Thus far, the coal boom has.nqt. '

- ——

spurred retail Anvestment., . - SRR
T N Part of the reason for this lack of retail aetiﬂgty may be the lack of
| locally available credit. The single bag& in Martin Coanty is aggressive,
o © but it remains small. Deposit . growth has barely kept ?ace with increases
in per capita income. Although deposits per capita grew from under ssoefin
v v 1870 to $2,3Q0 in 1980, this is still low compared to $4, 113.in Kehtucky
’ overall and.an average of $7,512 in the United States. While ‘the figure
_ reflects a low rate of saVings in the county, the bank president also .
N | , points out that most of the coal is mined by outside owned companies which
) do not use the local bank. . # . S ,
Deposits per capita in the bank§ and thrifts in Montgomery County were
$7,663 in ?980. Over the last five years, whilé Martin Ceunty s ‘single.
bank has had an average loan-to-depesit ratio of 6& 48 percent, one bank in
Montgomery County had an average ratio of 80 pereent and all four banks
together had an average ratio of 73.4 percent. Furthermore, a bank.s loan'

»

mix influences the growth of the local econemy. About Eoipercént of all
loans made by Montgomery County banks~ are for commercial projects, and
about 19 percent are for houses, close to the pational norms. In contrast, . ok,
‘Martin County’s bank made 26 percent of its loans for residential purposes ;“

and only '8 percent for commercial, These differences in leﬂding profiles ,' -

- reflect loan demand as well as bank pdlicy. However, whether lack of o
) . v . . .
i

. . .
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: preperty tax reﬁe and the assessed value of the property in the county. : f' .
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fineneing is constrafining new economic initiatives or there is a lack of
dem%nd for ﬁipenciné in Martin County, it is evident that the kind of

\_“
investing ee which new, locally roeted eeenemie activity feeds is not

takisg placed ’ o T . I - o _%‘h{

Differentes in public sector financing are just as apparent. Most <
publie ‘servicas in eastern Kentueky are previda& by county Sovern“@ﬁiﬁ" 1-,¢J
The primery source of local revenue to finanee these services is the . _ Lot
property- tax, the level of whigh {s determined by the eombina?é of the .

-

Martin County has a property tex rate of about 21 cents per $100 valuation

and a eeheol tax }ate of about 14 eents. Mbntgemery Ceunty has. a property -

-~

L3

.Mertin County prop ty eseeeements run abeut half of the market value, A
;while in Montgomery gpty they are aver 90 pereent (Kentucky Department of . -

LS

tax rate of about ?5 cents and a school rate of about 28*cents. Eeﬁever,’

the real diffhrenee in tex effort appears in the eseessment preetiees- in o =

Revenue, 1980). , R »

~ The underessess@ént of land is reflected in a more extreme form in the
lack of taxation on mineral holdings.” Although Martin Ceunty has’ eeel N
reserves with enormous value, less than $200 in real estate tax was paid on h
the eeel itself in 1980. For example, the Appalachian Land Ownership Study | Ny s
found that in Martin County {n 1979 the largest landowner paid a 4§74 tax on . " .
81,333 acres ot’ coal and a $‘E? 060 tax on 47, 869 acres of land held in the ) “
eeunty (Appalaehian Regienel Cemmieeien, 1980). ~ Altogethér Montgomery o w
Countians pay about cne-third more county taies per eapiﬁa than do Martin
Countians. The higher assets of Mertin Couety epperently are not being o

L1 ]

tapped to support county services. .
Montgomery County clearly has not experienced growth cemperable te

" that in Martin County over the past ten years. In fact, it lost 9 percent

. of 1its manufeeturing;jebs>in'the 1970s. Tt also does net'appeep to have an

explicit development .strategy that is in some fashion superior to that of
Martin County. TIts chiefl adVanﬁege,}e that it has not had to face the task e

‘of trying to harness natural resource development for the benefit of county

residents, something few communities appear to have done successfully.
Martin County does have to face this task. Its location and topogra- ”
phy do not give it eevelepment options other tean eoal. It was an extreme-

many other eastern Kentucky counties, coal mining has breught income end
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employment but living conditions have not improved at the same rate. Meny
of the benefits which politieiens had projeeteo and residents had hoped

.+ would come are still laeking. -This leek of developmental impeet of eoal‘%n

the eounty appears to be a direct, if unintended, result of an explicit -
econcomic strategy, whieh is the subject of the next section.

* £ v
. s
«

R

-

As early as 18?0, when the nationel‘eeonomy was expanding after the

Qeveiopmeot Policy as Promotion.

Civil Waz‘, Kentueky 8 governor and legislators made plans to deve.‘mp the
naturel'x‘esoerees in the state. Since fndustrial expansion in the Nerth-
east and Midwest would provide an increasing demand for natural resourees,
they felt that the abundant eoa and timber in eastern Kentucky
he .state would become integrated into tbe

could be the meens by whic

additio labor to efrry out these plans, and, as Alan Banks has demon-
, they devefoped strategies to attract both to tives state. Officials
duced geological sereeys and: pamphlets deseribing the opoortunikies for
laborers and inve§£ors in the state and had recruiting agents opereting in
Europe and northeastern United States (Banks, 1979, pp. 60-63). Business-
men r sponded enthuslastically, and within a few years land and resourees
were sold to oulside investors who had the capital to exploit them (p. 70).
With the suppﬁ):;of the state” s elected offieials, these investors were -
able to bring in railroads and laborers to begin the extraction proeess. .

«  Befcre 1850 coal mining was such a small-scale aetivity in eastern

Kentueky that government repor&";eferred te it as “fermers‘ diggings.~§ By

1820, however, the mines in Bell, Herlan, Letcher, and Ferry counties had
hired nearly 20,000 men, over 60 percent of the workforece, most of them
emplayed by large corporations (Banks, ?9?9, p. 25)s In just a few dee—

-ades,‘state- government had succeeded in attracting the necessary outside

investment eepital, aod ‘coal . prodqotion that ussd wage labor repleced

':_subsistenoe farming as the core of the local eoonomy., But state poliox_was
confined to promotion of large-scale outside investments. This: estahlisheo

a pattern in which resource cwnership was concentrated and coal produet;on

occurred with neither regulation nor aeeountabiliﬁy to the’ publ@c.
. s ) ' .

Q‘ ) . .

o LR . ®

. - THe ‘state needed both additional capital and
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Befére the turs of the century over half the land in ceal rich coun-
- ties was eoncentrated in the hands of nonresidents (Banks, 1979, p. 58).
IR’ %980 the, Appalachian ‘Land’ Ownership Tagk Force documented concentrated

- ;\ . and absenﬁee e\mership in eighty Appalachian c{ounti,es. The researchers
f‘eund that 53 percent. of the tot.al land surface in their sample-&-whieh

/ \/reeorded “an absentee, eorporate and govemment owners with holdings over -
?,G acres, and% ail loeal ind‘iya/ual cwners with hcldings over 250 acres"—-

R - wa$ contron‘eq &3‘ "only % percent of the lccal populahicm, along with ) -
R o g?ss&ent.ée gé}.ders, corporation, and govemment. The group also d&cnmented-ﬁ L
I ) t%@gt 0 pézxaent of the minersl rights 4in their sample vas absentee owned

. o CL (Appaiaehi'an Regional Cemmissian, 1981, p, 1). The top twenty-five land
s f‘j x& \ﬁn& mineral owners in the Kentueky sample paid an average of enly 2? centa ,
T wf}pég‘ aere (1980‘). S oL - : : o
) o As. the Jaunant employer in ane-third of the state ‘and - the state s |
o fQ;H'th largest industry, the coal industry wielded enormous politieal |

e

S ROVN pomr. "In his 1975 study of strip mine legislation in the state, Harc -

s it
e X

\ Landy -found that the industry s im‘.‘luenee ‘pemﬂed state polities. . 'En DR
| ' faect, in 1966,. Landy found that oae-thi@ of the state senators had éi:‘eet T
. ‘politigal and/or economic ties to the cosl 1ndnstry (197’&, 3:. :8). Ccal

" owners have used their pwer to keep coal taxes lows ninimize health, ‘
safety, and envimnmenta‘]" regulations; and &eem‘e publie funding for the

A * IR
-~

} - noads and other: inf‘mq@.rueture needed to: get the ccal ‘out. Lcéal invest- -
L / :nent by coal ebmpanies t.hemselves has been.restricted to production faei),i— -

, . tz‘.es, employee housing, arid other pmjects which direetly meet the needs et‘ .A ’
f‘/ the mines. s . B ‘ ' ' : o
. _Over the years, the highly eempetitiv and volatile market for ‘egal
hashd‘&ignif‘icant efféct on poliey toward the industry. Residents have
;.5 o ‘been gfeluctant to advocate policies which tax or re;gulate coal because
their historical experience of booms and busts has made . them grateful for
w}&tever jobs were available. The industry regards the wvolatile market as
+ a rationale for resisting regulations and taxation. A-West Vii‘*ginia coal
operator wrote that coal companies were ”griseners of a market over which .
. “they had no control" (quoted in Simon, 1981a, p. 181). »
. ' From the early. E)s, the combination of the coal ind;xstry‘s poiitical .

3

power and the natuz-e of the coal market has r‘esulted in a generaily unin-

. trusive: public poliey toward ccal. Ceal union 1eader Jobn L.,,Lewis won the - e

. <
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o - right to erganize miners during Roosevelt s administration, and there have§‘
been .some heeith and safety programs passed to proteet miners, byt the
government has not taken egticn whieh speeifically gave coal communities .:
leverage or return from coal proéuetion. (It is interesting, however, that
during $he 1930s and 1540s the gevernmént intervened_to s%ebilize the
' . . market.{Seltzer, 1983), and during World War II-the gevémment seized and
IR _administered eoal . mines to ensure steady sepplies for the war effort
~(Walls, 1978).) Hhile the state as a whole and owners of coal, and related
service husinesses have benefited, minere end local residents heve paid the
eosts of depending on an inherently dangerous and unstable industry--an .
| »industry uhieh essentially was unfettered by regulations or local account-
ébility. S . B
Other eestern eoel states pursued similar poliecies, promoting economie

R BT aare )
; . o L T

N

'grewth based on unregulated private inveeément in netural reseuree explo£->‘ .
‘tation (Simen, ?98¥b). Consequently the dramatic drcgﬁin demand for ecoal

| after the wer was devestating for eeal-dependent communities in the Appala- = - .
;‘:* - ehian region. - Snempleyment and autmigration exacerbated the eonditiens of .

- persistent poverty and dependeney thaté&aﬁ characterized the Appalachian

region for 8o long. Im the’ ?9603, these conditions prompted public concern

. outside the region, end the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) was

~ created to.improve the area. The comnission recognized that the ™normal

:eeenomid‘grewth preeese had not worked" ‘because "the wealth from exploiting t
S B natural resources left the regien" and'“investments in the community econ-
emy and soeial system were never made" (Newmen, 1972, p. 30).
To remedy this lzjk.cf inveetggpt, ARC planned to use federaz reseur-'_
des to buildfthe health L
structure. Their strategy was one of growth inducemernt,  and drew upon “the v f: ;

and educational systems-and the physieal tnfra-

example of many undereeveloped eeuntries which were using publie dnvest-
ments to try to stimulete private cepital investment“ (Newman, 1972, p.

' ~50). Monroe Newmen, a key partieipant i these early discuseions, reported
that the “elearly 1mplied theme...was that eeonomie growth, 1. e. enlarge-
ment of income-earning cppcrtunities, would lead to (thisg) more general
develepment...e belief "that. was far more readily aceepted in the early
?9663 than a decade later® (1972, p. 50). ‘

Cnce: again poliey makers left the distributianal deeisions to the
privete seeter and expeeted the economic activity to spark ‘more ¥general

:;wu,w . ;: ) %Eg : . : 40 }-‘ ,LWA?  h L
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develepmeet. unlike the Tet }eee Valley Authority, the fedeha}.\ init.ia-

tive to develep Appeleehie represented no departure from the established

e approach to -econonmic development. Fifteen years later, $4.5 billion of ARC
investment in highways and community facilities does not seem to have
signifieantly reduced the region’s dependence on a volatile coal market and
on federal trenefer pesments. While the roads have. improved dramatieally,
they still primarily.serve to haul coal.. Health care Facilities and new
‘veeatienal educational programs have been established, but sinee there is
no dependable Xeeal tax base te support them, it is likely that they will
-operate enly as long as there s eutside subsidy. Industriel parks have
been ‘built, and in some eases have improved opportunities; but they are on

1}the periphery of the regien rather than in the coalfields, and most’ have _

\ _ only 3 few tenants. Over the years, attempts to ‘bring nen-eeel jebe te the .

e - coalfields have had-little impact. . _ _

Tl

-

However, despite these failures in development peliey, stete and . _
federal coneepts -of economie develcpment policy are slow to ehange. Ken- L
’ tuelcy state government continues to promote aggressively all forms of |
. energy development, from coal to the most speculative: synthétic fuels ,
'.f- . projeets.- While the uestern‘states a@pear‘te have learned fromfthe ) o ”jf
: ’ ‘experience in eastern coalfields and.-have allocated more of the costs of ‘
~ﬂeevelepmenﬁ to- the “industry throush taxes and reguletian, the primary
mission of thgkagptucky Energy Cabinet is still gromctien, rather than
‘regulatien or impact mitigatien.» One ef the most successful coal devel-
opers in the state is now the seeretary ef energy, who appears te ‘wear both.
hats inéérchangeably. i . § )

Develoéﬁent Policy and the Policies of RedietributiSE

o . ik

If prometicn of econonic grewth does not stimulate improved eenditioﬁe Ty e

-

" in eastern Kentucky, what peliey measures would encourage develapment in
the eeelfields? Internationel development experience is instructive. 1In
‘1976 ‘Singer wrote that international development theorists and praeti- - -
) tioners had learned from "bitter experienee“ that "it is not suffieient to
J>4r [ thiﬁigef develepment simply in terms of econcmic growth" (1970, p. 69).
‘Jﬁmengbthe more imporfant research of the 1970s which pointed to this con-
fclusipn were the‘etatietieal analyses conducted by AdelmanAand Morris. In

y o : - ‘4 SR ’ T
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Beonosc Growth and Soctal Eguity in Developing Countries (1973), they
reported results whieh surprised the development establishment, themselves:
ineludeé‘,econamie growth in forty-four underdevelopeé eountries had-not

‘improved ‘the condition of the poorest 60 percent of the population.. In - fl:‘
faet, their analysis showed that in the early stages, economic gpowth made \
the poor so mueh poorer, in an absolute sense, ‘that . it would- take them a
'generation Just to. recover their original pcsition (1973, p. 179). .

’ Speeifically with regard to places with abundant natural resources,
-Adelman and Morris fbund thdt income inequality varted substantially
aeccrding to the seeial and politieal arrangements in the country. When
" the coantry and its resourcss were dominated by outsiders and a few loeal
: e}.it.es, ineame concentration was much greater. . (hneentration was Ieast
when therg was a large publie sector investing in. human resourees (1973, B
- ' . 168-170). .The authors coneluéed that "o hundreds of millions of - o -
,:desperately poor people have been hurt ra;her than Hélped by economie.’ g
develepment.’ Unless their destinies beeome a major and explieit foeus of
development - poliey 1n the 19?6 s and 1980 s, econdmic develcpment may serve
merely to promote injustice” (1973, p. 192).

- ' In a ‘similar vein, a report’ by the United Nations‘ResearehfInsﬁitnté ’
stressed the interrelationship hetwggn gcoﬁomig a?d social elemen§§: *"it is
not'sufficient to realize the amount of resources brought about by economic
growth. It is also necessary to examine ‘the impaet of . thes& résources on
the life of the people® (Smith, TQY&, p. '86). Smith maintains that “the
concept of development as eeongmie growth has ocome inereasingly intc ‘
" question, (and) the equity issue is gaining recognition” (1977, p. 202). -k

T e

While debates about.strategy continue in the isternatienal arena, few would
still equate economic develepment with economic growth. Although it makes .
the develcpment task more difficult, it is generally accepted that/struc-

.»turai,féctars,Aincludins politieal and economic interests, are central to
thexdevéloément process.  These factors are seen as determining the distric |
bution of the costs and Benefité of economic activity among different seg-
ments of society (Ayres, 1983). ionseQuently,‘developmentmﬁpliéies in the
1970s and 59803 emphasizé eradication of poverty, providing more diversi-
fied employment opportunities, and réducing indome’1nequal;tie3*(Todarc,
1981, p. 57)« - | - o



T . . T coTt T e T e T e e e
. . . N At R I3 :
' ~ - .
X
H . . N
, ) _ A A
<ot ¥ R
X » : : t

.o ko

- . " . Y f

‘Hewéver, insights drawn from experiences in ,
hafe hardly {nfluenced the domestic policy debate. Since World War II
regional economists have studied probdlems of spatial-inequalities in the

ernational development

development process, and many have argued ‘that regional imbalances are
 inherent in capitalist economic growth (Hbll&nd, 19773 Myrdal, ?957*

k Eriegmann, 19663 Hansen, 1973). Rural poverty has been attributed to.
"mismatches of Iahor'demagk and supply" (Summers, et al., 1976), and }
depressed rural areas have been regsrded“asr"victims'of»teehnologicéi ' o
cha&ée {n agrieulﬁﬁre and mining (Miernyk, 1980, p. 6), These analyses
represent aeeurate deseriptiona of what happens when the market is-the A
mechanism for distributing eeonomie Qppoz-tunit.y.i Policies hased on these ' .
descriptions aim to alter the spatial outcone of that distributian preeess
by stimulating industrial expansion in depregsedsareas. They have lgft the o

<~ ~distribution mechanism itsel{--the‘ market--intact. 5;‘he econcmic problem - - -
was to maintain high rates of national érqwth in, productive activity and to o
match people with jobs. All other problems were merely transitional, .
~ dealing with some of the ‘inevitable” and.fdifti;uiéf social costs of this
~ process*/kFriedmann and Weaver, 1979, p. 117). The political and sccial
dimensions of the distribution process are rarely introduced {n regional o
development theory. - - . S o . 3‘ 2g

, | However, regional inequali*ies and skewed distribatien cf benefits "k | o

’ within areas that experience eeonog&e growth persist. _Holland (1977) aﬁd |
Markusen (1979) argue that economic dgvelopment‘has politieal dimensions .
that. override technologiecal or markeﬁxeansiéerations. These . political _

vy

aspects of development focus upon the issue of distribution. ?valuaticns
< of rural industrialization can be interpreted as evidence that the social
distribution of benefits of economic growth is a major determinant of how
developmental that growth becomes for local residents {See Tiekamyer and N
Duncan, 1983). In 1979, H.L. Seyler summarized articles whigh analyzed the |
impact of rural industrialization in the Uni;ed States, saying; "There is éN
dJ tendency ¢to confuse growth and- development'when discussing expectatians

' from economic change....The eritical question here is does growth in aggre-
gates promate the kinds of structural ehanges that yield welfare improve-
ments, including an elevated quality of 1ife?" (Lonsdale and Seyler, 1979,
pp. 99-100). ‘ -

-~
-

A e e e e e oot et et e s+ s esicie o

e ot ke e s e s e me e e aner e e s e uas aee S U

| Eﬂiﬁ;‘ . 4 45 . : _’ .



& ,’“AA ’ o < él

~ Many economists have dismissed the coal in@ustrytas.e source’ of the
Rind of development which impreves the quality of life, because it has an

_.unstable market and weak linkagee in ‘the. sconomy (Bowman and Seyan, 1963;

Pfrommer, 19?5; Sullam, et al., 1980; Pasoulates and . Anschel, 19&%). A
volatile market, an incereasingly capital-intensive inéuetry which: bnys and
sells cutside the local eeenemy--how eould such an industry ever be molded

to enhaeg§ ieeel community ﬁelk-heing? We are wondering, however, whether'

these limitatiens on the cqatribution that coal can make to develeping a
Ieeal economy are, in fact, impenetrable.. 3 they reflect established coal
develepmentgpreetiees which publice poliey could ehange,q}kdg alternatives
could be Jevised to reduee the costs and increase the benefits to eoal
eommunities. o . S : ¢ .
. Initial anelysis indieates that eonditiens may be semewhet better in
coal counties outside eastern Kentucky. The politices soVerning the dietri-

bution mechanisms in these places may differ from thdse which dominate the

more depressed coal eeunties. _Metthew Crenson‘s boek, The Unpolitics of

Air Pollutien, appears to present”an analagous case in its study of two _

- steel cities in Indiana. In one eity, Gary, 1.S. Steel deminated the town

and was regerded as whelly respensible for its prceperity. ‘With the.

acquiescence of the local Democratic Party, the ¢ompany was able to ensure

that the issue of air pollution wes‘notfraised. In, East Chieego,»on the .
other hand, where there were.severel steel eempenies and no strong party
organizatien, the eity took aetien to clear its air pellution 13 years
earlier ( TST‘E, PP 80—&}). The makeup of the political and economic
interests in the_two‘eities.led to signifieantly-different publie policy,

even though both depended on the same industry for Jobs and income.

Crenson’s study suggests that the politics assopiated with particular.
combinations of economic interests ,determine the way cests and benefits are

- distributed in a given industry and its hest cemmunity or region. Meﬁtana

#

mey represent another example of this dynamic. It appearsthat the state s .

experience in the copper induetry and its current diversity of political
and economic interests have resulted in policies which ensure that the coal
industry prevides benefits beyond employment opportunities for lceal commu~
nities.
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Development Policy to Benefit Coal Communities in Kentucky A

.i‘The qeestien is, then, how to make exploitation of coal and other
_naturei resources develepmental in Kentucky.. Most often, when publice
peliey toward natural resounce development hes gone beyond fostering growth
in bhe extraetiee industry, it has provided gevepnment-funded ”impeet aid“A
o clean up the preblemseleft to communitfes. Another approach, beginning
to emerge in western states, ettemﬁfe tc gain quid pro quos for the commu-
nity as part of ‘the development précéss, reqniring‘eempanies to attend to
impact issues in the course of develepieg}the prejeet»(Sullam, et alf,
1928). ‘These approaches have surfaced reietively recently in response Se.
Athe problems of ‘energy develepment hoomtowns. , If they were applied to
‘eastern Kentueky eeelfielés, they weul& represent a substantiel improvement »

- over the status quo. - : %
However, a third, cemmueity-eriented approeeh appears to have greater »
pe&ential to meet the needs ef the peorest people ia the eommunities and:
generate the kind of lasting improvements which distinsuish eeenemic devel— '
opment from- ecenemie growth. Peliey proposals which pade loeal benefit the
primery yardstick would aim to rebalance the cast-senefit equation, me&ing
more of the cest to the private side and more of the ‘benefit to-the publie
side,’ toward poor people and communities. The eppreeeh requires building a
néw understanding that the publie--in eommunity, state, and federal laws--~
has a legitimate and leading role in making deeisiens about the way resour-
¢es_are invested “and distributed. To werk, comnunities would have to have
}stetus at the table, as weli es.geod informatien and the ability to hold
‘both the public end private sector actors accountable (Bradford, 1983).

| State and federal- peliey could provide that opportunity. , )

At first glance so fundamental a change in the role of eommunities may
bseem unlikely. However, Congress endorsed a similar;perspeetive with
éegerd to urban investment pattefns when it passed the Community Reinvest-
ment Act, which required privately owned financial institutions te fulfill
a responsibility to both a particular territory and to the low- and moder-
ate-income residents in that area. We consider this a viable direetion>for-
~ resource development poliey which directly benefits lew-ineome people and

communities.

3 ~



o

e

h government agencies. Details are in Puncan and Tickamyer, 1983.

~ United States, 4980. ) | | i
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Notes

N

Figures dn unempleyment, housing starts, and mobile homes are from
Special RepoFts issued by the State Data Center at _the Urban Studies
Center, University of Loyisville, 1982.

Gini cgefficients -of eoneentra%é;é of effective buying inecome of
Kentucky famflies in. 198 were caltulated Yy Charles Perry, Department
of Soeioclogy, University of Kentucky, using data from the survey of
buying power by Sales and Marketing Management, Xentucky Deskboek,
Frankfort Ky., 1977.

Figures on education and doctors were provided by Kentucky state .

P

Figures on public water service are from "Rural Vater Supplies in
Kentueky A Status Repert,“ by Kenneth Pigg. -

Bank and savings and loan deposit figures are from the Kentucky
Deskbook, Frankfort, Ky., 1980, and Statistical Abstracts for the

. é%@

Figures on Mawtin anduMantgomery counties come from a number of

L

. sources. Income, poverty, migration, pcpulation density, labor

participation, and housing figiures are from Special Reports (1982) and -
the 1982 Housing Report,. for Kentucky, isgued by the State Data -~
Center, Urban Studies Center, Univérsity of louisville. County budget
figures are from. the Kentucky Department of Revenue, 1980. Education
expenditures are from the Kentucky Department of Education. : ~ s

3

Figures on retail sales, wages, and econgmic sectors wepe taken ‘from

. the Kentucky Deskbook, Frankfort, K 981. Bank lending prafiles

were taken from Sheshunoff s Banks of Kentueky, 1982.
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x o DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT QF FOREST RESOURCES
*°  _FOR RURAL nzmemw IN THE PACIFIC NORTEWEST | ‘

» o . by Joe B. Steveqs e ',_A . .

I., Introduction - C.

After preparing aﬁ initial outline of this éaper; I half#seriously
- thought of changing the title to "The History, Economies, and Politics of
Oregon Timber, With Limited Favorable Implications for Poor Pecople." nl This
, would have to be somewhat faeetious sincé the Pacifie Northwest states have
| T hiatorieélly been,lanés of epportunity. As labor-searce Hestern states, o
o they provided many people with a gx-eater eqonomic¢ chance than sxisted
i .elsewhere. As timber-rich states, their early "eaptains of industry” or s
‘"robber barons", as Cox (1981) frames the cholce of title, certalsly

'*developed and managed" forest and other natural resources so as to attraet

Iabor, reward capital, and create a. foundaticn fer future economic acti- = .J_f=$
BVity. » . . v b . o B } . ) t‘: ﬁ;‘ \;
In what follows, I wil; risst develop a brief hfstcrieal avarview of -

_ the region’s eaanomy, followed by a look at ‘the current status of forest,

human, and eammunity resources. Rural pcverty dees exist in the Pacifie o
Northwest, although not to the extent that it éces in some other regions. ) .;5§
' The wood prodacts industry, at least in western Oregen and W&shington,
faces serious long-term timber supply problems, hcwever, and many communi-
ties and workers are highly dependent on wood proeessing for their liveli-‘iA .

o&‘\\There are sixty—two small Oregon communities in whieh more than 80 : L
percent of the manufaeturing work force is employed by wood products firms
(Weeks, 1982). , _ ;

Next, I will deal briefly with operationallizing the cheept of éinceme

distribution" and conclude that mltiple definitions of the concept are el ol
needed. to examine the impact of forest-related pelicies. Three conceptual~ '
. ¥ 3 B

X Joe B. Stevens is Professor of Agricultural and Resource Eeonamies, Oregon
State University. Withoyt implieating.them in .any way, Professor Stevens
would like to thank John- Beuter, Fred Obermiller, Greg Protasel, Bill

~ Robbins, Con Schallou‘ and Brian Wall for their comments.
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\ anaiytical fr'axneworks '{conventional economic analysis, public .hoiee
theory, and dual labor market‘theory} will help in explaining income
distribution and poverty in these multiple perspectives, Finaily, T will . 'Nf E
consider several specific forest resource policies and ask if they might be A Qi

adopted, whether they would be effective in reducing povert;y if adopted, |
>and whether they would lead to increased efficiency ef resource use.
eeoncmieﬁdeéh&g?megg; I will conclude that for us to}now use these - . “55;5
resources for the purpose of ¢ombatting rural poverty is not very likely 1in -

. _ In spite of the dominant role of forest resources in the reglon’s _ ~

a political sense, and if they are used in this manner, it will likely be
because of the political power of wood products firmséand t;aée assoeia-
tions in augmentins the harvest of public timber. _ - |
Through°nt, the agpvoach will be suggestive rather than definitive'

and eelectic rather than adhering to a particular disdiplinary point of
view. In many cases, what might appear to be stated as fagts are probably .
best .viewed as plausible hypotheses that need to be tested. I hope T will
§e able to differen:;ate between the twe. Value jadsments are often
‘present, and I hope they.too'gre ideﬁtified.

- : II. The Role of Forest Resources in Economic Development
a of the Pacific Northwest: N
Historical Overview and Current Status

‘e
& . € . ' f -
- ¢

* A .recently publishqiifistoriéalfgeography of-eregon by Dicken and :
Dicken (1979) lends interesting insights for our purpcses here. - A fewof \\\\\\‘ )
the highlights are: . 5 -0

' , 3 S !’ -
' - e
1. By 1850, a few mills were busy turning out sawiim&er for the
‘needs of the 11,000.settlers, largely farmers, in the Willa-
mette Valley. The first lumber mill had been built at Fort
Vancouver in 1828, using Hawaiian workers to export lumber to
the Sandwich Islands (lumber exports and foreign workers are
- 0ld issues in Oregon). Later, more sawmills were built along
the Columbia and Willamette Rivers to supply local needs, for
shipbuilding, and for packing boxes for salmon export. By ,
1900, over 4,000 people worked in lumber mills, largely
"dargo mills"™ on tidewater where lumber cotd be exported by
ship. Sti{ll, Oregon lagged behind the Puget Sound area with
its water transportation system. , » \\\\

. 2. Between 1900 and 1930, the stége was set for national ascend-
. ance of the Pacific Northwest lumber industry due to popula-

et
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" tion growth in the East, impmvexﬁents in transportation and ° ) P
. . . ) logging technology, and the depletion of the timber resources } : S
. . in the {Ipp"e;r Midwest and the South. World War I swelled the o ;
R M - demand for lumber and 40,000. were employed in the mills, now : -

largely located at the margins of the Willamette Valley. .The
- . ¢4 lower and more accessible locations were logged heavily by C
,« : the private sector. Wood products accounted for two-thirds : e
: . ©of the state’s exports,. industrial wages, and, value added. e v

.~ Heavy immigration continued. Some lands were set aside as ' :
Natiocnal Forests prior to 1907. '

3. Between 1930 and 1950, Oregon shared with the U.S. the depths : CL
. \ ) of the Great Depression and the boom of the World War II, era. ' .
) ‘ ployment in wood products ranged from 25,000 in the'depths
: ? the depression to 51,000 in 1947 and accounted for half of
he* state’s industrial workers and value added. Plywood , ~
- - . eémerged as a major new izedustry. ‘The lumber industry moved
' southward through thé state, away from the major rivers and A
earlier harvests. /Reforestation by the private sector was -
minimal, although some companies made -serious efforts. -

4. Since 1950, the softwood log harvest hay increasingly been , ',
made up of smaller diameter logs coming from seécond-growth- ° A ‘ S
forests.  Comparative -advantage 1in plywood production has 3 ¥ o
shifted toward the Southern states. Oregon has shared the S
.national trend, toward urbanization, income growth, and o
~ increased zioan}iimber uses of forest resources. ' Sy

~ 4
L

WitAhr resp’ee‘t to current status, the 'wood products indus't;ry remains tﬁe
largest in the Pacifiq" Northwest but its relative importance has declined
over time because of the trend toward provision of services rather than'™

+

goods. Unlike the Senvice industrij(;howev‘er, the wood products industry

faces more immediate biological consthaints. To cite Ged®y et al. (‘59?;5‘):

4

_L .
The rate of liquidations of old growth timber respources has -
historically been bpased on.the demand for waod products. In the
long run, however, |production from a region”s timberlands nmust be
brought into balance with the forest 8§ biological capacity to
. - renew itself. This 1s often below the liquidation rate of the A .
. - old-growth resource|(p. 2).° ' - ‘o

A ' o ey

Farther Pe:_néved“ from popklatiod/ ;Q;g% the wood inventories of the
Northwest were left to azelc:unmlai:e:‘7 as’ the old-growth forests of the Lake |

- States and Northeast, and later the South, were depleted. Now, the -
old-gbowth softweod reserves in the Northwes_g are becoming scarce, at Iéést

those held by the private sector. The’one major difference between t'he_se

Y
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T situationd, cf cour-se, is the- exMof the National Forest system and
t the -public sector’s comitmentf to sustained yield of forest r-esources as =

7, ' stated in the nglt?&ie Use, Sustaised Yield Act of 1960 and reaffiimed by’
' ge

the Forest and ‘Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act of 19'7‘3‘ and t{e

National Forest Management Act (NE’MA) of 1976 - (Prebasel, 1980). \
L o . The central timbex- supply issue is stated in a nutshen by Gedney. et " 5
s ‘al. (1975): ' _» s \ S e
P s . ) B - : 9, ) - ? RN

...with cmly limited private old-growth resourcea available and RN
'’  most of the' remaining old growth in public ownership, the level .7
- of supply wili mginly’ q,epems on public timber haz-vesting policies

(‘p“ 3); . L i ' '* ¥ } . . ‘n s A. . lf*_ | [ o - ‘ ’ ) - ' , - i
- f : ) i ' 5 e | »
That 1s, how “and under what condi Af any, will p&nc am.s,wth .

< .}‘I will veturn bb this questi n with its ma:}or' implieations for-inecme L B
.,l__:.adistribuzion, but. 4t should be noted, as did Clawson (1975), that there are. Lo B
Tf‘}‘*“ ‘thé\r (mlated) policy issues, ineluding methods of harvest, extent of land . ,
| withdrmla, ;nanagement practices, lcg expor-ts, and outputs from ﬁon-— L o
t“__ox'pcr*a.te omérs. "Bach has implieaticns for ineome distribution 73”;“;:-31 ‘
:poverty.f,t"_,. N . - Cy !

.

Ghe\ charaeteristic ot‘ gesouree cwnership is that a disprapcrtionate A~

Wit
‘gamunt of the’ mre .pr%dxie

and ;Srivate indiviétx;ais *{figur'e 1). This land is often located at lower; |
_2ei,evations, with le%s siepe, and 1is. thus more accessible. In. the Douglas- RO
j e b o J“.
% fiz* region of Oregan.} and Washington, where about four-fifths of these, ‘

forest land is owned by corporations, firms,

‘tates- 1umber is pmdueed SLorest industry. cor‘pox*a.t.ions alone own &4 .
- percent, of‘ a];.bd:he land in the most productiv& site classes but only 29 !}‘
‘ .;;Alpement‘ef all eomercial tforest. lands (Gedney et al. ;{)975, p. E$()). .

{.argely ‘as a result of pz'ivate harvest policies basgd. et pmf‘it and

K;ég.lsh ineentives, the standing inventory of sawtimber (ccnsidering all

t owr:xér\ships‘) deélined by 11 percent in the Paeif‘ic Nor'thwest and by 20 ' ‘ ”
pereént in imstern Oi‘egon between 1952 and 1977 (table 1). As vehicles of , | o
sta,te egmtml, 1t shculd be ‘noted that the forest praetices gcts of (}regon o
&9??} h"ashingtgn* (19?), ‘and Idaho (1974) speeify appropriate management, .

) raéq constm;cticm, and reforestation practices on' private lands, but have

-\}-l - ‘ -
never‘ direc‘:tly qontrolled rates of harvest (Protasel,’ ‘&980). : [

-
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Sawtmer Inventory, Pacifie Nerthwest, 1952-1977

!

[

allowed accelerated harvest of some mature féorests while allowing others to
) -~ Ah; . ¢

2
grow.

Althcugh there has been a deciinerin private harvest and an expansion

€figure 3).

Between 1960 and 1975, wood products emplcyment in Washington -

LY

Table 1.
(Net vclume in bil‘lien board feet of trees)® & .
. & ‘
Py T
; Western, E‘\Qstern Western Eastefn
Year . , Oregon Oreg}a‘n Washiagton Washington Idaho - Total
. 1952 406, 8" 15,8 2755 (- 162 137.7 * 1,011.6
19625 375.6 L~107.9 - 263.T% 77.1 . 139.8 963.5
1976 0 350.8 T 10455 - 2494 c 75,1, 135.8  920.2
19T\ 327.3 183.6 ,(;esa.av~ - 78.3 139.1 - 900.3 -
) Qb.&nge . \}; .- _— ) : A <
1952-1977 -20° =10 -9 . P “+1 -11
- s - A - " ' F )
g o~ o - * \_ﬁf. .

Scurce: uner, Willtam E. and Perry Re Hagenstein, Aitemativg
Forest' Policies for the Pacific Northwest, Study*Module “V, Forest “Polfey
Projehir Washington State Univeraity, t§8?.

éarnternati‘cz;al 174" RQle less deductions for rot or.other defects.
TN ece [T e e

Concomitant with this harvest :pr-essure on private lands, the scftwocd'[
timber harvést from publie lands hag ‘{ncreased substantially over the past
thirty years \figure 2}. As it rel¥tes to. Forest Service lands, this was

within a non-declinigg, even flow (NDEF) framewar ; which was formal-
i1zed by the N&ficnal Forest Management Act (NFM:y—of 1976>\¥Aeeording to

»LProtasel (1980f. = A ?' -
‘et directg Secretary of Agriculture to “limit the sale
- of timber from, ach uational forest to a quantity equal to or
lesé than a Quantity whigh can be removed from such forest annu-
ally- in perpetuity on a sust&;ned yield basis" (pp. 2—?3)
» ‘ '

Withgisaét’,' the Forest Serviece no longer has di@scretianéry authority to
e annual growth and harvest over the e\zntir‘e‘sfstem, which- could ?z‘a\‘re

~of publie harvest, historical employment data for the wood products indus=-
try reflects the predominance of demand factors r-atﬁer than supply factors

-~
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Figure 1., Jawnq;ship of Commercial Forest Band by Productivity-@lass, Western .- jf?f
Cregon.and Western Washington, 1870.
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Source: Gedney, D.R., D.D. Oswald, and R.D. Fight, Two Projections of
. Tinber Supply in the Pacific Coast States, Resource Bulletin
* PNW-60, Pacific’ Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station,
U.S. Forest Service, 1975.
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‘Figure 2. Oregon and Washington Timber Harvest. \
K | | .‘e ’ | | = \r ‘ ’

Million ‘ T T

Board Feet T .

(Scribner Scale) s T

*—-—f' ~
i 12 |
.
- o 1 I [ ; t JE B
. %49 54 59 64 69 =74 7981 . - ——
| - Year.
B Source: U.S. Forest Sefﬁfce. Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Expengment
. Station. Production, Prices, Employment and Trade in Northwes
Industries.
P , .
o Wall, Brian R. Log Production in washington and Oregon, An Historical
. Perspectlvc, Resource Bulletin.PNW-42, Pacific NorthweSt Forest and \ T
r Range Exper:ment Station, 1872, ’
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- © Figure 3. Wood Products Employment, Washington ai‘xd Oregon.
Av-erage A :
‘Annual L. )
Employment o
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| I g { $ }
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’ Year g . ‘
Source: U.S. Forest Service, Pacifié NorthylfeSt Forest and Range Experiment
» Station, Production, Prices, Employment, gnd Trade in Northwest
Forest Industrigs.
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and Oregon ranged between 110,000 and 125,000 workéfs, about 60 percent of
whem were “in. Oregen. The relative importance of the industry is als8

greater in Oregan, where about 40 pernent of the manufacturing wark force

(7 percent of the labar force) are inrwocénproduets,Aqgmpared to 20 percent
in Washington gsruner and Hagenstefn, 1981, table 4-3).
The current and leng-lastins recession and the hiéhest»interest rates

for home mcrtgages, however, has raised havoe with the wood products induse
try. Close to half &f the wcrkers in cregon have been reported to be laid

off or working reduced hours, and the total timber harvest in Oregon in

1982 has been reported to be just over half the record year of 13127€Eepest;'

Industries, March 1983). This squeeze on profits will reinf‘ome earlier
“trends toward plant modernizatien and- substitution of vapital for labor.
- (Weeks, %982). ‘

In contrast to the timber uses of forest resoﬁrcés in the Northwest,

 the growth in reereatiéﬁ and related uses haé been steady and substantial.,ﬁh

3

In their reeent study of mon-timber uses of forest land for the Pacifie

~ Northwest' Regional Commission, Powel and Loth (1981) repcrted-~

- 19.8 million visitar days of National Ferest reereation use in
1978 on developed sites comprising only 0 08 percent of 'the
commercial fcrest land base

- 24.4 million visiﬁor days cf dispersed reereation use on the
National Forests

~ 1.2 million acres of forest land devoted to waterféd protec-
) tion ‘

-

s

v

- a substaqtfal but unspecified ééntribution,of forest lands to
the $73.4 million value (in 1974} of sport and commercial
fisngries supported by thquolgmbia River system '

- 5.9 million forested acres of designated wilderness lands (8
percent of the land base) plus another 2.6 million in RARE IT
additions. proposed by the Carter AQministraticn.

had {'Although these types of data could be presented in gréat detail, it is
not clear what constitutes the "recreation in&ustry“ éﬂd what relevance

this has to ruralhpoverty. Recregtionists do spent money that gets trans-
lated into 4

&
rather "facg N

qpal amplcyment impacts, ‘but the likely recipient is still

- Projections of inereased recreaéien usage are usually

60



data on trip expenditures, employment multipli

' 56
) - T s

translated into local impacts through use of ¢ ten national) seeendary“

l e%; and employmént‘per unit
of sales, by sector of the local economy. In a recent report to the .
Pacific Northwest Regional Commission, for example, Centaur Associates and
Montgomery -(1981) estimate the size of the forest-related recreation indus-
try in the Nerthhesﬁ to be 25,935 persons, or about iﬁ 4 percent as largeA
as the wood produets 1adustry. They also- estimate thst an additional
100,000 visitor days would e:'eate from thirty-six ta sfxty-seven jobs, )

o depending on the type of recreation. While this is {nteresting to icnow,, it

tells us little abeout whether an unemployed mill worker could be absorbed
inte a recreation industry whiﬁh those authors predict will double in size
over the next forty yéars. )

.

Although there are other issues in forest poliey that would affect.

inccme distribution, T wou rgue that the-largest rsingle issue is the .

caming shertfall in private o4 ‘harvest and the pressux‘e to accelerate
harvest on public lands. Althcugh se\rer'al contmversial For,st Service
reports had pointed eut this shortfall eadfer (U.S. Forest Service, 1973;
Wall, ?9?3; Gedney et al., 1975), the most definitive and widely cited

. study is the so-called Beuter Report, eompleted at Oregon State t}niversity

by Bepter, Johnson, and Seheuman (19?6). This report ioncluded *:.hat:

-

- private timber supplies in western Oregon wi}.l be inadequat.e \
to £il1l the gap between current total harvest. and current
allowable cut from public lands ‘

~_ _this deficit could constitute 22 percent of curr-ent harvest by
‘ the year 2000

- declines in harvest. can be expected as early as ?985 in the
important Eygene timbershed

- the deficit could be covered by aecelerating the harvest of
. mature old-growth public timber.
&
The situation in the Eugene timbershed (table 2) strongly hints at those
conclusions. There, the Forest Service has 68.7 percent of the l:inventor‘y
but only 38 1 percent of curr-e t harvest, whille the@‘orest industry has but

15. 9 percent ofc the inventory and 85. 6 pergent of the harvest.

v

-,

€1
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- Table 2. Distribution of Area, Inventory, and Harvest by Gwnership Class,
Lane County, Oregon

LN

Commercial Standing

Timber Sawtimber Current
Owner Class _ Area Volume® -  Harvest?®
' S -percent—mmmmme—u- ———ees)

National Forest 50.1 - 68.7 38.1
BLM : - . 123 10.3 11.6
State & Other Publie S [;8 .5 | - 0.7
Forest Industry ] 26.7 - 15.9 5.6

" Other Private © - 8.9 4.6 | - 4.0

All’' Classes : 100.0 Te‘b“o L. 100.0 -

*

+ ° ¢ )
Source: Beuter, J.H., K.N. Jshnscn, and H. Lynn Scheurman, Timber for
Oregon ‘s Tomorrow, Research Bulletin 19, Forest Research Lab., School of
Forestry, Oregon State University, January 1976. t

Trees 8 inches and larger in dbh. | -

The Beuter et al. report was not an advocacy poéitian but rather a

- simulation model which explored "reasonably possible Qeceurences,™ as the

authors termed it. Its implieaéions, héwe%er, have been seized upon with
k alacrity by the férest_indus§ry and by indiyiduals'in gpmé public agencles
_who have been shown to share basic attitudes of development (rather than

eonservatién or sreservation) with gépresentatives‘of thé timber industries

(Protasel, 1980). In particular, the 1980~0regon'Timber Supply Aséessment

of the Oregon State Forestry Department makes a clear dall for acceleration
of Mational Forest harvests. To do so, hcwever, would require Forest
Service approval of a “depaﬁture“ policy from NFMA on nan-deeliningAeven
flow (Sehallau, 1983), a process on which I will defer discussion until
later in this paper. - At this point, suffice it to say that many jobs are
at stake and ;hat the industry and part of government wants to harvest>more
pubiic timber, but that the general public would probaély not be too recep-
tive to thé'}dea'because of environmental implications. ' A v
Cne final dimension cof "current status"” that needs to be explored is -
the relationship between income distribution, rural poverty, and timber
dependency among‘N?rthwe t communities. As stated earlier, many cemmuni~
ties in‘ihe region are highly dependent on wood prod;éts employment.
Because of -this, Linda Owen and T weré somewhat surprised to find that’

62 .
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emplayment changes between 1985 and 1970 in Dé&glas-fir’&ependént counties
had little relationship to changes in log harvest (adjusted for cross-

DR hauljng between cocunties) during this period (Stevens ank‘Owen, 1982).
While half of the export base of khese counties was in wood produets, on

the average, the other half was not and should also have been considered in .
our analysig. Tbat is, even “dependen; comnunities™ are not totaléy_depen— t
dent. | . o o i o
i | This finding led me to ask whether these counties were characterized
S : by especially low ingomes. . Using Linda Owen’s (1979) data on timber .
}dependenee,“ I made separate plots of the extent of timber dependeﬁae A
against the extent eg poverty and median familyAincome, using very old t969
~ census data (figures 4 and 5). A glance at these plots suggésté‘that there

RS is no obvious relationship, that highly dependént {and thus highly vulner-

able) communities may vary considerably in the extent of poverty ané the

A level of ineome.s‘ It can be noted; however, that timbeﬁ-dependent tounties

/‘ '~ do tend to have a higher incidence of poverty and lower incomes than other

-/ » ~counties is Oregon and washington. Moreover, Fitch.and Schefter (1974)

found that counties of: this type (the non-Willamette Valley western

" counties) had slipped from a slightly worse than average {ncome conditi 2

in 1949 to a considerably worse“ﬁ*han avé’r-age edndition in 1969. At thy
same time, counties in the. urbanizing Willamette Valley had improved their
relative income pesition by a eensiderable extent. While it is- tempting to
lock at a simple plot and conclude that timber dependenee does not matter?
we neeS to look carefully at the dynamics of income, populatign;ﬂgné
* industrial change over time before we draw this conclusion. | |
- £ 2 |

III. Income Distribution and Forest-Related Policies:
\\\ ~ 'Multiple Contexts and Explanatjons :

If one*s purpose is to explain*the Impact of séme forest poliey ehahge'
on income distribution and poverty; one needs to define éxéctfy what is _
being egplained. Explaining variation ih workers” incomes, for example,
would call for a somewhat diffeéent set of explanatory variables than would
be usef‘ul in explainiri dif‘f‘erences in ger capita incomes among regiens.

. Forest~related policies may be importan howéver, gn both types of models.

For this reason, I have chosen to defi four altermative contexts with
» . . N %‘1:

e
L
t
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‘Figure 4. Timber Dependence and Poverty, Western Oregon

and Washington.
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Fig{:re 5. Timber Dependence and Famiiy} Incomes, Western Oregon and Western
Washington. . - g
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. respect .to ineome distribution, and then to indicate how forest-related o Ay
. . {and other) policies might affect these partiocular distributionsf} To do
‘this, ¥ will draw on what I see as relevant analytical frameworks for o ‘
postulating cause 'and effect relationships. Space dj§:inotﬂpermit develop~ : SR
ing these frameworks in their entirety, but I hope a case can be msde that
they are worthy of further pursuit. . _ L
), Factor Shares. The first of these 15 -the distribution of income SR
aﬁéngffaetors of production, particularly labor and’ eapital. Historiealiy,
Lo ‘ the ownership of ‘labor and capital in wood pmduets Has been. quite
N » g separate- with the exception of a few gyppo" loggers, wage 1abor rather
‘than self-employment is the rule. A few ot‘ten-eit.ed cases do ex%t of
z,wcrker-owned plywood plants (Berman, 1967, but many communities affected
by elesures in recent years have found this difficult to replicate, in "
Jspite of serious efforts to do do. Sinee wage labor has been?the general .
case, its share of the total produet is, in principla, negotiable, but onlx
fﬁta a degree. Lacking access to overall decision making, exeessive wage
demands would lead to substitution of capital for labor, reduced e \BB.oy-
ment, and ultimately, dislocation of capital to alternative locationms.
I believe that ‘it wpulq-be safe toc say that w products labor;
%§§énin sémg other

f’

unfons in the Northwest have not been as powerful as th
sectors of the economy. The majority of‘ﬁill workers aﬁd loggers do“no§'~ ’
belong to unicns. Collective bargaining, while {mproving other conditions< CL
of employment, has probably raised wages for some warkers but at the h
ultimate expense of jobs held by others. Thi& lack of strength has been
pointe&‘out as somewhat puzzling sincegrthe Nd?thwest labor’ﬁovement has far, ,
more than its share of ra ical heritage (Schwantes, 19?9) Based initially
on anti-Asiatic sentimenfs, a strong left-wing ‘labor mcvemen&:imerged
during’the 1885-1917 pericd, and the turbulent history of the Wobblies
(I W.W.) in the woods anﬂ mills late in that period has been well docu-

) . mented (for example, Smith, 1971). A recent dissertation by Lembeke

| (1978), for example, examines why the same union (the I.W.A.) has been so -

strong in British Columbia relative to the United States. He finds several
plausible explanations resting in different industrial structures, differ-
ent worker ethnicities, an§.different types of intervention by government, _ P )&,




«hwhich {s outeide the Ncrthwest's control. The decline in lgpber and wood
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Further research on collective action by’warkers would be‘useful
in explaining labor and capital share, although it is my personal view that
the relevance of cc?ﬁ ctive labor aet{on for reducing rural poverty is
probably minimal, §m>Zellérhach,’for example, recently,announced pf&ns
to bufld a $30 million plant near ﬁstaria, Oregon,. to be manned by only 120
workers TWall Street Jourpal, June 23, 1983). These workers, each respon-
m{llion dollars worth of fixed capital, will and
should be rewarded. For the more typlical worker, the chance of poverty

sible for a guarter,of‘a

~depends on how much he or shg actually works as well as what the wage rate
happeﬁs to be. This question, I Xhihk, raises the need éor a distribu-
tional context which is a litt e different from the classical factor share
situation. LRI
2. Inter-regianal Income Dist {bution. A second con é§£ is that of

income distribution between - the Pae fic Northwest, on oné and, and the
rest of the Sﬂitsd States.on the other hand. A model to ex lain regional
«grawth would 1deally corisist of five elements, including re ource avail-"
ability, technology,»demand, space, énd institutions (Edwa s, 1981)
Historically, there is 1little doubt that comparative advantagg{in lumber
mﬂmmm,@mhm&tﬁiﬂwmimdhmgnmﬂd&?ﬂimmmmms
in transportation have had much to do with the growth of the Noﬁthﬁest*s

. economy. At the sahme time, elements of policy?c@ntrélled'at the national
_nkleyel have profoundly affeeted the regicnal economy. For example, home |

gwnership by families has been eneouraged as a national goal, and ‘the
privileged tax status of interest paid en residential mortgages has
obviously been a boon to the NOPthuest timber industry. To maximize this

?iadvan&age,-hcwever, requires low and stable interest rates, ancther>faetor
roducts employment frdﬁ 136,500 workers in ?9?8 to 97, 500 in 1982 is grim‘

testt ny to the Northwest s sensigivity te high interest ra

"PLS. Intrgrregional Income Distributicn. . A third context is incéme
growth and distribution. within the Pacific Northwest 1tself. A somewhat
different set of variables would be required to explain this, although

~ historical and current resource endowments§énd differential aecess to
markets would continue to be important factors’. ?ﬁe prgblems of qvercoming

space seem especially impor

. tc both firms and \households.
The Fitch and Schefter (1974 gesglts, for example, indicate\éﬁat Oregon

i
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counties néarés‘ to urbahizing centers have grown in income terms more than
more éistant nes. T.W. Schultz s (195$) "urban-industeial matrix“ 1s T
plausible here; labar markets in urban areas may work as effieiently in
,Atransferring labor out of wood products as out af agriculture. - i ’
While they do have different foeuses, the&e three. distributional
contexts ¢ labor'/capital, regional, sumal) are &like in several
respects.‘ First, daﬁa on indiwkduals must be aggregated By that aet,
g valuable detail is f%st. (Beeause of this, a fourth eontext-—distributian
within a labor foree--will_be developed momentarily.) Second, they are
familiar contexts for analysis by regional economists who ask useful , E

- questions such as "Would increasing the availability of resourees (for

»{.eiample, capital) improve per. eapita incomes?”. Thefe is real value, howe .

ever, in going beyond these standard questions and answers in attempting to y‘-
e%plain income distribution, In particular, I believe that elements of a . ‘
public choice or eclleetive ehoiee approach can be used to understand the
development apdfeve}utian of forest-related poliey itself. This, together - | AJf
‘with conventional economic analyses of the effects of these polieies, woulé f _ -,
alqow us’ to better underst§nd the relationships between forest resources ¥

»

and rural poverty. h
IV. Public Choice, Forest Policy, and.{npome Distribution :

‘ -
P . . 2

In a publiec Qheiee framework, an étﬁémpthwculd be made to use economic .. - ;.9§j‘;
reasoning to explain forest-related Iegishlaf:ien and major adxﬁinis‘tr'aé!\re ‘ :
.decisions as economic phénomena.rather than simply viewing them as politics » L g
;} public administration.s Obviously, space does not permit a-very full .
“elaboration of this frameweﬁ%.’ Ié shcrt, however, there iguld be mcdels of
a "market" for collective action.with respeetbtc foreét hclicy. There’
wouldkbg actgaliqr potential "demanders" of cq}lee;iye §Qt¢§n< inéluding
timber industry firms and, trade associatidns, dependent’eommunities,
amépity users and groups, labor,groups,'and iqdividgal workers and ‘ . ~l
-cansumers. There would be "suppliers™ .of collective action includingz
_{,palitical parties and candidates at loecal through national levels\,
Jgédministrative agencles such as the Forest Service, and perhaps even the - :
judiciary. Each actor would be maximizing something, which may or may not : ‘ r }l

be consistent with the "public interest" (Steiner, 3970}. Each would be . *- e

o~
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‘ :@ratio£al1y aotive or inaetivo in a political sense, depending on their ‘

peroeptions of gains ang costs to them. o ‘
W ' - Because, we: have substantial public land ownership in the United

,3f } _§§'tes, the markgp is relied on only minimally for allocating moqﬁ:forest

iéo es. Iosteo&, publio land managers have to walk a tight-rope between _L\;“Sfé

Ry
‘ i;;;*ﬂﬁff eonstituent g;oops, the Iaw, appropriations committees, and tbeir own I
" jproregsieS§zilﬁandards and traindng.’ Wnile. the dilemmas of the management '1} .:;{‘éﬁ
) agenoies Rpve poen ‘well documented (for example, Steen, 1376; Dana, 1956), s ill. »
\w»&g puvtao chotoo framework might Fruitfully be applied to QO the pther :‘5;§. o

o klx?}ao&ors ih the poii§y process,’ inoluding their tnteraotions with management ;‘
- ‘ﬁﬁg? %gooo&os§f Gut of tbis éﬁbroaoh I beligve that ovontualhy a. number of
. " ,gm

5~n.ﬂflgr‘ .hypotheseg can be éovo;oped to “explain" forest polioy and, indirectly,. to {ﬁ

- ,,&ﬁﬁié;gm suggest the likelinood that forest resources will be used to ambliorate =
- ;ﬁf%ﬁj rurs} govarty ?hese hypogpeses woulo have something to do with thdll . B
! ;” | follonihg oonsiderations. s . ‘ o S j‘ é T E }
e AR URY Consﬁiners of marketeéd forest commodities are probablyAthe easiost ";ﬂ

to satisfy, sinoe they are quite likely to be politically inaotive.? In {0

Hirsho#’s (1970) terms, they haye an Mexit" option (not buying). More- ) |
e over, the igdividual paggff from a "yolee™ option (politioal partioipation e

N

h) aimed at. Lower prices) s very Llow. ‘ - . " : B
_f'%ii-;;eks: The po&itiosl response of ~dependent oommanitios is. fairly prodiot- ‘\
o !1fr ablo, since 25 percent of, Forest Servige 'timber rgoe;pts are rehurne& to L
- .";(} looax goyernment. Md%eover, the statutory oistribution ‘of timber harvest N
| .;iii’ receipts from state lands would,cause local elected officfals to’actively *
.pursue greater timber harvests, lower property taxels, and henoe a higher
probabiiity df reelection (Breton, 1874). - } i
S ': C., In contrast to consumers, forest-related fM}ms have more indivi—loyf
B ouargsooentive to make their needs known o management agenoies and elcted.
_ :f_offioials.l &oroover, "in unity, there is strength,“‘henoe the existence of»
o i 'ého voluotaPY”Erade>association to furkher the interests of the member S
. (firms. More than any other single topie, it would be useful to have addi- ‘-
e tional studies of the woed | produots trade assooiations and their relation-

ol

;ﬂ;\ - ships to mo&bers and nonmember firms, agencies, and eledtod officials. At S a
| &“ *‘. preseot ‘their. main oonoern appears to be inoroased aooess to public timber » ‘E
| | and proteotion of the’ existing timber ‘base from wilderness. designation. AN .
S There is a new and rich historical literature, howover, on earlier attempts "
o SRR N b ¢ ‘ , -
L S o ! » . v E




, developed a Lumber Code in the early 1930% which set prioe and wage ‘agree-.

_were pereeived as inequitable by small. operators, who openly violated it by ‘~, ;;ﬂﬁf

| within. ghe~unit were not pleased ‘with the distribution of benefits, aﬁd no o -
. " other ﬁajorrunit was ever’crested under the act. ﬁ* o T SO

, resolveo in poliﬁioal markets where votes eof amenity users are played of f~

- against the dollars-of commog ity users‘ , In this type of situahion, we can
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" to regulate4§f06uotion, prices, wages, and workiog conditions in the name

of oomm&nity stability (Robbins, 1981, 1982; Cox, ?98%* Schallau, %983, i
Fiokle, !983) Under price and profit pressures and through the auspioes‘
of the National Industry Recovery Act .(NIRA), for-example, the West Coast

Lumberman“s Association and the National Lumber Manufacturers Assoctation
ments and assigned production quotas (Robbins, 198T). .Two things happened»
to this abortive attempt at eartelization.f Gne, the NIRA was deo‘ared

"unoonstitu:ional by the Supreme Court\ Two, the benefits from the oode

selling below the minimum prioe. Many of these issyes were raised again
with the quiet creation of Washingtgn s Sﬁélton Unit under the 1944
Sustained Yield Forest Management: Aot‘(ﬁoover, 1978). That act defineo an S
integrateo harvest unit which consisted of private ano pubiic ownerships, ' ;y"‘”‘fi
including For*os{, Servioe land. operators who did - not haVe private timber B

-

D. The oolieoﬁive aetioﬁ‘logic of ‘Mancur Olson {?965) suggests that ‘\b’fy‘ e

¢ Y

"% ..strong environmental _groups should really not eXist,- that their members R
'-woulo rationally be inaotivo ‘due to low perscnal ratids. of benefits to .rkil'”f
~costs. That they do f‘lourish 1s a puzzle which Mitchell (1979), Hardin L o

(%982), and others are ourrently exploring. One implioation, hawéver, is

- rather olear* these groups rqpresent many votes; while trade associations

E represent fewer votes but more dollars of campaign s&pport for candidatesh

In many respects, forest polioy issues in the future may inoreasingly be“"

expeot passage of highly vis{ble legislation, caloulated to assuage voters,
but legislation which 1s negotiable in'its administratiVe details, in order
to satisfy the firms ano trade associations.

‘_ E. In principle, the oolleoﬁive aotion thesis should hold for workers

as‘weLl as for commedity consumers (where it does hold) aﬁd for amenity

‘consumers (where’ it often-does not hold). In faot it has been extensively

dooumenteo that Iower %ﬁoome people and: unemployod workers have low levels
of political acgivity (Verba and “Iie,} 1972; Seholzman and Nie, 19795
Wright, 1976),° 1In §pite of earlier acts of individual saorifﬁeeui&Fthe

‘.b
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::officials who serve as the source of funds in Niskanens (1971) bilateral’

labor' movement, workers now Seem content to signal their preferences on
forest policy through others, which is a lower cost optien. In particular, .

they often chooge (t.hough usually with a certain amount of symbolic .
,separateness} to support the palitieal positions of -their employers, who -

‘are supposed to be their pmtagornists..v More_than a few pickups have bumper

stickers saying "Sierra Club, Xiss My Axe," and more than a few workers
have mailed Jsmpleyer-supplied posteards to ‘their Ccngressman in protest of }

 wilderness designations. . Many ind’xéstr-y positions ineluding those on \:*
,accelerated public har'vest, land withdrawa}.s, and log exports’ wauld also

's‘eem to benefit wood products workers. Even with plant closure legisla- ! A' /‘
B AN

~tion, where workers ml%ht be expected to take ‘a different pclitiea}. stance,

Young,and Newton (1980) report that most workers reaffirm the {dea that ‘the
company should have the right to shut the doors anytime.?: In many
respects, the political power of the worker has been co-opted by the -
emp}.oyer and he joins the eomodity ¢onsumer as a not-so-potent forece fox‘

the. ~management -agency to reckon with. o Tam f:u;«té

i

Iy

F. On the supply side, the management agency must deal with elected >

. monopoly model of bureaueratic behavior. If these officials happen to have '

seniority and are on an appmpz‘iatiens committee, they must be listened to. ‘
The general” por-trayal ‘ef politicians in the public choiee literatur-e is .

“that they may seek selfless or selfish goals, but they have tc} be reelected

in order to continue to seek them (Bz‘eton, 1974). And to be reeleet.ed,. it

. helps. to keep a majority of their constituents l;ﬁppy.' 'Matters of forest

policy' are often nof of paramount importance even in the Northwest,. _but‘.’f&w
candidates can afford to ignore 'them. I’n tde final afxalysis; only votes «
count‘. but campalign dollars, time, and endorsements help to produce votes.
Better infomation on camgaign contributions through political action
committees (PACs) should now be available and could productively be used in
’research on forest policy and income distributidn.

G. Finally, the management agencies themselves. Many of their

" actigns are prescribed by l‘a\}, but many others are subject to administra-

tivNiqcmtion, interpretation of statute, a\nd pelitical sensitivities. A
popular theme has been that regulatory agencies are f‘requently "ecaptured”

by~ those Awhlom t_hey regulate.  The foundations of this theme were boa‘}gs by

:‘i Bernstein (1955) and Edelman (1964). The theme is now coming under more

R » . h ~
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rigorous scieetific serutiny, however,” both in general (Wilson, 1980) and
in natural rescurces (Culhane, 198%). In partieular, a rigorously stated

"economic theory of regulation™ has been developed by Stigler (1971) ané

Peltzman (1976), “...wherein government officials are vote maximizers who

arbitrate among eempet.ing irdterests that seek to use gover'nment to redis-

tribute resources" (Wilson, 1980, p. 361). Most, if not 3ll, of the

| hypotheses suggested in (4) tbreugh (Fi above can be folded into a theory

of regulation and tested with respect to forest managemeét’egeneies;

i

V. Dual Labor Markets and Income Distribution

¢

-~

Returning to the muitiple perspectives on income distributien, a
feurth is that of income distribution within a wood -products laﬁbr feree.
The advantage of this level of disaggregation is_ that the poor and near-
peer are identifiable instead of being masked by living 1n a low (or high)
‘income eeunﬁy, The disadvantage is that there has ‘been only oné study of
" this sdrt, to my knpwledge (Stevens, 1978). The eontext for this parti-
v eular study was secial marginalization, which is a negative aspect of the
economice development broeess whereby' indfviduals, families, cemmunities,.
classes, or cultures can beeeme isoclated and enclaved relatiVe to main-

stream economic society (Paéfield and Young, ‘1977). 8
f ’ There were two prineipal findings of the Oregon wood products labor
study. First, it was discovered that ,the 75,000,jebs in 1972 (that {is,
average monthly empleyment} ?ebe actually held by abaqut 110,000 different
individuals (Stevens, 1979). Tﬁis led to discovery of a euel labor force
resembling that which is postulated n the dual labor merket literature l
(Doeringer and‘Piere, 1671; Cain, 1976). % on eneazéne

jso,ooo "core" workers whose labor earnings came solely from wood products;

there were about .

these were the "stable" wo;kers, 40 to 50 years of age and with perhaps six
to ten or'more years of seniority with their current employer. Their posi-
tion seemed. fairly secure as long as their employer remained in business.
When mills cldsed, their seniority was important because of employer
preferences for stable workers. In a normal year, their earnings Were
quite respectable. Most had worked outside wood products eerlier in their

eareers, but they could earn more by working in wood products.
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On the other hand, there were about 25,000 peripheral workers who
Safkeé full time but.spliced wood products and other jobs together to make
a'iiving. Primarily {n their twenties and with little seniority at
1ow-skill jobs, they seemed neither committed to nor sousht”after by ‘wood
v ~ produt m*“Et\ren so, their labor earnings in’ 1972 were about
'midwq§ between’all unskilled and semiskilled Oregon werkers. While their °
average unemployment rate ovér their career (? § percent) was elose to the
ioregon average, one-third of them earned less thantSS 000 in %9?2 and
one-fourth were unemployed more than 10 percent of the time. As a whole,

o, Ehis group had coped reasonably well. This was a period of ”géod times,"
however, not the early 19805, at which time widespread mill clcsures and

" cutbacks {imposed severe costs an boﬁh types ofrwerkers. '%z C ‘ g.?ﬁ"

‘ -The second majcr finding was that. the -adaptations of both groups made
economio sense in light ‘of their own circumstances {Stevens, 1880b). The
core workers tended to wait aut a mill closure, knowing that their senior= ik: -
ity and stability weald help ‘them compete at other loeal mills.‘ Peripheral
workers, on the other hand, tended to eh&nge jbbs frequently because incomg |

‘gains from a “jeh~changing strategy exceeded that from a "staying" strat-

B egy. ' This was so in spite of the fact that tm negative human
N . capital in the form of an unstable work hists g and tevens, 1978).
- " They could ultimately eseape the cansequenees of this 5; ~leaving wood o
N products, dﬁich magy intended to do and which was possible at the time of

the study (but’ is very difficult now) T S

In summary:

-

Rather than being an "aberration, then, Job-changing seems f{o be
| . rational economic behavior. The floater has been creéated, as it
were, by the industrgy by the nature of the industry’s production

process and its volatility, and by the social mileau of rural

. areas and -small towns. Indeed, he is very much a part of the
", human ecology of the timber region. If other jobs are available,

as they generally have been, he can escape the industry.  If
other jobs are not available, he will suffer because he responded

"eorrectgx‘ to market signals! (Stevens, 1979, p. 720).

- s | . ‘

~

« VI, T1se of Forest-Belat?d Policies to Reduce Rdral Poverty
’ LY

It is clear that even in normal times a particular subset of the.labor

force 1is definitely at _risk from market fluctuations and fprest—reiated

it ) . ) o /
o K ~ cvk '. o



‘ thcugh mahy dorkers are reasonably well prateeteé. Based on
TQ?E,zperhaps 5,000 to 10,000 of" kwegon s wood products
lnergble to faetors which affected the short-term or

i

/‘ R Iong~term demand or s oply gf timber resources.H The vulnerability hag" 65 »

’ ER,SGG jobs in 0re§5n5$;“r éha.last five years.Iaf'; .
' \ the publie, or_the workg himself is responsible ]

for the well-being of th* peripheral worker s vedyl much a value judgment.

Regardless,ljpéﬁagie vibrationd cause not only job\
other social ills. Fcr example, strong relations, ps between aleohol

loss but a variety of

tion in its broadest sense when statistiecal relat
between changes in. the prime rate and the incidence

ships can be found
of ehild abuse. ,The
real questians are whether we can use forest-related policies to undo or
' prevent these things, and if we can, would forest-related polieies be the
most effective way of deing it? _ S
One issue that must first be dealt with, however, is that of appro-
priate criteria for Corest resource policy. ‘Krutilla‘and Haigh (1978} °

ccnsider this in some detail and ccnelude that ‘economic effieiency is

R

?<f . really the only reasanable eriterion.f3 They argue that the Forest Service

and other land management agencles are forced to deas, in ‘the allocative .
sphere since theg do not have the apﬁropriate tocols toc deal with stabiliza-
tion (for example, monetary and fiscal pcliey) or distribution (for exam-
ple, progressive income tax,;i§heritane§ laws). By this token, their ’
» arggment goes, one must jadée agene;{actions sclely on the basis of
. .. aggregate net benefits from forest resource use. Conscientious persons
' might wish to change the income distribution, of eourse, but let them do 4t
outside the realm of forest policy. T would suggest that the idea that
efficiency is péramountris clearly aeéalugﬁguégment and noé\a scientific
corfelusion. There are "losers" in forest policy; sometimes they are

14

compensated, but most often they are not. fThe appropriate criterion for

3 policy, in my judgment ‘has ta be wRatever plané of efficiency and distri- .
‘;)Enndonal considerations one feels ccmfortable with in an ethical sense.

.
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stability.

*

In this context, then, tﬁere“are'seme specific forest-related polictes -
which have been or could be considered. Each would have impacts on ineome
distrigition. I will diseess each briefly, attempting to gauge their
effectiveness by these eriteria as well'as using the’ publie cholce:
fremewerk.te_suggest their political viability. .

" 1. Accelerated Harvest.on Public Lands. This is the issue that would
affect the most people, short e; slowing the rate of 1aber—saeing technolo=
gleal .change, an option which would be both inefficient ‘and politically
nonvieble at _this point in time.‘? As argued many times by Clawson (1976)
and ethers, the FQSest Servip€ is simply not allocating resources effi-
eiently when it maiﬁtains huge inventories of old-growth timber that are

:slew growing and subjegt to. ‘windfall and disease. Aeeelerated harvest

...witheut jeope izing the forest’s long-run ability to produee weed“
(Schelleu, 1983, p. 11), as-is possible in western Oregon at this time,
would seem to have the dual advantages of. being an effieient use of ferest

TR

~

resources (if reﬁ‘eresteé successfully) ‘and eontinuing to provide 301:5 for
werkers, including those at-the margin of .economic ebsoleseence. Mereovg¥,
it could happen: The NFMA of 1676 eentained a "deperture“ clause which

would allow departures from nendeclining even flow to achieve community

On the other hand, theée are some problems; some doubt that we
reaL%y have the knewledge gase to ensure adeqeate referestatien.{\The
largest problem, hewever, is thet the need to aeeelerat& harvest is. not
strengly felt, 1if felt at all, .among the pug;ie. Even in Oregen, talk of a

timber crisis draws blenk stares. People are used to seeiné trees, lots of
trees, in the wooqds. What erisis? 1In addition to those environmental ¢
costs ef aeeelerated harvest that could be taken infto account in an

efficiency framewerk, - suspect that the Oregon publie would perceive huge

&

unmeasured environmental costs from both harvest and reforestation, i
. bt

_including the use of chemical herbicides,for brush control. And one would = |
_expect that office-seekers (or holders) would listen to them. Schallau
. notes the growth in environmental concern’ as it would relate to approval of

a departure‘policy Eoday compared to creation of the Shelton Unit. forty.

-~

i

years ago:
The world is now much more complex than it was during the 1940s.
For example, during the December 1543 hearings Before the. House

"1&
¢ J
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- and how poor the local folks are or will become. Generally, I suspect that

9 £ . t
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Committee on Agriculture on the "Act to Promote Sustafned Yield *
Management™ (S. 250), only nine people testified--all favoring -
passage. Tn contrest, the list of -agencies and individuals ) -
submitting comments on the draft. USDA" regulations, which inecluded _ R
the departure clause, filled moM than 10 pages in the Federal :
Register {1979] (1983, p. 10). , . .

e

2. ﬁeeeleratien of Reforestation cn Public Lands. . Independent of the
eld-growth issue, there is a backlog of harvested federal Iands which in ’
the judgment of the Forest Service need to be reforested anp ‘for which : k¢

money ha§’not been appropriated. Whether these are efficient investments ) ~E\f"

is not clear, given nigh diseeunt rates and a long rotatien pericd. They v
would émploy some people, however, since referestatien is very labor - &f
intensive (and very hard work). By and Ierge, hewever, leggers nd mill |
workers tend not to be tree-planters, most of that work - now seeme te be
done by fllegal Mexican aliens, women, an® "back to the earth" felks* The
target effectiveness of this “eppreaeh is probably fairly low; more

ke

intensive management sueh as pre-eemmereiel and commercial thinning would
probably rank higher on ‘that ;8¢o
As a variant of this ‘option, one nig want to increase theklevel .

of reforestation on private lands., In theo ¥y this could_ be implemented

through the Forest Practices Aet&‘ef the three Northwest states (Pretesel,
1980). In practice, it would be different -In Oregen, for example, the
shatutorily appointed regional forest practice eemmittees (largely eppeint- ~
ed from private land or timber owners) reeemmend praetieee which are .
...apprepriate to the forest conditions within its regien..." (ORS :
527.660). Needless to say, it would not be expected, that uneeenomfc;r

referestatien investments would be ferced on private ownerq‘E? themselves.

+ Wilderness Land Withdrawal. Nothing arouses furor or frenzy 1ike

S

- this opticn, since it 1s usually quite specific with respect to time and

place. Tt is often more vague, however, in terms of when {lor 1f) the

timber would have been harvested, how rich and how few the;baekpaekers are, .-

these are greatly overstated by ‘the opponents of withdrawals and under-
stated by the proponents. Clearly, if a led‘l timber Bupply 1is removed
from the harvest baseg some peripheral workers will be affected or even

caused to lose their economic viability. And just as clearly, the question

) F
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ef\eempensationffer‘beth displaced capital and labeéiie!appqepriate. Many
of the real quﬁstiens, it seems, are empirical ones yhich:do not get
resolved. For example, what are the other opportunities for the workers
and for idled capital? What are the real prospects €e; their abserption
into thé® recreatiod or-other industries? These are questiens which are

relevant to both efficiency and distributional fremeworks and need to be
addressed on a3 case-by-case basts. Schallau and Polzin' (1983) found that .
'§nentimber prospects for grewth varied widely in four Nerthwest communities
. and argue that this--along with timber prospects--is relevant when consi-

dering the need.for “departures“ from eurrent harvest pcliey.‘ Clearly,
thietappreeeh is appropriate for wilderness designatieﬁ as well.

‘4. - Log Exports. This has also been a hetly debated iesee with perts,

{(highly paid) longsheremen, some larger priveee firms, and the WQs%}ngten

Department of Netural Resources on one side and timber towns, mill. workérs,

the federal ageneies, and the states of Gregon and Idaho on the other side.,
Direct exports of logs from federnal lands are banned, and "substitutien“

(experting private logs and replacing them with’ federal logs) 1s eentrelled
by nemparisens with histerieel_reeerds of buyers (Lindell, 1678). Oregon

‘and Idaho follow this lead butrﬁhe Stete ef Washington itself {s an active
: exporter, aceounting‘?or 22 percent of leg exports‘;rem Washington in 1972.

, " Aside from "who gains and who loses," total domestie eetivity;is

.clearly reduced by exporting logs rather than processed lumber. TeApreeess

1, 000 board feet into plywued and veneer requires ?9 5 persen-hours, inte
1umber requires 12.6 persen-heurs, but into exported logs requires only 4.7

- person-hours (Darr, 1975). From a national viewpoint, on the other hand,

someone must export somethieg if we are to buy Toyotas and Hondas. Someone

must saerifiee,>but the mill workers say, "Why us?". The issues are

complex, especially to someone outside this particiflar area, but the recent .

RFF book on international trade in forest products, edited by Sedjo (1981),
clarifies many of these issues. In‘particular, the cheptereiby Hayries et
al. and Wiseman and Sedjo examine total log export bans and suggest the
fellowing impeets--enly very slight short-term deelines in 1umber prices as
foreign purchasers shift from logs te lumber, Iimitetiens in demestie '
processing eapacity (ags perhaps' even inereeses in lumber prices beeause of

this), declines in stumpage prices, increases in domestic processing, lafge

'weelth transfers, and net losses in national economic welfare ranging from

ey
: i
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$50 millicn te $141.7 millien'anhually. ‘They further nofe; however, that

there are a great many uncertainties, for example, in the ability of the
- Japanese to shift from log imperts to lumber impcﬁts.

| . 5. Contract Extensiqns on Federal Timber. Purehases. Two or three

. years ago, about 8 billion _board- feet of stumpagg fabeut 10 to 15 percent

o - of the yearly federal harvest in the Nbrthwest) ‘were sold at. inflated

N priees to buyers whe banked on eentinuipg tnflation,’ ghen prices suddenly

’ defleteg a number of medium-sized lumber eempenies {often without timber

of their ewnkaere left holding the bag. If ferced to honor the eontraets,
industry soureesﬁélaim\$het one-fourth of the lumber productief: capaeity in
Oregon and. northern Californid would be threatened with bankruptey (Forest
Industries, May 1983, p. 7). \One company, for example, owes more on con- °
tracts than the company itself is worth. ' Senator Mark Hatfield (R., Ore-
gon) has been premoting legisletien that would offer relief on 40 peécent>
of a buyer s contract veleme, but there is a laeck ofrlndustry agreement on
the matter between Northwest}and South and’even:within the.Nenthwest.
Enforcement ef the contracts would no deubt>impese some severe losses on
owners of capital, but from a hard~hearted point of view, the timber would
still be in the forest, new owners would resume eperatien, and workers

f > ;* would experience only some "down time" of unknown length. They gceld

| ’} prsbably prefer, of course, not to fncur even that cast._ gf
o ‘kf;;‘ That the issue has even been raised to sueikzrominenee is fairly

N
strong evidence of the political strength of the fi
16

.and their associa-

The WOrker who finds himself without a 3eb’er the merchant who
b

‘tions.
% .invests ineerrectly seldom has thi‘E}evel of recourse.
6. Small Business Set-Asides. This‘type of pregram, setting aside a
~ certain portdon of timber sales for small firms, is elearly intended to
| affect 1income distribution through natural resource pelicy. A controver-
sial program, it offers some local advantages if small firms are mere
likely to” reinvest lecally than are large corporations. Like many pro-
F | grams, 1t can‘have unintended consequences. ‘A few years ago, one low-
. income coastal county in Oregon had several small mills which used set-
aside ‘timber. When the last one elesed,’the 1655 had to be preeessed
outside the county at the nearest smell mill, Ultimatdly, the one large
mill also elesed, partly for Iaek of timber supply, aceerding to the local
. . people. ) 2

Y
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7. Plant Closure Legislation. The ekility»ef a firm to announce an.
often. unexpected closure is increasingly being questicned. Local people
suddenly find themselves out of work, their business ‘suffers, they pay mo
taxes, and they often hewe'feweb,publie services. InIOPegen, a number o
legislative bills has been intreﬁuced to require advance netificetieg‘lf
eIOsures, at least by larger pl ts. These run counter to capi;elist

)instincts and never make ‘it out of committee. A much more positive and

sugcessful approach was defeateé by only cne vote in the 1981 ‘House. Thfs
was a “prier notice™ bill which would have allowed a business giving 126-
day_notice of planned reduetion to ‘apply to the Department of Economic .

Development for various aids, in luding teehnieal and managerial assistance

(Weeks, 1983, p. €9). The whole process involves a great deal of symbolism

ras well as substance, and one gu ernatorial candidate moved farther and

farther from his earl¥y support o this issue as election day;app ched.
He waffled, moved mueh too slowly, &nd was decisively defeated.

8. Capital Reinvestment Within the State. If advance notification of
a closure is not politically feasible, telling a firm eherefte reinvest its

profits seems doubly unlikely. This, in a very real sense, is symptomatic

of the underlying problem with our. "development and management of forest
resources," or “cepitalistic expleitation‘of natural resources™; the ehaice
bf.phrase is a value Jjudgment. William Robbins, a forest historian, states

&

problen is eepital flow out of the regiee and the
s of the multinational corporations, gmieh shift
their invg¢gtments to more lueretive fields when conditiens are |
right. : %

And in this state, the forest products  giants are the major
culprits. Profits made from harvesting old-growth timber in the
Northwest have been invested in a variety of profitable ventures
in other sections of the country and in foreign nations. . Mean-
while, timber-dependent comnunities in Oregon and Vashington are
left with chronic social problems: high unemploymegby..diminished
tax bases, increased alcoholism, and the other abuses associated
‘with an impoverished population (Corvallie, QOregon Gazette=Times,
June 28, 1983). °

e L ) ) | . .

.

It is net difficult to documexyt the flow of capital quﬁ among non-
17,
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giants in the industry. Medford Corporation, for example, was created in
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1935 by the Chicago in?eetment firm of Baker, Fentress and Cempény (whic& -

- had interests in as many as 100 Wegg‘Coast lumber companies) to take ovar: a
‘bankrupt firm in southern Oregon (Lalande, 1979).
- in 18979 provided employment for 2,200 men and women. In early ?981?'theh

The firm prespered and e

Medfor& Cerporakien anncunced that 1t planned to build a $50'uﬁliién
4“g§ibreboe=d plant in Ireland (New York Times, January 17,}

meéium-dens“

:?981) The ‘new plent *muid produce for the P‘urepeen market, while the

Oregon plant would coneentrete on the Far East. within our market frame-

work, capitel is encouraged to flow to its most productive use. Sntil our

it is about capital, we will cantinue £0 have more conferences on this | , .
tepic. c \ e : . : .

;’-x
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- ' T ‘ Notes ?
Y . : (3
1. The reader is urged to note that because of time constraints, data and
insights from Oregon are used more often &han those from tpe ether
. Northwest states. - ‘ Py

ey
.

-

2. According to McGuire (1982), the Forest Service had not actually used -«
this authority for some time, but the NFMA remeved it from diseretien- '
" ary debate., :

3. In western Oregon, for example, the number of employees per -million
beard feet of lumber processed in sawmills and planing;mills dropped
: from 7.8 in 1950 to about 4.0 in 1970. TIn veneer and plywood plants,
' this ratio declined from 14.4 in 1950 te about 7.0 in 1970 (Wall and .
Oswald, 1975). Much of this decline was due to closures in the 1950s = .. °
cf many small mills and the emergence of larger integrated mills; the . : -
rate of decline flatteneﬁ out substantially toward the end of that DR
period. . y ~ ‘

4, Timber dependence was defined as weod products employment (SICs 2411, ' rb "
242, 2432) as 1 percentage of the total bas{c employment, which was ‘

- defined as SICs 1, 7-10, 12-1%, 19-39, 42, LA, 55, 58, 70, 91, and 92. .

This 1list ineludes manufacturing, mining, some trensperﬁatien, ;;ate
and’ federnal government, lodging, and selected retail serviees. "For
further éetail, see Owen (1979). “

*

’ L . . »
5. ,Tn 1969, ten counties in Oregon and Washington had a poverty rate -
which was 25 percent ebove the national level of 10.5 percent of
households (i‘e., 13.1 pereent or more). Onily ong of these was in the
Douglas-fir region* all of the others were in the eastgrn part of. \

[y
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. ' these states. Among the latter, nearly all had higher than average

minority populations {(Native Americans, Hispanics). Several of these,

howager, have significant timber harvests from Forest Service 'and/br e

Indian lands and dessrve further study along the lines of this
¢ conference.

AN
' 6. A first-time reader-of this type of approach is.referred to Ostrom an;)
- , Ostrom (tg?t) and the latter pertion of Castle et al. (1981).
: ‘_,t— #

7. That co-optation of the workers® value system 13 one of ‘the major
sources of worker powerlessness is a theme that pervades the Young and
Newton analysis. ) - ‘ . , .

, , .
8. The Presults of this multi-state research were summarized® by Yeung and
Newton (1680) and a cempanicn volume edited by Gallaher and“@adfield
\(?980). . .

8. That literature ‘has these broad premises; the key distinetion is
between good and bad jobs, not between skilled and unskilled workers;
labor markets are sagmenteé into primary and secondary sectors with T o
. minimal mobility between the two; and, secondary workers often develop \ ;
. _ patterns of job instability which reinforece their entrapment in the fﬂﬁﬁrm\“*
secondary sector.

~
Y

% 10. In addition, about 14,500 college students were employed on a seascona
basis during 1972, another 4,500 workers left the labor force through
retirement or disabilﬁ;y, and another 5, SGO could not be accurataly
classified.

[ SR :

.

#

11. Emplcyment Divigioen records indicate a high degree of unemplcyment
. .. _ insurance coverage in this industry. On the other-hand, over half of
- the unemployment periods among peripheral workers. were not covered by
s unemployment compensation, possibly because they had not worked the-
minimum perisd and knew they were not eligible for coverage (Stevans,
1678, p. 38) That the real facts are not well known is symptomatic
of the prob&ems of the “discouraged worker® and hidden poverty

" \\\\____iﬂairington, 1962). -

* « 12. People do adapt, of eourse, according to the circumstances and their
ahilitias.‘ ‘For example, Oregon has changed from a high net in-migra- C
tioh status in- th¢=lase 1978s to net otutumigrabnidn  fh tna ‘early 1980s. L
I would suspect,  however, that many-of these are ! Nthrﬁarounds” of Lo -
- recent £n~migranﬂs ‘from California (Stevens,: Tgéca) and that the’
peripheral wood products workers have either. remained in’ Oregon or
made the (often unsuccessful) long distance treks which seem to catch
< . the attention of the media. ‘Again, no one really knows.
13. Krutilla and Haigh also conclude that Congress had this in mind when
_they passed the laws. believe that a more appropriate interpreta-
\ ‘tion is that Congress "muddled through" by agreeing on means or. poli-
.cies without attempting te define or agree upen objectives (Lindblom,
1959).
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" The majer instance of ecmpensation was in 19?8 when the Redweeds

National Park was expanded. Vorkers were paid up to $350 per week for '
relocation, retrainins, 3nd Severance pay (Milien, ?9?9). .

Coping Hith the distributional eonsequenees of technological Qhange in

. general, however, is one ot society’s largest problems and will Sbt gc

away (Okun, 1975).

-

- During the conference for which this paper was: written, a five year,.yfflﬁfn*

interest-free eantract extensioa~was announced by the- Beagan adminisn':
tm tim [ ] ] g - : ) . :"f

-~

. . . . e \' .

K

arent response tc the maturation of a timber-dependent ecanomy

Aan pending decline in economic activity, commercial banks in

their: .funds outside that area over the 1958-197? period (Scha)lau,

Doliglas County, Oregon (Roseburg) invested an increasing shaf; of

1980)._
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NATURAL AND HUMAN RESOURCES: MAJOR PUBLIC POLICY \\‘\7w*
'AND MINORITY RURAL LAND OWNERSHIP, MANAGEMENT, AND USE

by T.T. Williams, Richard Mcrse, and Avery Webber o

Introduetion

\ . e

This paper 1is concerned with the impaet;of government policies on
minority rural landownership, management, and ' gse. The specific focus of
this paper is on rural blaeks, the black farmer and landowner, and black-
#wned or controlled fdrmland.
coneerned with contemporary black landownership, management, and use
patterns in the South and their implications.‘ . | }

We shall alsc give special attentian to major publie pelicies that

, More speeifically, we shall be primarily

- influence the develepment, ownership, managementp§and use of rural 1and,
" and how such policies affect ineomes and’ the quality of life among rural

~blacks ‘in thé South. A Cina coneern in this paper 18" altebnatiVe pélicy

* options that might be consid red for the purpose of alterihg undesirable

3 outcomes of current programs. .?ﬂ, . . e

" 1976, p. 284). . T - T . o IR

In the many volumes of ‘material written about black Americans over the
S past sevékal decades, relatively seant attentian has -been foeused oen rural

blacks, the blaelu@amer, bl@ck mal lanciewners, and their f‘amlarfd. The

,bu}k-of t 3 ﬁateriallhas gentered around the wthesale flight of ﬁ&agks to
cities—-the{big cities--and the problems ‘confronting them there QBeale,Av'

‘ &s recently as‘warld War IIy- the mgjerity of blaeks in this counttry
Iiveé An . tg.fraral Scuth where « their major oeeupation was agrieulture.

b Tﬁe Ia&est eensus (?980), hewever, reveaied that of the 2& 5 million blaeks
] ’in &he UnitedAStatés; 38.5. percent Iived in the‘North, and 74 percent lived

in“metropalﬁtan areas. The nonmetrcpolitan black populaticn, nevertheless,
. & .. \‘.-_“ » 7 ' ) i

. . . s
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. T T.,Will@gms iz Directer of the Human Resourd&s Developmept Center,-
Tuskggee Institute.  -Rickard Morse is Assistant Professorgfnd Avery Webber
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still numbered approximately 26 percent of all black Americans (U. S Bureau
of the Census, 1980). Thus, ‘the ‘probléms confronting rural blaeks eontinue

-

to eenstitute a*significant part of the Amerieen dilemma.
Brief Histery | N

When the Civil War ended, the federal government confronted the

problem of‘what to do with théﬁfermer siaves. Séme advoeated granting them

) full eivil ‘and property rights. Most Amerié&ns, hewever, were not willing

A Y

R

to go that far. After much and heated debate, Congress in 1865 passed a
stepgsp measure over the veto of the neg president Andrew Jehnsen,'ésta-
blishing the. Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen and . Abendoéed Lands, commonly

known as the Freedmen’s Bureau, Df“‘ng its short existence (1865-72), the

g

Freeemen‘&.Bureau steod tetween“the freee men and. the wrath ‘of their

, L
ex—masters, providing direct medical aid, establishing hespitals, and

distributing ra;ions. The bureau also established day and night sehools,
. and eontributed to the aequisition by blacks ef small amounts of land,
partieularly‘in Seuth Carolina (Bennett, 1970, p. 187). ,
At the same time Jthat ‘the f‘ederal ‘government was grappling with the.‘
problem gf*what te do with the emaneipsted slaves, the freed men'themselves
wé%e éeveleping eoneétts of’ whet freeéqm meant to them and aspirations for

thg}rffutuéég\zs freée men. . Above all else, there was a-mania for land and

education“‘ Th efferts ef the Fre,
'zatiens f&d mueh ko satisfy the huségr for edeeaticn. ¥But no one--and .
that is; the greatest tragedy of Reeonstructien-ne one satisfied the hunger
for land" (Bennett, ?9?3, De. ?88) To be sure, the Freedmen’s Bureau Bill
‘st .1865 piyvided for. the alloeation of, “uﬂcccspied lands" (not to exeeed 40

en’s Bureaq and philanthropile ergani-

éfes} asgng the freed men, and many blacks believeﬁ fhat there would be a

\\large-scaie distribution of land among them. This did not happen,“however,

*

because the 1865 &tengress was not’ prepared for

nd reform on sueh a grand
scale. Benee, blaeks were only permitted to pu hase small, S-to-10 agre
tracts of 1and from the Freedmen s Bureau (Graber,

and Favors, 1973, o 36) The tragie-failure ‘of the la form movement .

iuring Re%‘sstruetidn left the black population witheut a lan&'base (Mar- .

ury, 1979, p. 85). »

- ¢
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The deveiepment of a strong blaek 1and base became the preeminent
ideelogical imperative of black thought by the 1890s. A4s indicated by
Beare, newly emerging agriculture and meehanical colleges for blaeks
provided training institutes on adveneed asriculturel techniques.

Formal training aimed at preducing agrieultural leaders . ¥
began with the opening pf Hampton Normal and- ~Agricultural Insti- -
tute at Hampton, Virginia, in 1858 under the auspices of the
American Missienery Seeiety.

»

- -4

 $, A decade later Hampton had trained Booker T Washington,

T

L

whose ideas dominated black agriculttural . thinking for at least

twe generations thereafter. Washington established ‘I‘uskegee .

[3

Mstitute in Alabama'in 1881. Here-in the years that followed he
salw the need for demonstration work in the field, for scientific
research at the Institute and for the organization of- farmers.

- Tusk hired the man whe was to become hiSJgeneratien s fcre- ;
most Black sclentist, George Washington Carver, in 1896 and | .
.sponsored the first b&ack demonstration speeiaiist T.M. Campbell, S

"in 1306. In the 1890s the Tuskegee Farmers Conference became an

. annual event with a South-wide influence ih the shaping of pro-
grams and thought for black. farm families; similar eonferenees~\ -
were developed by other states. Unfortunately these never led toeg

an organizéd, economically effeetive organizatien of. blaek ‘_;a
farmers (1976, p. 285). . -

} . ' . , .
- oo ' . . . * :
‘. e LN TN . '
N 3 {

Within a single generation, theusands of yougg black men were trained

to beeome more cempetent in the agricultural seiences than ‘any ite{plan-; ’
tétien owner had:ever been (Merable, 19?9, pp. 12-13}. However, thépﬂulk

-

that time. ﬁ

speedy and tragie 3ourse of decline, with he exeeptie of the period from
193? to ?950. ‘

nomie cenditions in the South during this time led to anraeeelaratien
the migratien. ' ‘

‘i
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Two developments during the period between 1937 and 1950 fostered
minor growth in both the number of blacks and black farmers who owned land.

The first was the oreation in 1937 of the Farm Security Administratfon (

'(FSA) The FSK was responsible for 150 resettlement projects, ineluding 9
all black projects in the deep. Scuth. Among the more successful of these

projects was one 1oeateé in Holme& Caunty, Mississippi where 9,350 aeres.m

of land were distributed among . Black families, and one in Wilcox County,
Alabama, where ?O,QGG acres were distributed. By 1643 the FSA had
4resett1ed 2 200 black families on a tctal of ¥61 QGO acres of land in nine
southern states (Graber, 13878, p. ETﬂ} ' . :

. The second development between 193? and 1950 that 1ed te minor growth

e x

in black-ownedrland in the South was Worl& War II. The prosperous condi-

Eions engendered by the war ané immediate postwar period produced a growth .

in both the number of blacks and biack farmers who cwned land. ' But these
developments d@ntne to tyrn'the tide of black land loss or migration
* (Graber, 1678, p. 274; McGee 'and Boone, 1979, p. xviti). By 1974, land

. K‘t?.‘zj‘ed and .operated by blaek.farmers had plunged to approximgtely‘S.S

@illion acres. ¢ : o 7 ' y

- The e“sta’ﬁnsmeéxt of the Emergency land Fund (ELF) 1n..]971, which

§-

works to promote blaek land retentien in the South, accelerated a growing

. concern for the increasing deeline in blaék-owned agricultural land in the

~ Scutheastern United States and the possible contribution of heirs” property
to that decl&ne. : : .

- - : Contemporary Blaek’RuralrLand Tenure 1In the South é ‘ ’
B Black-owned land in the Sog;h -is highly ‘concentrated in an area
commonly xnown as the Black Belt, stratching across Alabama and parts of
Mississippi Georgia, North Carcolina, and South Carolina (Graber, 1978, pp.
272~ ?6 Salamon, 1976, pp. 3-6). Four states (Alabama ississippi North

Carolina, and South Carolina) contain almost 60 peptent of 11 blackvowneé
rural land in the regicn-vMississippi alone contains nearly one-quarter of

this land. Black-owned agricultural land is- also concentrated within the

~ several states. Only 492 of the more than 1, 000’ counties in the South

contain. as much as 2,000 acres of black—ewneé landl Oply 92 counties
contain in excess of 20,000 acres (Salamon, 1976, pp.‘3-6}
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Black-owned and/or controlled pebeels typically are comparatively
small in size and generally do not yield sufficient sales of farm products
to provioe a reasonable standard of family living. Nearly two-thirds of
all black farm operations sell less-than $2,500 worth of farm products per
year. Hence, many blaek farm operators depend heavily on off-farm jobs or
income (U. S. Department of Agriculture, 1680). Although the size of both
black- and white-owned parcels have trenoed upward, the average Slze of
white parcels doubled between 1935 and 1969, rising to 283 acres. During
f‘that same perioo,*the average size of black paroels increased 44 percgent,
rising only to 78 acres (Beale, 1976, p. 287).. . « ™

Black land aoquisstions in the South have historically been restricted
to less desirable, merginal lanos--typieally in the hilly regions and poor
soil areas (Beale, 1976, p. 308; Salamon, 1976, p. 23). But sope black-=
owned land, perhaps a deelining amount, is strategioally located, for
example, in the South Carolina .coastal areas {Thomas, 1978).

Estimates of black-owned heir property ver& ‘from 33 percent to 85
‘percent of all Turil; black-owned ladd (Graber, 1978, p. 276). These \
paroels typically follow the same size and looation patterns as black-owned .
land in general. Heir property, ih particular, tends to be located in
eounties and areas where there has been' a lack of non-agricultural develop-

'ment. On the other hand; the amount of heir property is*signifioéntiy
>, lower in eouaties‘where there are large amounts of timber owned by timber
- companies,. oil explorations, extensive resont developments, and sprawling
suburban development.‘ The scarcity of heir property in areas ebareeterized
‘by heavy industrial and intensive land deve;opment is, #in many eases, due A
to efforts by land investors and developers to clear titles to such proper-“
ties, which they subsequently purchaee (Graber, - 19?8, P ?76- Weshington
"and Favers, 1973, p. 37). _

Consioerable acreage of biaok—oéned land 1s not utilized ie_“arm
produotion; It has been estimated that nearly one-fourth of all erop-land
on toe farm of blaok owners lies idle or has crop failure, compared with
only one-ninth on farms)of white owners. In addition, approximately |
three-eighths of the remaining Iand of eommercial blaok owners consists of
woodlands, which is usually of low eanomic value, exoept for firewooo or
hunting (Beale, ?9?6 p. 300).

-
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withcut a radieal change in their seale of cperation, the majority of
commereial black farm bpera rs have little ehance of makiﬂg a degenb

‘A 11ving from farming In 19 6 thirty-seven perceﬁt cf black farm opératan§

s

Ty

- (full and part owners combined) were not pr&d&cing enough to bc elassed.ag

commereial farmers. A eomparison of blaek-eperated and white-aperated !

commercial farms in the South revealed ‘that the average alue of produets [

scld was $3,845 for the black farmer and $13, 816 for the white farmer
{Beale, 1976, bp. 297-98). Although the\above average ingomes reflect the
disparity between the two groups,‘thefaaﬁe:é bit_misleading. "Nearly
two~-thirds of all blgék farms sell less than $2,500 worth of farm goods a
year" (U.S. Department‘of Agricujture, 1980). Mbreovér, of the "24.5
million poor, 39 percent live in rural areas, ineluding L2 percent oft all

mwhite poor and 32 percent of all black poor (Roégprs, Jr., 1979, p. 77).

. To say the least, rural poverty is a serious problem and it must be

considered as‘éysfunctional for the small farmer and' the gcungny.as a

whole. - . . . *"_f;Tﬂ;', ?§‘. .‘, | .
Southern black faxl@rs have been handicapped by their small ae;&eage,

lagging propensity te change, ‘old age, low lébels of formal’ educatien, and

.outmoded equipment (Beale, 1976, p. 302). The typical southern black

farmer tends to cpeﬁate his farm in the "old-time manner," growing

traditional eropsk(eotton, tobacco, and peénuts), using older methods and

.tequipment, and producing mainly for home consumption. Even eommerciai

black farmers in the South' put much more emphasis on subsistence than do
their -white counterparts.: For example, the majority of white southern

eommercial farmers who raise cattle or hogs raise them Par sale. On the

other hand, the majority of black commercial farmers who raise livestock do

so for hame consumption. Similar patterns can be observed for ehickens,
~eggs, and milk. Beale (19?6) summarized the lagging p{fgensity of black

farmers.to change in the following manner.

‘.

The four types of commevcial farms--cotton, tobacco,
general, and lother field crops--accolnt for 86 percent of all.
southern white farmers. The major significance of this fact 1is
that fhe crops involved are allotted crops for which the acreage
is restricted by law, that more often than not they are in sur-
plus supply, and that they are either stationary or contracting
in acreage.
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N~ - In contrast, the black farmer has only minor representation

in the sectors of agriculture that have been- expanding in the
. Sodth, such as livestock, dairy or poultdy farming and- truck’ o
' ' eropg. Throughout the South the agricultural eolleges.and. ‘other . -
" shapers of farming trends have Iang been preaching the theme of a
"green revolution™ to southern farmers--that is, a conversion of"
lands to hay crops and improved pastures and the raising of more
» livestock. This .movement clearly came of age in the 1950s for S
- : - the 1859 census revéaled that the South as a region for the £irst 7 -
' (i; ) time had more livestock farms than eo@ton farms. . But for the . - S
black farmer, it 1is almost as though ‘such-a: chéngé never oc- :
curred, ~_Only . four pertent of the black southern farmers are
S . livéstock specialists (cattle, hogs and gpeep), and only an
t e additianal one .percent are dairym%a or poultrymen. ‘1;M Loy '~ -
e e o ﬁothing more sharp;y dis inguished white from black farmers. . = 777
: o ip the South than- the 6iffe‘f‘- degree of reliance on livestock. S DN
Ninety-percent of the total glue of products sold by black . ST e
farmers-{n 1950:consisted of crops andpily ten percent of B
livestogk: agd‘EEVestoek products., On southern white cperated L o
- farms, fifty-twc peregnt of. the tatal profiudt” value was from - ‘*FF“”E"“"‘“‘
em:.:s a;xci Sox‘tg-seightupereent fmm .'LiV‘estcek—-an almost even

b '? g X “(‘" . ‘ "- .\ aeat?
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Age is tﬁe mpst signifieant characteristie of black farm operators

"’ﬁaffeati&g ﬁrﬁd&etivit . In each of the major tenure classes--fuil owner,
: part ounep, and tenant--the ave%age agg of black;southern farmers is higher.
. than that of white farmers (Beale, 1976, p. 20N, - In 1960, blacks whe were °
beyond the most produetive age. braeket-_thirty-fi e to fifty-tour years of -
. age--owned a éisprspcrtionate share of blaek«owned land.. .For example, meééfiﬁg**i
T than one-third of the blacks owning ldnd in the Southﬁast were.‘over sixty- . .. - R
five years of age, and they owne two-fifths af the- Iané.owned by blacks .

?"‘

‘(Browne, 1974, p..$13). ~The high age'ievel of black owners and operaters

helps to explain the ecmparatively_low level of prod&ctivity of black-owned

farms. ’ ‘ - ’ _ .
Some notion of the educatjonal status of black landowners can be 7 . | g

’idiséerned from Beale’s (19?6 p. 304) study of blacks in American agricul- |

ture. The average years of schooling completed by the nonwhite farm pcpu-

latian twenty-five years cld and over was E 1 years, campared‘with 11.2

years for the white farm populatﬁon and 12.3 years for the total urban

pop&lation. Only 8 percent of adult blaek farm residents had com?leted

high school, the lawest level of schooling in the United States ociutside -

certain Indian tribes. Some gradual improvement has taken place since

S 2 ' /.
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1976, but’ the pace has- Seehbsiow; Thé increagse - in nonwhite farm high
seheol graéuates twenty-fi?e {ears old and over uent only from 2 peroent_to
8 percent in thirty years. In this regard the blaek farm po tion was
more than a generation behind the white farm population, 7& perﬁent of whom
were high scﬁggl graduaﬁes in 1940. ’ g
With such low. levels of eéueation, 1t is easy to understand how .
frequently it is possibl& for these farmers to fail to understand the -
»oomplexities of government programs that affect, their heavily oontrolled )
crops, or to take full, advantage of the serviees that the government and '
L. bthe lexperiment stations\ean pravide them (Beale, 1976, p. 305).
: Lo ;‘f, “Boths§look and whitg farmers alike enjoy the benefits of technolggfoal
:&wyaévanoesfun own.or unavailable to most: farmers cof past generations. The
o extension o{ eleotricity to- farms is now ne&rly universal- and the great :;
;le,~> - majority of farmers now own either an automobile or a truok, affording them
o f ‘much greater freedom of movement and ohoice in‘pu?chasing or selliog. But .
there are;other {mportant conventional facilities and equipmenﬁ £hat most- -
black farmers still do without.* For exampley enly one—fourth‘of nonwhit§~
‘operated farms had telephones in 1976, compgred with.two-ﬁhirds of white-
_operated- farms. Nevertheless, the proportion of black farmers with tele-
‘ ‘ >phones in 1976 was double what it was a decade earlier. The telephone is a.
‘_\\;_)W\ ' contemporary convenience that the typioal oommeroial white farmer oakes for
o granted. It enhances his marketing ahility an& broadens his rénge of v
ﬁ: ‘comumtoation geaer-ally. Many blaok farmers, because of‘ a lack of - ‘
S A 7f§§w§offioient income or perhaps a lack of experience with the advantages of
‘ :t having a telephone, are at a comparative disadvantage in marketing ability
., and general eommunic§tion (Beale, 1976, p. 303). - !
Aiﬁx "Equally if not more important for b d-range marketing ability,
| ‘coﬁmunicatiom, and reduced isolation generdlly is the poyed or improved
road. "As the last eclaimants to land, black landowners‘moﬁb‘often obtained
poor land away from the main traveled roaés“ (Bealé, 1976, p. 303). In the
% . South as a whole, in. 1959, only 57 percent of all commercial-scale nonwhite
farms were locatéd on paved or improved roads, eompéred with 72 perednt for
commercial white farms (Beale, 1976, p. 303). While the situation has
improved .since .1959, a dispropootiongte number of black farms are étillb

located on dirt or unimproved roads.

- -
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‘ A finad essential for effieient farm eperetiens, perticularly in the
S pqeduetien of fielé e;eps (whieh mest blaek farm enterprisesegrow), is a . .
~ efraeter. " The black «farmer is alse at a disadvantage here. Limiting the

ison. to full eemmereial owners, the “elite“ greup, Beale (1976, P

ported that only 36 pereent of nogwhites had one.or more traeters
' eom: ared with~70 percent oﬁetheewhite full commercial own‘#s. In feet,
. - nongcommes tal southern white farmers are mer‘ef likely to 'have use .of

traegors then are eemmereiel black fullaewners. “ : . s/
! ‘¢ JJ’*“ - . . ..
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RN s . o N .
Recommeﬁée&lens and Summary A d
‘ . » T : .

* ¢ Modern technology has been viewed as the majer ferce behind economic
development. This teehnolegy has, ereeted dn rurel America large-scale and
highly §pecielized farmg.* But despite the impact of modern teehnelegy on

N . agrieulterel broduétien, there are groups &# farmers who euffer from '

poverty. and “isolation. They lag behind ether fermers on indiciés used t‘ .
measure quality of - life, that is,. income, eduea’cien, housing,:end ﬁ?ﬁm |
" Not- ell farms - in the Unite& States are commercially proSitable. For

example, 6 percent of farmers preﬁuee over 50\ percent of the tetel output,

: } and 94 percent- preduee the other farm output. The &atter»group of farmers

. is struggling te hold on to the land they oWl . .It is this 94 percent thet
. are overlocked in peliey formatien and implementetion. Sone of these . .

farmers maintain their eeenemic viebility by off-farm empleyment and doihg

the f!’m work on. weekends. O . 4 N
) The loss of black farmers, the d Qline in small and part-t e farmers,

end the inerease in large-seale fermiqg have caught the attenti of policy
makers. However, there is a lack of eeneEnsus about an approp late strat-.
;o egy‘fer helping these - groeps. In this paper we teke the position that
» retentien of the black and other small 'farmers (part time or'etherwise)
should be the focus of nationel policy. Certainly, these farmers are
experiehcipg‘diffidﬁlty in eainteining and operating their farms. Policies
£o improve the status of black fagmers and ether small-farm operators will |
‘result in their increased contribution to the tofal volume ef food and
+ + fiber . .produced from our farmland. A ' .
} \ ‘ Policy strategiesrdesigned to strengthen the eapability of small

-

- T farmers to Increase their total eetput will foster (1) a supgly buffer for

ot
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market crises experieneed by large-seele fermers; (2) a seupee of loecal

) fanm produce in ciose proximity to the urban pepulatien* (3) an alteﬁ*xtive

outlet for'family 1abor, thus re§feing welfare rells-‘;nd (4) a mechanism

to place emphasis on “peeple” rather than “things. o4 . .

‘viability of blatk fermers and instill hope in black yeuth that there is a8 -

- .

.«Land Grant universities ere leeeted-in !githern states wheye the relatively-

" fory these universities to feeus-o

.

»

Suehtpeliey strategies for small fermere weuld—enhenee the eeonomie

future in agrieulture ~On paper, Amerieen egrieulture has the most effec-

‘tive meehenism for helping small fermers impreve their quality of‘life--the .

~ land gg§nt syetem. Researeh and _extemsion pregrems in these institutions

mest provide ansgwers te sueh questiens as: . A
- How can the small farm beee a vieble economic unit’
- What<stretegies are neededitz deldiver timely services tefthe small
}fermer?*‘ ‘ . T, A “" o

- How will the small ﬁarmer be affeeted by the inereesed emphasis on -
! the private sectdr? : -

- How can ‘the ignd grant system effeetively interfaee with USDA in >

. [ Y

developing strategy fer emall fenmers? ~ . . ‘

Enumerated and discussed. eelew are three speeifig reeemmendatiens to .

ensure.a future fer small - farﬁers in American agriculture: .- o

t e

Delegate to the 1890 Land Grant universities and Tuskegee Institute,

the respensibilit; f&r the preduetion, marketing, and eemmueity develepmentk

fgcusing on- eeerdinetien of the small-farm clientele. Most of the 1890

smell bleek fepmers are eeneentra;if ~ It would be eperetiené}ly feesihle,
reseerch,emanagement,.endfteehnieel
needs of  small- fermers, Neturally, the federelbgevérhmeﬁt would provide

the resources fer‘researeh exfension gnd tﬁe'estetlishment ef an experi- .

-

mental farm at each of the uniQEreities to test research findinge and
extensien stﬁategy. . P

( Histerically, the 1890_universities and Tuskeg?e Institute, threugh
-«
their academic research and outreegh p?egreme, have peaehed an epprecieble

number of rural Americans in need of assistence. N

¢

.Even teday there are rural “amilies that are perpetuel liebilities to

_the -state where they reside. In oreer to impre 9 empleyment eppertenities

- ¢

‘and enhance the general welfare and 'quality ?f 1ife for these rural dwell-

ers, the~¥890 é%ivé?sities, eelleges, and Tuskegee Institute are prepared

@ . .
| f € -
¢ . M »
.

——

o

e, -



training and rural serviee delivery programs in coaperation w{th community- .
oriented groups.: These universities should be encoiraged to take the
‘leadérship role in pmviding serviees tc "small f‘ame?s. While the 1893
universitiea and Tuskegee Institute programs have focused on the Iimiﬁed—
L l resource farmers, their effortsg have been plagued with insuffieient funds,
thereby précluding the establishmgnt,of an adeguate information pool upon

° which conerete long-term. prcgrams can be’ develeped A
Sharpen the soeus of federal agencies to work with small farms. Few

,./.* " black farmers are- being adeqsately served by such -agencies as the Coopera-
. tive'Extensicn Services (CES), the Farmérs Home Admini§tration (FmHA), and
N the uoil Conservation Serviee fSQ§). It is recommended that the 1890 A
universities, eolleges, aag Tuskegee Institute be given the respcnsibfiity | R
> of designing and, testing strategies for the deliveny of services to small ‘

-t A

farmers within the programmatie intent of these federal agencies. T » ~Q;

L Moreover, the services proposed must £kclude self-help programs and

. " technical assistance.. Ihe above reeemmendatiqgs should lead to- (1) a

better way of life, (2) a break in the poverty eyclq, and (3) a future far .

blaek farmers in. American agrieulture. R U
. t N - . 3 ) N o .
\ ! . ‘ - . ’ ) ' . N
- y' N The Bottom Line ‘
. [N ' [ ' . —*

-

The' typical black farmer of f983 will not Be around at the end of the !

century uniess specifie strategies are develcped now to; assure, bheir .
) ~ economie viabiltty. a - N, . - DA \

[N - € . .
e . . A
- ¢ N

- t -

N_ s
o
]
e
i
»



AN

%

¢+

Abrahamson, Mark. 1981. SoeialogiQ§1 Th ry. An Introduction to Concepts,\
Issues, and Research (Englewood Clif?;} N.J., Prentice—ﬁall). N,

L3

'Beale, Calvin L. 1976. "The Black fmerican in Agriculture . in. Mable M¢
Smythe (ed.), The Black American Reference Book {Englewoad cliffs,ij

Nedey Prentiee-Hall)

*

‘Bennett Lerone, Jr. 1970. Before the Mayflewér* A Hisgapy of the Negro

t¢n America 16?9—?96& (Revised Edition) (Baltimcre, Penguin Books).

Browne, Roberts S. 1974. Black Land Loss: The Piight of Black Ownership,
Southern Exposure (Fall) p. 11e.

C

-Graber, Scott C., Jr. 19?8 “wHeirs Praperty- The .Problems and Possible

Sclutions," “learing House Review ‘vol. J2, p. 274,

-~

*

\ .
Levitan, Sar A. 1980. Prograns in A1d of the Pbor for the 1980s (ch ed )

CBaltimore, The Johns Hopkins University Press)..

. Marable, Manning. 19?9. "The Land Question in Histcrical Perspective' The

Economics of Poverty in the Black Belt South 1865~1920," in-Leo McGee
.. » and.Robert Boone (eds.) The Black Rural Landowner--Endangered Species:
Social, Politieal and Economfc Implications (Wes%pcrt, Conn., Green-

. wood Press). ‘

¥ é - ‘

*

Marbury, Carl H. TS??:J "The Decline in Black-Owned Rural Land: Challenge'b

to’ Historically Black Institutions of Higher Educetion,™ in Leo McGee

T and’ Robert Boone (eds.) The Black Rural Landowner--Endangered Species:
Sceial, “Political and Econcmic*Implic&tians (Hestport, Ccnn,, Green-
‘ wood Press)

-
-

*

McGee, Leo, and Robert Boone (eds.). 1979. The Black Rural Land-Owner--

Endangered Species: Social, Political and _Economie_‘ﬁnplications
{Westport, Conn., Greenwood Press).

ﬁeﬁtcn, Rcbert‘K. 1968. Social Theory and Social Structure (New York, The
Free Press). ~ .

Ploski Harry A., and James Wwilliahs (a&ds. )' 1983. The Negro Almanac, A
Reference Work ch the Afro-American (bth ed.) (New York, John Wiley

and Sons). -

a
- A

Robertson, Ian. ?980. Social Problems (2d ed.) (New York, Random House).

Rodgers, Rarrell R.,Jr.‘ 197¢. Poverty Amid Plenty, A& Politieal and
Economic Analysis (Reading, Mass,, Addison-Wesley Publishing Company).

Salamon, Lester M., 1876. Land ‘and Minority Enterprise: The Crisis and the
¥ Opportunity (Washington, D.C. D.CL, Office of Minority Enterprise, U.S.
> Department of Commerce). o ‘

f? tf‘“.lgg.

References p ‘ e

i



-

‘Thomas, Jun‘e‘éiﬁanning. 1978. h‘I‘he Effects of Lénd Development on Brack
Landownership in the Sea Islands of South Carolina,”™ Review of Black -

" Political Economy vol. 8, pp. 266-68,

Turner, Jonathan H. . 1982. The Structure of uoeiclogical Theory (3rd éd )
{Homewood, Ill., The Dorsey Press).

U.S. Bureau @f the Census. - 7980. Sﬁatistieal Abstraet of the'United
States 188C (Washington, D.C., U. S. Government Prifiting Office).

[s:8 S.ﬁDSpartment of Agriculture, Of‘fice of Governmental and Publie Affairs.
' “1980. People on the Farm: Black Families (Washington, D.C.)e

t
.« 7 ¥

-

"Washington, Harold,R., and Parks Favoés, Jr. 1873, “Farty Aeres, No Mules -

.. A Survey. gf Land lLaws and How They Affect Blacks in Two Southeastem
Stat;es, North .Carolina Central Law Journal vol. 5, p +36,

.

Willia!ns, T.T. 19?9. "The Uniqué Rgsources of the 1890 Land-Gx‘ant Insti~

tutions and Implieations for Internat.ional Demelopment" (Baton Rouge,
Louisiana, Southern University)

~ \fg
.
~ \ :
.
- > } . :A - [
] B .
" - .
L Y -
.
“ * . .
-
)a * . [
. - .
[ ]
. ¥ - .
- .
e
- » [y
T . a .
. Py . *
. Y -
- . >
.
.
- - -~
[}
[
~ * . &
. v
o
]
. .
-
» ‘2 - ¥



o ‘ o o / » ) R . ’ r . > ¢ ‘ .: A ' .
T4 , . A DISCUSSION OF FOUR PAPERS ON ‘
‘ - - RESOURCESYy INCOME, AND WELL-BEING L

*

‘ Comments on the Duncan; Poppers Williams, Morse, and.Webber:

{ < and Stevens Case Studx Pepers
. Q - - by Paul Barkley
- ‘ - - - e . ) s . -‘
. ’ . Eack of the four case studies is about a pertiouler relationship '

» between a particular resource and a particular clientsle or, user group,_
: . " Each is interesting beeause it provides oreadth or depth to our eolleotive
K ’ understanding\of the real world and each provides Wh% fuel for large
- . - numbers of inquiries, hypotheses, end polioies about resouroes and the men

«

- apd women who use them.§ Each™is" limited, however, sinoe a case study

. -

oannot provide ‘an empirioel basis for'polioy or for - aetlon outside the ‘

".';y oon?ines of. its own group ‘or lécation. N
‘: L ' Although the four stories address quite different resouroes ln
- . different rsgions, there is a sameness to. them. All are about inoome. All

. 4 | are dbout essentially stock resouroes. A1l aro‘abost (or hint at) polioies '
I '_or practices that have a tremendous effect on workers incomes, but are °
‘outside the immediate control of the local group. (Put another«uay, all
are about externalti‘ss . ALl are about  access to a resource or access {o
', ‘the rewards from resource exploitation. Two of the pepers, the one by
‘ ,Popper and the .one by Williams and his eoilaborators, are ebout land tenure
- , 35 and the aooess to land. Since access is their maid theme, they beccme only
’ tangentielly in?olved ln the classic relationship between efficiency and
equity.” The papersfoy the Duncans and by Stevens are about the distribu-
tion of rents earned tﬁro&gh‘exploitation; As such, they must come to
grips with questions about effieieney and equity. They build on implieit
. essumptions abdut this tradeoff and intyoduoe one more vagary--ingtabil-
“b . ity--into their disoussions. All are provoking pepers and should be given
clese serutiny. They will be discussed in peirs ‘here. Within each pair-

ing, the individual papers wiil be mentioned and treated separately.

Paul Barkley 1is_Professor of Agrioultural Econoiiss at Washington State ,
University, Pullman.
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5 E - . Access, to Land "- . e
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‘. - ‘-§kk‘ - - .. -
Mcre than anything else, access determines income distribution thﬁcugh

time and. across individnal;\dxkeeess\to fadtors of production’ stands behind
the classical the of income d@stributicn. ‘It is alsc behipd every

- battle over land and every controversy between 1abor and management.

-

-

o meets the eye.

While marxets‘may set the prices, institutions and the rules of marketing
may decide who can buy and who can sell:. they provide the. ccntext inrwhieh
access is estabiished. ' - . 1

The rules of access relating to 1and are particularly ccnvoluted.
While excﬁangi,ng land, may -require cmly money or cther negotiating
reseurces, the, us¢ of land, once exchanged, is " eircumseribed by rules in
the form of covenants, zanins restrictions, truneated rights,,tax laws, and
status rights. The two ngccess dases"” address  these 'kinds of- themes.

Frank Popper! s wnrk on the Ncrtheast appears to be an agbealing and -

[

‘jﬁgely uritten pieee on the origins and»consequenees af zcning and publici

ownership in a variety of Northeast é%ttings. Likening Pdpper's paper to

-

.the church choir .is perhaps apt. Scpranos carry the melody. zoning and?

national parks are urban in their erigins and have a rioh history., The '
altos sing a harmonizing tune that eehoes the sopranos. This harmcny says

.
~

thaf tbese two éevelopments have spreaé almos§ intact to rural areas. The '

tenors sing a- frightful counter melody thaf begins to raise questions abcut

the propriety or usefulness of, transferring these. urb%§ devices to rural o

areas. The bass section concentrates on the\ghythm and provides structure

-

for, the whele pieee. The bass {or basef) As an tmportant story of
externalfties, inability te gain access, Mg intrusion ‘of one culture into:
another eulture. The ‘result is a’ well—orchestrated piece that 1s eaéy

-

listening but one that portenés that there is moré to the prcblem than

. +
.

' Popper' cannot ¥mve that there is a retlatianship between I.and ‘tenure
and poverty, buft>he would like more people to have access to the land in
t?e Northeast that is now held by a very few individuals dr families.

« While cne might apFl&ud ¢his egalitarian instincet, one must alse wonder if
a massive redistribution of land wguld have any effect on the incidence o?
poverty. Strong arguments can ‘be de to show that breaking up the land

holdings coculd result in a class of subsistence farmers who, in addition to

- B
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3uf£ering Low/ farm inocomes, might also, becanse if remoteness, be very hard
to serve with an aoceptable eolleetion ‘of. ‘publicv services. o
|~ Tt 1s the zoning issue that eontinues to draw attention. Zoning ;é
inargnably a means of eontrolling population density. 1In its simple
appliéations, it exerts eontnol by speeifying ‘the kinos dnd numbers of-
. nonées or businesses tnat can ooQupy a’ given territgry. .At the hangs of
sophistioated .managers, the teenniqne cah be used to impose' innome3
restrictions, race restridtions, ®r ethnic restrictions as well. _ Popper
develops this theme then equivoeates in its application to nural areas.
Cities, either through ediot, the demoeratie proeess: or through sone

prooess related to effieienoy, derive an "appropriate". level of density,

_and zone so as to aohieve it. The zoned level of density is fnequently o
-1 below the level of density that would - be promnlgateﬁ by free market

exehanges. Henee, zoning is restrictive and. it limits access.” In.
nestrieting.aeoess, zoning also limits the number of (real or perceived)
negative extenqiiities that mnst be absorbed by the‘noners or by those whom

" the® zoners wish to proteot. ) .

3

Zoning in rural areas may also be restrictive 3n that- it differen-i'
“tiates between what’ peoﬁle can oo and what they eannoﬁ In so doing, it .

. also reveals the approved level of density. Popper'fails to.develop the

K ' most eritical issue: does ineneaseétdensity bring net positive or net
negative extennaiities tec a rural anea? Many will contend that increased
oensity, Qn balenoe, brings positive external gains to rural areas. If
tnis is- so, there is an optimal density, ano thé ontimal degree of zoning
mast follow. This will, of course, Vary from plaee te place,‘ The
investigator s Job is to give numerio content to this optimal zoning

) Alx tnings taken, Popper fails to deliven on a magor promise. He sets

out to use land pollcy to reeoneile a oivergent set.of goals tnat ineludes
eeonomie gnowth, environmental protection, inqreased access, and optimal

' density (neutral extennalities). H{s conolusidns allow us only to infér
that zoning and redistributing land are, a2t best, weak tools in’ this' . ‘
effort. We ‘are left wondering how zoning and national parks are related to

., poverty and how land use in the Northeast can ‘be rearranged so as to better

meet tne demands of a divense population. . \ .

Williams and his assoeiates addness an historigel theme. fne blacks -

€

came ont of the Civil’wer as free persons, but the ordinary routes throngh v

-
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uhich land could be seo*ped sere olosed to them. An American populatien
T who had heard all there was to hear abo&t the land ethic and who knew ne
trade except fa‘rming oould no have lano -The story of age&ies from the
Freedmen S Bureau to" the Farm Seourity Administration is rgoounteo The .
emphasis 1{s on the diffioulty that Wacks have had in gaiﬁing access. ’ |
The ‘story can be told in a oonventional way and it "is., The ooQolusion
. v pr lesson is that blaok farmers, like their white couq;erparts, are pro- |
dueing commodities that are generally in oversupply. Land use e rts to
help increase inoomes of blaek farmers &ould be very hard to estsggish and

+ .manage. While there may be a resource-orien d solution to the problems of

. a? single black farm family, it is untoward to think of removing black
' poverty from Alabama, Mississippi, and the Carolinas by manipulating
. . {"\

property rights, tenure, or access. . -

| . K . _i . Distribution of Rents E;ji ‘ \
- - i o ’ | |

o ‘ \\She Duncans and Joe Stevens are'conoeénod\with different problems.
| | - Coal kihing and forestry (forest produoté)igre activities that require huge
labor forces to produce saleable products. The labor forces working in ;
these ex;raotive industries are no different from industrial labor forces.
They work and earn wages when ‘the plant is opens; they l1ive on" modest
accumulations and Etransfér!payments when the plant is closed., They arevat -
°'@ the mercy of the p}ant managers who,. in turn, are at the meroy of a highly
b volatile and -increasingly international market. §Qall changes in relative
prices cause plants to open or close on a moment ‘s’ notice. The oﬂhers act
4 . in their ‘own self-interests and the workers must absorb -the economio

. %

penalities that arise from the nearly oomplete separation between opebating

+

" decisions and labor.

&

if these papers had been, written a deeade ago, they would have sureiy
‘fallen in with the mood of %hat era and develdbed a theory'in hich
resource owners exploited workers (which they oertainly do} and !‘Bspired
"to keep workers in poverty. The authors would have used emotional

t

outbursts to deory “the system™ and the conspirators who Keep the'eystem )
fon thepselves. The present .papers do not fall into this trap. The

“ . autpors'reoognize‘ioequgty; but rely on moye constructive analyses to ask
aboutrthe;relﬁtgonshio'between the resource, the worker, ‘and disposable

..

incone. . .

r




‘ . , . . .
. . The Duncéns worry .about a county that has just passed through a major

‘boom. During the boom, incomes inoreaseo: populationeinoreaeed‘by 50 ‘
nereent;'and (unmentioned by the authors) housing unitStineneasedfby 70
percent. ' In spgte of this, the poo; remaimed ‘poor, open sewage ran in the
R ereeks, and bank deposits .per, eﬁpita were abysmally low. WnenNthe‘boom
endé&d, eonditions worsened. The oommnnities in the eountg geared up for
profits that were never fully réalized and combinations of sceial overhead
oepital that were never put in place. No cne can doubt this. The case is
weIl made. ) : . T
One mnsb recognize, however, thet the plight of the- coel-produeing
eounty was made all the worse py e reeeesion in the general eeonomy.
People moveo to” Mertin County, Kentucky, in droves®once the word was out
that jops were -available in the nines. The unanswered (and, of oonrse,g
.« e gnnanswerable)¢ouestion is: How would the county have fared if new‘workers
had not poured in? Comperative_statisties ought to be able eg give some~~b~
, glues« In this case, the clues were hidden behind a series of externai and .
<~ " national phenomena that eonponnded the local prolilem. T, )
The oomparieons between the Iow, stable—inoome Montgomery County and .
hignp volatile-income Martin County are interesting, but they fail to
answer a pressing question: Do individuals prefer stability or a chance. at
hign incomes? This i{s an important question that has a significant bearing
on the publio and private ehoiees of the pecple in areas’ dependent én a
‘single nesou;oe. _ C \ . .
The timber products work force is no less interesting. énevene uses a
number o{;peradigms trying to find eooeptable explanations  for worker
‘behavior. “Helfineily settles on a combination of the public choice
parenigm and tne dual labor foree hypothesis. This is acceptable since
‘ ﬁnis eonbined approach does not violete the apparent "intentions of the
{ o ) gporkers nor does it offend the sensibilities of investigators looking at
! tpe p‘oblem from the outside. Tne Stevens case discusses poverty, the
) conflibt between tne labor pool and the nill opeﬂetors, and the poiitieel
o problems associated with change. ¢ .- '
Both the coal case and the forest case end on a weak note. They both
promise polioies, but neither delivers in a meaningful wey. The . '
relationship between the resource base, povertx, and community development |

t.f‘
is. artiouleted-—espeeially by the Punecans--but no resouree-oniented polioy ‘
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imven much chance §§ susvess if T:ﬁe‘é‘g?jeet is to relieve povef‘ty —In ‘*"‘*‘"‘*4",
ferestry, the only. recommendation is a temporery and ultimetely devastating
palliative: cut the Irees. But the public will not permit that. *Answers

iin the coal case are even more obscure and seem to<hinge on thducing then

e

eaal-ewning firm to behave in a way that is consistent with improving. the
-community in which the labor pool‘resides. In beth.cases, the authers .
suggest that the firm has some respensibility toward its local public, but
both papars “also suggest that the firm gets more fevored treatment from
publie polieies than do the members of the leber feéee. , | -

- It may be instructive o think of firms in these special kinds of

circumstances - to be the connectors between the individual worker .and

eccnomic society. The specialized %erkers have highly developed skiiis
that are‘rewarded when‘they are esed but which undoubtedly have very low.-~
oeportunity caste.‘ (If .this is true, the workers  are already sharing in
the rents earned by resource exploitatien.) If the firm closes or is dis-
rupted, the soeial eensequenee is very high for the local aree:—perhaps for
the state or region, as well. If a worker is laid off or drops, eut of the
labertpobl, he may be damaged quite sevefely; but the Rroader effect, even
locally, is somewhat minor. This line of ﬂeasenieg can be develcped inte a
case for gevernmenh protectien of firms reﬁher than direct protection of ‘ Y
ind{viduals. The verious tax eoneessions and extended payback per{ede, J .
nentioned 'by the authors may be less objectionable in this /iight. | .
Apparently, the forest produet workers agree when-they abdieate nearly all ‘
of their political power to the mill owners.

The relationship between the explciting firm and the local cemmunit¥
‘deserves considerable attentien.t The Duncans were mest eoneerned about
this, but the relationship is also present in forest preduets.. The Duneans -
imply that more I.inkages, both f‘orward and %eckwerd, sheuld be developed
between the’ firm and the loecal eommunity. The firm should be more
concerned with its environment and  should either voluntarily make payments
to the loecal publie eecter or be less hostile toward the prcspeet of higher
severenee taxes to be used in support of the loecal infrastrueture. <

The authors of these papere seem to be overloeking the most venerable
eiample of integrating an exploiting firm or ineustry and its labor foree{
For deeadeer or pefhaps eenturies;tthe company town has melded into one h

-~

unit the owner of the resource, the owner of the capital needed %o turn-the

R ¥
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) resonree into a saleable preduet, ‘and the labdor feree needed te operate the

_ resources and peverty. They capture the frustratfon that loecal resi@sgis -

capital *fixtures. AdmitteYly, the Aeempany town can be herrencious}.y |
oppressive and qan reduee labor to a most pitiable state. Both the pepular
and the teehnieel literature is replete with examples of oppressed workers
living in rigtdly eentrelled towns. In this more enlightened era, however,
it does seem reasenable that the coal companies eenld buy, " the towns in
Martin Ceenty ‘and beeeme eustedians for the soeial everhead eapital in
addition te being wage pe§ers.f The prpspect of integration through this
meehenism seems abeut as likely as that of inereesing*tne severanee ‘tax and
retumi.ng e ;portien of the revenue -thus gained to the leeal coal county °
cemmunities. To be sure, the company ‘town 1s an. idea whese tiﬁe has
passed--but so {s the Delco, wind-eperetee generating plentt With some
studious ima}%gation and 1limited application, elements of the company town -
. may be usefully revived to preteect ineemes, tewns, ‘and reseureee.

-,

In  sum, these four use studies are faseinating vignettes about

must have about the tradeoff between eqnity and efficiency. They add a

F
third member to this timeless tradeoff by introducing income stability.

*All things taken, the. authors of the'case studies eppear to agree thaﬁ

© used in the eternal battle to’ eradieate peverﬁy in rural areas. T snspect‘ "

£

=

public poliey'andressing a reseurce-éiand,‘forekts, or coal-~is probably a
weak approagh to alleviating poverty or furthering fural development.
Beyend that, they seem to struggle with the problem of hew resources can be

the task of finding a eenprehensive policy device that enhances ‘labor
ineeme, premetee eemmuni@y develepment, and protects a resource base will
require hhe best ' of these studies plus ‘much - additional inqniry,

experimentatien, and frustra%icn.
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omments on t&e Duncan; Popper; wf\liams, Mbrse,\aad webber; , _
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3 ’ o Hy eharge was é;\aapture the esSanee of™ ecmmentshmade'&uring oup two " f‘.
~ lively, small-g%cup, -discussion sessions teday while commenting” en the fcur o .
| ‘papers presented by Dunean ‘and. Duncan- Pepper~ w1lliams, ‘Merse, and Wabbar- ‘.
and Stevans. As you are well aware, this' is no small charga given the ‘
)lf.' variety of apprcaehas, ccncepts, and experienees baing shared in this T g
) ‘“u.- . thOughtful setting. - v : . -~ ) |

Our diseussfbns today have reflected the grewing nonvietion ‘that

L

‘natural .resourges do, in. faat, matter in the craation ahd alleviation of
.- o . rural poverty. Policias that govern and respond to natural resource use
s ., may have an important baaring on the quality cf 1ife of people affected by »
the naﬁural resource. It h%s become apparent that use of different natural . \\ ;
- resources by society “has had?garying effects on rural eommunities. We must :
distinguish among the histarical, legal, . and cultural framawork ef the
Appalaehian coal aeonomy, the timbe industry of" the Northwast, the plight . .
o ef ‘small-scale farmars in the South, and, land use policies-in "the North- - e
- ;. | east. o : . T ]
First‘I want té‘provide a framewark that I beiiéve will help‘inﬁegrate‘*“
. much of what we have heard today.A Then I will relate aspects of the papers ,
to various components of the. relationships illustrated in figure 1. ’
\ The pattern modal depicted in figuqeni appears quita relevant to our
| discussion. .It {s drawn from tHe induced innovation work Qf‘Vernon Ruftan
and Yh;iro Hayami.: * Their s i{es of agricultural éévelopment have | A
_ emphasizad the importance of four eemponants of change: (1’ technology, {2) 5
institutions, (3) cultural andowmants, and (4) resource endowments. -
Interrelationships occur among. all of these four. cemponents. Soeial~
and eultural ehanga are assoclated with changes in‘the €CONomYy, aataf and

f \_,&‘ ‘;‘ . . - _ L
o R , . Lt . ' ‘

—

Brady J. Deaton ia Professor, Department of Aggicultural Economics at
Virginia Polytechnie Institute and State University. . e
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directicn of nat 1 %eaaurce use. I have drawn attention to the time and
~.space*dimensicns that shculd .be. explieitly recognized in this framework?and

-about xhieh we have beard a great 'deal at this eonferenee.
. The time dimension of the model reflects the intergeﬁerational congi-

- derations ‘that must be brought ‘to bear when eansi&ering questions of
“resouree use. In no area does this appear to be nore signifieant than’ tn

our edueaticn institutions. John Rawls in his Thearx of Justiee stressed

the significance .of educaticr to the future quality of soetety. Thrcugh

the values and peolicies brought to bear on eéueation, we shape the. basie
. - A

fabric of our sogiety.’ o : . - e

The Williams, Morse, and Webber paper echoes this theme and illustrates

the long-term struggle that ensues from educational deprivation. They cite

Beale s ¥976 study whieh feund the average vears of schooling attainment
among blaek landowners who were 25 years of > or older to be S.Téyears,
whereas thg s;milgr gpoup of white farm pepizjz; “
observe that: "With such low levels'of education, it is -easy tb undérstand
how frequently it .is possible for these farmers to fail to understand the
eomplqgities d? government programs that affect their heavily controlled
crops, or to take full advantage of the services that the gcvernment and
the experiment stations’ can prgviée them. :

Williams and his ealleagues also cite the early emphasis placed.on land
and edueation’ by the Freedman s Bureau, while the ”federal.govevnméht was
grappling wﬁth thé problem of what to.do with the emaneipated,slavééx\

; Unfertunately, federal concern for black edueation was inadequate in our\\\

nation’s histcry. The dire consegliences have been all teco- obv!cﬁs. I
applaud the'effarts of Williams, Morse,  and Webber to bring-thesq points
ocut fer discussib&. The interrelationships between the institutions of
education, land ownership, and:other factors illustrated in figune 1 have
shaped thé problems associated with small farm operatcrs in the south and
elsewhere. t t . i .

The Duncans” paper calls attention’ to the distributional mechanisms in
the Appagachian‘§§§§‘econcmy. Underlying their stimulating paper igfthe
institutional sefting in the Appalachian Region that has been shaped by a
histon§ of Judietal decisip&sthat favored resource expléitation to the
detr?@ﬁft of locélly basaed infrastructure and economic development. The
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" evolution ‘of the Iegal structure has been illumipatedein Barry Caudfil s

»

-
-

'y The judieial undsrpinning of the disgributidnal system eould be gf?en
.more emphasis. Indeed, this may be.the most overlooked crihieal issue in
this wqushop.‘ In any eyent,- the time dimenai:; of‘ figm'e 1 reminds us
that we ‘;n néver totally eseape our inatitutional and cultural heritage.:
These faetors must be ineerporated intq a~bnoader perspectivg of the \*

natural resouree—poverty intﬁrrelationships in arder to grasp the magnitude

of the task with which we are confronted. - /

Stevgns <paper reviews a wide range of stimnlahing and inncvative b
’
literature. H14 paper ‘also illustrates some of the eritical differegges

4 between coal- and timber-based econorites. Both the Stevens and the Duncan

¢

*

.and Dunean papers illustrate the critical natune of: industry-speeificl
-eyelieal savings and teehnological shifts‘,_ ’Phese are. harsh events for
people caught up ih those economies without the breaéth of capital
investments‘neeessafy to undergird reasonable Iabor market ai}tj:;ents. ’

Stevens states that "whether the industrw, the publie, or the wnrker
. himself i{s responsible for the well-being of tgg peripheral worker himself

is very much a value judgment." This is a. ehallenging thaught which- can be

3

. classic hook, Night Comes to the Cumberlands. - - . \a“ ;; “

*

analy@iealiy approached within the context of«same bas;c premises about the:

nature of Justice in our scciety. .From Jéhn Rawls” perspective, we would
" have to question ehe futur'e beigg shaped by- whatever decisien is reaehed.,
" An intergenerational perspective is essential. . -

*1 an” somewhat troubled by the direetion that could be saggested‘by thg :

., Public Choice(Théory‘reviewed by Stevens. The inherently individualistic

-basis}of this theory seems inaéequate for addressing issues such as
education and labor training. In these areas,‘axternalities are perézgive

and all 9u: futures will/be altered by the decisiong reached. Rawls’

recognition of certain commonalitieg of interests arx shared vglues may be’
a more appealing approach to sugh issues. ‘ |
Both the Duncans”’. and Stevens® papers raise the igsue of alternative
approaches fcr obtaining institutional control over the wealth generated-
from naturé; é%so&ree explaitatien. Tbis;issue is being raised aroupd the

. -

cogntry and 1S‘beiﬁg acted upon at the state and local level. T suspect we

will hear a great deal more about €t i{n the fqture.‘ | /!
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B thank eaeh or the authors for very readable, interesting papers.

They heve been daring in some respects, intellectually stimulating, and
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COMMENTS ON ‘I‘HE ‘DUNCAN; POPPER‘ WILLIAMS, MORSE, A}ID
" - WEBBER; AND STEVENS CASE STUDY PAPSRS

+
s

;by Marty Strahge “;

. . . . - . -
3 - ‘ ’ A : Aol

I am going-to spend most of my time reporting on what the discussion
wés,in our group,,choosing to do. that rgther than talking at lehgth abdht.

- the four papers myself. When I was asked to participate in this capacity,

I protested that havipg never se®n a black farmer, knowing nothing about
Oregen, other than it is not Oregon, and gunderstanding only'vaguely that
coal is dark, hard, and burns and agreeing tpo much with Frank Popper and
being unable §e be entertaining as he wag, I would not have mueh to say

& ¢

about the papers, per se.
?

* .
But I do think that the group diseussion we had was particularly good

I felt very good about the disctssion all day toda¥, and I am going to try

to say some things about our discuébion on local development strategies.

" .And Y am geoing to save someé time for group number‘one}to amend or offer -

minority reports, in whole or in part, or to object o{ tq do whatever they |
need to do. 7 oo -

I think w% said several important things abaut loeal government .

_ strategies. .One is that the bottom-line standard has to be whether the .
“ecenomie éetiv;ty invglved improves' local conditions. -:Whether it

contributes to national market siéﬁaticns in ﬁhe mécrc sensg, or whether it

makes sense .for tHe individual firm in the micro sense, isfnot really

. important any more. And we began to learn that the process of development

means that we all move together or we do not move at all ﬁhat is, we end:

up with a better feeling of well-being after it is dane than we had before

" we started. » : o ¢

Second, political developments'intfinsie to that loeal‘éevelopment
strategy are as important--or perhaps'mére iﬁportant--than the econamicj.
activities that’ are part of 4t. We cited, for instance, the value which
black land ownership has for the political participation of blaeks* we

: talke§ about it in the centext of the civil rights movement a little bit,

®

Marty Strange 1s Codirector-of the;@enter for Rural Affairs, Walthill,
Nebraska.
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‘we telked about it in terme of participation in the eooperetive“movement.

In fact, we talked et great lenggh eboot cooperatives and reeeheﬁ a kind of
a summary.- judgment thet oooperstives pay not have done as much as they )
could for poor people in the eeooomie sense, but have done a great deal “or
pecr--people in terms of sharpening politioel skills and involvement in the

Qotitfcal preoess.‘ - ‘ .

_As a part- of that ‘..rl'xolx diseusslon about the polities of éevelopment-- -

which clearly runs through all the~pepers in the disepssion today--we began

“to talk a bit ebout the glue that holds various development etretegies

together. And we reised the duestion of whether‘there were differenees .

‘between «urban and rural development strateglies--important dif ferences=-or

whether there were important differences among rural development strategies
and how it was they’ were Iocated in different areas. .
we reached the conclusion that there Jmay be differenoes in content of

the development eotivity, but that there is little differenee in the\

dynamic of ohange or in the exeroise of power thet is part of the

‘development proeess. So, we ‘reached the ~conclusion that there is~no

universal development strategy——but there may be a universel development
proeess thet involves takieg beek eontrol over” the lives of people who are
affected by economic aotivitv essooieted with the resources that'ere in
their {mmediate environment, ! .

And implicit in thet was another sumé%py judgment- that netorel
resources are to rural development strategy whet real esta is.to urban
development strategy. You dop “t "do rural" withou#! "doing resources."

We had 'a very interesting diseussion ebout the whole problem of

realloeeting eost and benefits that oome from development, and doing sc ¢
& .

" without revolution. ‘ RN

Ne telked a great deal about how In western.eoel'and'miﬁerel develop-

. ment generally, there have been some successful efforts to capitalize from .

the development eetlvity, that is, some premium (often via a severance tax)
associated with development activity has oreated state treasuries. This
premium can be used for development of the state.‘ But the jury is not yet
in as to how such a oapital fund is going to be, used, end whe?her the
development strategies associated wi}h it will be any’ different from the

. development strategies that have pro eeded in the past or the development

strategies which left Appalachia in the condition it was in. *

‘ ' —
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And then we talked some abeut the inherent differenee between-aend I

‘fa' thi&k thie’has not reeeived enough attention threugheut the conferenee es a.

v

.
-

.‘.

I

whole-«the difference between resources that are used consumptively and

‘those whieh do net have to be used~consumptively. And T emphasize this -

t beeause I am not aware of any neturel resource in America that is net used

eonsumptively. - ' AR ~ . .[

“The mytholegy of agrieulture is that land is a renewable résource, but .
it 1s not'a renewable resourc® in ‘the manner in which we have used it. We
* have consumed Ralf of the topsoil in the Corn Belt in the 100 years that we
‘have farmed eemmereially there, fopsoil. which took 750 milkien yeavs to .
pnpduee. This is act a reneweble activity; this is a eeneumptive aetivity.,
The only feason we ‘do not define it that way is that our planning horizon
is short; ﬁh do not think far enought into ‘the future. ’ L g

So we talked some abolt how, when resources are used censumptively, and °
partieularxy whea teehnolegies aﬁe capitel intensive, the relationship
between peeple and resou:ees is ﬁrequently reduced to Job dependency.

Somebody eiseiis providing the capital, somebody else-is providing the

: téchnoiogy. You may or may not participate in that, but what you see is a

job out of that reseuree. And in that sktuatien, -our political perspective
tends to be limfted. How wealth and ineeme produeed by those resources 18
distributed in these eommunities becomes a politieal question, or it eees
" not beeeme a qeestion. In thc hunky dory world, it is not a question—-and
that is the world we lived in for quite a long time. : K
But in the world we live in now, 1t is a politieal question; ang the

marketpleee is simply not an adequate al}_oea.ger of these costs and
benefits. The political process that is invoked in many situations, and
will continue to be invoked, is critical. Whether the demoeratic system
functions well gnough  determines in large part how ‘the people asscociated
with these rescurces are either geing to Senefit SEQm them or be denied
their eroduet. . . i R - |

" To summarize our-local development discussicgn, we might re-state the
old Jeffersonian observation that “self-government ie always better than

;
good government " “self—development is elways better than good develop~

ment.® ‘.

I might add a footnote of my own: - three or four simple remarks about

the ownership and use ofdreeourees in the agricultural context. (This may

¢ - s ! %
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‘pertain&;ore tc Marion Clawsen S paper than the four case studies, but you

this as a fifth case study if §ou want to.)

« One is that, more and mox'e, ownership of agricultural resources Is riot

can t

~re1ateé to the use; that is, use . dee&sions are increasingly made by someone

other than land owners. Thi& is partieularly interesting becauge our land
heritage invelves an assumption that the rfght ef ownership will promote*
the exercise of respensibiltty.» The fa%ily farm itself is the cultural

‘embodiment of "that idea, the owner-operator somehow has a long-term ,
interest, sees beyend‘the short planning horizcn, and will exercise both a -
A bundle of rights and a bunéle of respensibilities that 80 with ;.

¢

Of course, because we have had s=o mueh\iend, and beeeuse we have been a

labor-short agriculture for so many years, we seem to set aside the bundle

of responsibilities and settle on the opportunity that the bundle of rights
prevideé ‘T think there is {ncreasing evidence tﬁit.that is not geing to
hold up any more. The metivatien for owning agricultural land has nothing
to do any more with the eppertunity "to work, which is what the mqti?ation

once %as. If you have te work land to pay “or i, yev cannot afford it.

‘more every year to own land than

Now, the mctivation for OWN{ng land is to claim-a soeiel product from
it, to elaim?§he income f:om it.

Every year throughout the 1970s, capital

gains from land price aﬁpreeiatie exceededanet farm income. It was worth

it was to farm it.~ In that context, the

investment decisions become: 5 different{xthey become very mixed. One of

‘ the by- produets of this is the rise of management as the impertant funetion

in fhe entrepreneerial seheme* it is not- ownership that is important any
more and it is not labor, it is management. C-

However, where the real conceniration has oceurred in American

agriqulture is not in land cwnership; dlthough that is not an insignificant -

feature, as tbe*ﬁeta have shoﬁn.« The real lével of concentration is in the
management unetion. we have the, capaecity now, with our technology and
with this level .of eoncentraticn and management, and with the short .
planning horizon that I talked»ebeut, to (do great daﬁage in Americae
agriculture with respect to the resc&ree base itself. - ,

I am afraid that.it is hard to relabe that ta poverty directly. I
think we like to see vietims in peverty anelysis, and I think‘this

:eenfeéence is asking the right questions, but maybe we are framing our

analysee a little wrong es{we gO along; I think the question is not the

.
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*relationshipibetween}pooﬁ pecple and resources, but the relationship

between rich people and resources, or more precisely, those who do contffol

resources. What ;s their motivation, how do they ‘use them, how do ey get
control over them, and how do they keep eontrol? These are bigger ques-'
tions. . ' . ‘ ‘ X o

I think that. there is a great deal going on in Amerioan agriculture
that props AMp ineffioient farms and ineffioient 1and use patterns.» I also
know there is a great deal in the tax'eode that props up inefficient use of

resources. I know that .the payrment-in-kind (PI&} ‘program has simply

undergirded ‘those decisions that were made to dévelop irrigation in apeae‘Ar
- of the stete of Mebraska where it simply,is not good economics and simply

not efficient. | S S .
. The. separation of owhership Prom operation constitutes e subtle trend.

It is not, for instane s simplifabsentee investors and corporatiohs who

take an interest in land, ‘(although they olearly do). Tnstead, this

»process_of separation is an evolutionary process that ocecprs within the

farm struoture, within the mainstream commercial family farm in subtle
wWays. : §%¥ ’ g A
It used to ‘be that . iP & farmer and .h °emily could burn ‘the mortgage,
eould pay for the farm, start one child or maybe two in farming, send“the
rest of them-to college, and(pay for their own retirement, it was énough;
it was what-life was about. Those were essentially the cultural goals of
American agriculture. : a 3% ) ‘
.Well, if you are a#child on the family farm toéay and you inherit a
quarter section of land--well, begging the pardon of all the pecple who
work in academic institutions here--a college degree is not worth a"Yuarter
section of Towa farmland, not by a long shot. ’
Ard if all you get out of that family farm is an education, you have
been disinherited. Now-that creates different motivations, it certainly
does. Vhat happens is we create devices by, which we can divide the
ownership of that famm among all the heirs so that none of them is di&-

inherited, without breaking up the operation of ﬁgg‘farm, without breaking

up that management unit. Ve need to keep that management unit concentrated

because that is what the economies of scale are.

So, w@at do we do? The most popular device, not the oaly‘oneg but the

most popular one, has been to incorporate theefa;iiy farm;{eno then you
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- social produet and whe should eleim it.

rights and res ilities in this kind of a system.

<
- . .

pass on-stock to the kids. Such a device also has big estate tax
advantages because you- can make ‘gifts in &ie form ef steek and avoid the

state taxes. . : e T | . B |
Wwell, that is fine, except what that does'is strange. Most of these

children are not going to farm. You see‘ngr brothers and sisters run off

to St. Louis, Chicago, Minneapolis, and other ‘dens ef inequity, and they

get marﬁled,'and they merry baél&, or they heve‘chiléren; and what hepeens.

is that suddenly all of the problems that were bad enough when they were.
justﬁfamily problems are now farm f£inance problems.‘

The one heir who is on the farm is a minority stockheolder in a
eerperatien over which he has a lot less contrS} than he wishes. And h
begins: te Sehave differently, with a managerial function in ‘mind thas
changes his ettitude toward land. And that changes his. attitude tewerd the

All of that 1§“by way of sayingxthat this process of separatien of-
ownership from operation of resources, ownership from use and centrel, is a
dynamic that {s tied to the growing value og resources prepert;onal teethe
pcpuletion base. yet we have not found a way to address the problem. The
grewing ceneentraticn ef centrel is as much a problem as the growing

concentration of ewnership. The marketplaee is a poor distributor oﬂ

“

M

We neged to ¢onsider more than we have so far in this eenference the
questien of what end-use resouyrces are put . I do not think that is an
independent variable. I think we have been accepting it too much as an

*

. #K

independent variable. For example, she development issues faced by Wyoming -

farmers and ranchers in the area of coal development cannot be considered,

absent a discussion of how. that ceal'ge used.. A good part of the'coal is

sent to Nebraska, .where it is turned intoc electricity to irrigate the sgnd
N ri - .

hills region of tha' state. We would like to believe that that means we are

feeding the: .hungry world. That, of eeurse, is the politiecal rhetorie that-
is behind that kind of aeiivity. But we de not produce corn to feed a
hungry world. Nebraska egrieulturé provides 85 percent of the corn that is

shipped to Japan, now our largest single export market for corn. Our

irrigation in the sand hills of Nébraska is tied to assumptions about the =
fyture of the export market. The most important political economy issue ing
the s}ate of Mebraska is the relative value of the yen to the dollar. Thet;

.
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also shapes our‘opinion a great deal about the automobile industry in this R

-

country. .
" The point is that as we deplete the -Ogallala Aquifer, which we are /
doing, Congréss becomes concerned becduse¥ there is a lot of economic

development activily assceiated with the current use of the Ogallala

.Aqoifer. Moreover, it is the kind of activity which most J¥ the people in

this oonferenoe wo\x}d probably say was pretty good develo?ment aetivity*

it i{s primarily indigenous* that {s, almost all of*.the center pivot irriga-
tion systems‘manufaotured in the world aré\made~in‘the region. Most of the

energy used to drive them is prodooéd-in the begion. Most, although surely
not all, of the irrigation is done by family farmsf é{beit many- of them are
on the road to beooming.something different, as I pointed out a minute ago.
‘A lot of people would ‘say that was pretty good development activitye=-
and in faot, when Congress is“ﬁware of the threat to the future of this
economic aotivity because of declines in the water tabl&Q they spend $6
million on a study, the Righ Plains study, to decide how we  can continue

, irrigation activity in the face of deolining groundwater.

~ What they are talking about is diverting the Missouri River to provide
the water that now comes out of the anllala. There are’also government
programs to encourage water conservation and a host ‘of other asctivities.
To my™sind this does not get to the heart of the issue. . We have over-
capitalized agbioulture'in the Great Plains, and we produce too much corn,
and Ehat corn does not have any place to go. VUe cannot sell it at a p}iéé
that will justify what we have invested in Great Plains irrigation.

So Congress should have been asking: What is the best use of the
Cgallala Aquifer? What is the best use of theAGreat’Plains, and how do we
éet ourselves out of the situaoion‘that we are in? I think thaé is the.
important questian. 3 ‘ ) .

In other éords, what happens"wheo development fails? Fow do we
redirect dovelopment efforts that appear to havo'gone.awry? So the end-use
to which* the resource is put{io not an independentxvariable, it is a very

important one. : . -

\ .
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